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

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 
Inquiry into Commissioners and Parliamentary Inspectors of the Corruption and Crime Commission — 

Appointment Process — Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): Members, I have two letters. The first, which is addressed to me, is 
from the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, and reads — 

Dear Mr President 

… 

The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission resolved on 11 May 2016 to 
undertake a new inquiry into the efficiency and timeliness of the current appointment process for 
Commissioners and Parliamentary Inspectors of the CCC, including enquiring into: 

(a) the current operation of sections 9, 14, 28 and 193 of the Corruption, Crime and 
Misconduct Act 2003; 

(b) the role played by each of the agencies in discharging their responsibilities under 
sections 9, 14, 28 and 193 of the Corruption, Crime and Misconduct Act 2003; 

(c) any alternate models used for similar appointments in other jurisdictions. 

The Committee will report to Parliament on its inquiry by 17 November 2016. 

Should you require any further information about this matter, please contact Dr David Worth, 
Principal Research Officer, on — 

The number is enclosed. It continues — 

Yours sincerely 

HON NICK GOIRAN, MLC 
CHAIRMAN 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE COMMISSIONER FOR CHILDREN 
AND YOUNG PEOPLE 

Review of Functions — Extension of Reporting Time —Statement by President 
THE PRESIDENT (Hon Barry House): The second letter is from the Joint Standing Committee on the 
Commissioner for Children and Young People, and is also addressed to me. It reads — 

… 

As Chair of the Joint Standing Committee on the Commissioner for Children and Young People … I am 
writing to inform you that on 16 May 2016 the Committee resolved to defer the tabling date of its report 
on the review of the functions exercised by the Commissioner for Children and Young People. 

The Committee: 

Resolved, that the report on the review of the functions exercised by the Commissioner for 
Children and Young People be tabled on 23 June 2016. 

Yours sincerely 

MS L.L. BAKER, MLA 
CHAIR 

COMPULSORY WORKERS’ COMPENSATION INSURANCE — PREMIUM RATES 
Statement by Minister for Commerce 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Commerce) [2.03 pm]: I rise to inform 
the house of the new recommended premium rates for compulsory workers’ compensation insurance, gazetted on 
6 April 2016. At 1.478 per cent of payroll, the 2016–17 average recommended premium rate is the lowest ever 
set in Western Australia, and on a standardised basis is the lowest of all Australian states. This is a 0.3 per cent 
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decrease in the average rate compared with the 2015–16 rate, and will benefit employers across a range of 
industries. Employers in 96 industries will see a more than 10 per cent reduction in recommended premium rates. 

The primary purpose of calculating and publishing recommended premium rates is to ensure insurers collect 
a sufficient premium to meet the costs of workers’ compensation claims, cover administrative expenses and 
provide a margin of profit for insurers. The recommended rates also enable employers to compare premiums 
across insurers within the highly competitive Western Australian workers’ compensation market. 

The recommended premium rates take into account the latest trends in the number and cost of claims, as well as 
broader economic factors such as movements in interest rates and wages. A significant driver in the 2016–17 
premium rate calculations was the continuing reduction in claim numbers. Western Australian premium rates 
have been historically low over the past few years, with decreases in the past four years. Since this government 
came to office in 2008, the average recommended premium rate has fallen by 25 per cent. 

At the same time as reducing premiums paid by employers, the state government has significantly improved 
benefits to injured workers. Age restrictions on access to workers’ compensation were removed in 2011, 
acknowledging that our workforce is ageing and that all workers, no matter how old, need support if they are 
injured at work. We have also extended the financial safety net available to workers whose employers unlawfully 
fail to take out workers’ compensation insurance. 

Western Australia has a balanced workers’ compensation scheme. It delivers fair compensation for injured 
workers and affordable premiums for employers. Although some states have been forced to undertake 
fundamental structural reforms to manage costs and improve outcomes, in this state we deliver stability for 
scheme participants, a good return-to-work rate, and a good balance between costs imposed on employers and 
support for injured workers. 

I acknowledge WorkCover WA and the scheme actuary for their work in independently recommending 
benchmark premium rates for workers’ compensation insurance. The new premium rates take effect from 
30 June 2016, and because 40 per cent of workers’ compensation policies are renewed in May or June many 
businesses will feel the benefit of the reduced premiums immediately. 

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

HON COL HOLT 
Leave of Absence 

On motion by Hon Martin Aldridge, resolved — 

That leave of absence until Tuesday, 21 June be granted to Hon Col Holt on the grounds of urgent 
personal business. 

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from 12 May on the following motion moved by Hon Michael Mischin (Attorney General) — 

That pursuant to standing order 69(1), the Legislative Council take note of tabled papers 4085A–E 
(2016–17 budget papers), laid upon the table of the house on Thursday, 12 May 2016. 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.10 pm]: I rise to make 
comment about the budget papers delivered in this house last week. I will probably not agree with all the detail, 
and due to other things happening over the last week I have not been able to apply the appropriate level of 
scrutiny to these documents that I would have liked. However, I am sure that when we get to the estimates 
committee in a few weeks’ time, I will have a plethora of questions around the detail of this budget. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Killer questions. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Killer questions; thank you! I must say first up that in this set of documents we can again 
see this government’s continuing trend of not providing an appropriate level of detail about its activities. 
Looking particularly at the portfolios I have interest in, if I did a comparison with previous budget papers 
I would find that the amount of information that has been provided this year is significantly reduced in volume as 
well as detail. I will come back to talk about that later. One thing I heard reported last week was that when the 
budget was read into the other place, the Treasurer, Hon Mike Nahan, is reported to have said that this would be 
the last budget that this government would deliver. Based upon some of the media reports — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: In this term. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I think it will be the last budget that this government delivers and I certainly hope it is the 
last budget any Liberal government has the opportunity to deliver for a period. Members will recall that a few 
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budgets ago I started talking about hearing a faint death rattle of the Liberal government around this place. It has 
gotten louder, particularly over the last 12 months. Having listened to the budget being read in last week and 
looked at the media reports and the outcomes over the last couple of days, with a bunch of very nervous 
members of Parliament on the other side, I think that death rattle is humming along quite loudly and nicely. 
I imagine that as we draw closer and closer to 11 March next year, even members on the other side will want to 
quieten it down. 

I will start off by working my way through a series of documents. I will talk about the impact of this budget upon 
members of our community and various elements of the portfolios that I have an interest in and then I will talk 
about some other issues I have picked up in the budget that I would like to reference. I will not start by reading 
all these articles, but the other day I picked up a whole bunch of headlines that I think spell it all out; we do not 
even need to read the detail. Most of these articles come from The West Australian, The Australian and 
The Australian Financial Review. The first headline I will read by Daniel Emerson is “Biggest budget deficit 
yet …”. When we lost government in 2008, our debt was $3.6 billion and we thought that was pretty shocking. 
Over the last eight years, this government has gone out and spent like a drunken sailor with an open credit card, 
and the debt now, I understand, is more than $28 billion and it is projected to rise to more than $40 billion over 
the next couple of years into 2018–19, I think. The current deficit level projected for this year in this budget is 
sitting at around $3.9 billion. The comments from Standard and Poor’s in the last few days have pushed it out to 
over $4.8 billion. There are some serious issues there. 

In a recent speech I referred to attending a Committee for Economic Development of Australia lunch with the 
former Minister for Agriculture and Food. There was a lot of discussion around the level of state debt at the time 
and the Treasurer talked about what is a manageable level of debt, where we have come from and where we are 
at. As I said earlier, it was really interesting to note how the same people who were really stressed out about 
being $3.6 billion in debt eight years ago now seem to be saying, “Oh well, $28 billion is not so bad; maybe it’s 
manageable.” I do not think these people are in the real world. At the end of the day, we always have to 
remember that our primary stakeholders—our taxpayers; our constituents—are the ones who will mostly be 
impacted by any of these decisions and they will have to bear the burden of managing this debt into the 
long-term future. They will miss out on a whole range of other opportunities because the money is simply not 
there. For any government, regardless of who is elected post-March next year, this means there will not be any 
money in the kitty. Unfortunately, I did not bring the Labor Party’s plan for the future with me today, but I am 
sure one of my colleagues will go through it in detail. There is no money because of the huge debt so if there is 
a change in government, whoever is in government will have to be very, very creative about what they do for the 
community with no cash because there is nothing left. This government has gone out and spent outrageously on 
things that might look pretty and that target particular sectors of the community, but the government is not 
solving our long-term issues or providing the comfort that the community needs. The first headline I want to read 
is, “Biggest deficit yet …”. The second headline is, “State economy still shrinking”. I am not going to read out 
the article but there is also — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Why don’t you read the budget instead of reading the newspaper? That is what proper 
research involves. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am going to get to that. I have those papers with me, so I am not going to disappoint 
Hon Simon O’Brien. I am going to go through the budget papers. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: You already have! You disappoint me every year — 

Hon KATE DOUST: Luckily, I have a thick skin. 

Household fees increased by another $247. A constituent was in my office in tears yesterday. She phoned up in 
tears and I told her to come in and talk to me about her issues. Initially, they were around the problems she was 
having dealing with Centrelink and the failure of employment agencies to provide the real assistance they are 
being paid to do. Then she talked to me about her personal situation. She is a former English teacher in her early 
50s. Sadly, she had to finish work because of injuries related to her occupation. She is desperately trying to find 
new work now and perhaps a new pathway. She pays $350 a week for rent privately because she cannot get any 
other accommodation. She is living off a Centrelink payment. She told me that she has turned off her power and 
her gas at the mains because she cannot afford to pay for electricity and gas. She manages very, very narrowly. 
She is now at the point of buying meals because it is cheaper to buy prepared food five nights a week than it is to 
buy the raw ingredients and have them in the house. She has done all the figures. She sat down and showed me 
how she worked it out. She has nothing in her bank account. She now has issues with her teeth and is trying to 
work out how she can possibly pay to get them fixed. She is looking at a variety of options. I thought how tragic 
that was for a woman in her early 50s, who obviously has worked for an extended period. Because of the amount 
of cash that she has available to her and how she spends it, she is determined to keep her roof over her head but 
is doing so at the cost of sacrificing things that we would take for granted and consider to be a reasonable 
lifestyle. Through an unfortunate series of circumstances, she is not working but she wants to be retrained. We 
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talked through a range of options to try to help her, and hopefully we can, but she is one of a number of people 
who I am sure we all deal with. These stories have escalated over the last few years. She is not alone and I am 
sure that any number of my colleagues on this side, as they provide their responses to the budget speeches over 
the next few weeks, will also provide these types of examples. I am certainly committed to helping that 
individual because I think she has capacity for an alternative future. I think it is very sad that, in this day and age, 
living in one of the best places in the world, we have somebody who is too scared to turn on the power because 
she cannot afford to pay the bill. Under this budget we are dealing with now, I do not know how she is going to 
manage with an additional $247 increase in utility costs, public transport costs and the cost of getting around to 
interviews, or once a week getting up to see her parents who live in a different suburb. For all of these things, 
people in these cases try to manage their budgets right down to the very last cent to make sure they can cover it. 
They do not have any fat and they do not necessarily have savings to help them get through these tough times. 
Later on I will talk a bit about how this state budget impacts on household debt and household savings. 

Another headline reads, “Ellenbrook bus project gets its cash”. That is really great because I am sure the people 
of Ellenbrook really want a train; they do not want a bus! I am sure that will be a fantastic campaigning 
opportunity. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: It’s not even a rapid bus! 

Hon KATE DOUST: No; it is not even a rapid bus transit system. These are all articles from 
The West Australian of Friday, 13 May—the day after the budget was brought down. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What are your ideas? That’s what we want to know—enrich us! 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am sure if one of my colleagues goes to my office and pulls off my desk Labor’s plan, 
I will be happy to go through that document with the member as well. 

The next headline is “Biggest fire sale firmly on agenda”. We have already been through the experience of the 
government selling off the Perth Market Authority, with an extended debate in this place. Fortunately, it was 
sold to the most appropriate group that should run it, but we now know that it was undersold. The government 
has flagged in this budget that it wants to sell off Western Power’s poles and wires, and elements of 
Horizon Power, but it does not want to do that until after the election. The government wants to make the sale of 
Western Power an election issue. All these things are in the offing—on the never-never, if you like—because, all 
going well, the government may not be in a position to make those decisions. I will come back later and talk 
more about the Western Power issue. 

The proposed sale of Utah Point is currently being considered by the Legislation Committee, and its report has 
been deferred for a period of time. I was not here last week, so I am not too sure how long we have to wait for 
that. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: August. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I understand the reporting date is August, which will cause some grief for the government 
in any projected sale. We have the ongoing debacle over the potential sale of Fremantle port, and a number of 
other land issues. Importantly, although the government is looking at how it can offload what it calls 
“mature assets” to try to bring down its debt levels, and the budget papers refer to something like $16 billion to 
come off the top of government debt, an even bigger obstacle in the way of this government—it is probably not 
even the opposition—is its partners in government in their colleagues from the National Party who have been 
quite selective about what they will and will not support. We will see that again. One of the biggest problems for 
this government is the people who share the cabinet table with them—the National Party’s three ministers and 
the parliamentary secretaries who are behind them—who have baulked at these decisions. Again, I will come 
back and talk more about that later because, quite frankly, that whole relationship is very confusing. How the 
government can have members of the National Party sitting at the cabinet table being selective about what they 
choose to support or not support defies all logic. I am sure there are members in the Liberal Party who share my 
views on these types of matters. 

Asset sales will allegedly produce $16 billion to fix the budget, but that can happen only if the government has 
the support of the National Party, which is debatable. It will be really interesting to hear from members of 
National Party as we work our way through this opportunity to debate the budget whether there has been a bit 
more flexibility, a little more give in support of their government colleagues. The National Party has reaped the 
benefits of being in coalition with the Liberal Party. It has received the benefit of royalties for regions funds that 
have been spent in the regions, some of which were obviously very good and some interesting and questionable, 
and I am sure that the Premier has his own plans for how he manages that into the future. All those things come 
with a price, and I would have thought it was locking in to support the government. But that may work to the 
opposition’s advantage. We certainly do not support these asset sell-offs, and if the Nats want to lock themselves 
into a corner and not support them, that may very well be a good thing. 
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The last newspaper article I will refer to at this time is under a headline in today’s The West Australian. We 
know from debates in this place on the Bell Group that the state government had two goes in the last six months 
or so to deal with the problems associated with Bell Group assets and that the matter had been referred to the 
High Court. The High Court has now written that legislation off and made some quite caustic comments about 
the legislation that went through the WA Parliament, which was, again, an act of desperation by the government. 
I do not know whether the potential for that legislation to be written off was factored into the drafting of this 
budget or whether that decision by the High Court will mean that the government will have to rethink some of 
the elements of this budget and perhaps change some of the commitments it has made. I am sure that is 
something we will discover over time. 
Following the handing down of the budget last week, I had cause to go back and read the Treasurer’s second 
reading speech, because it is always quite useful to understand the government’s thinking behind its 
decision-making. The first couple of pages of the speech outlined the difficulties the government experienced 
and referred to the challenging economic environment. I do not dispute the government has had some significant 
difficulties. Who would have predicted that the iron ore price would drop as low as it has? The other issue is that 
the heat has come off the boom. I know that the Premier did not like to hear the word “boom” for the mining 
sector a few years ago, but the rhetoric has now changed in government and I see the phrase “mining boom” 
being used frequently by a number of ministers. As the heat has come off the boom and we have seen 
unemployment levels rise, we have experienced other impacts of those types of changes flow throughout our 
community. We have seen housing and rental prices drop. 

Visitors — Manjimup Primary School 
The PRESIDENT: I apologise for interrupting, but I want to welcome some important people into the 
Legislative Council gallery—the students and staff, including Mrs Omodei, I understand, from 
Manjimup Primary School. Welcome to Parliament House. I hope you enjoy your visit here and take away some 
good memories of your visit. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I must say that I am very pleased to welcome students from Manjimup Primary School 
and I hope there is at least one Doust amongst that group, given there are so many Dousts in Manjimup—it is 
a thriving little hub for the family. I certainly welcome them and I hope that they enjoy their afternoon here. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon KATE DOUST: As I was saying, the flow-on impacts of this challenging economic environment that the 
Treasurer referred to has been not only a reduction in the rental price of properties and a growth in the number of 
available rental properties but also an increase in the number of properties available for sale and a decline in the 
value of those properties. That makes it harder for people. As people have come out of the mining sector without 
jobs, with thousands of people losing their jobs in very rapid succession in some cases, they have had to make 
significant adjustments to their lifestyle. I do not know whether members follow those online sales sites—
I cannot think of the name. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you—Gumtree. Members need only trawl through Gumtree to see the large 
number of items for sale, with people who have lost their jobs trying to pull in some extra dollars so that they can 
pay their bills. We have had a really positive period in which we had significant high employment in the mining 
sector, and people thought that would last for a long time. Those jobs have now transitioned from exploration 
and construction and, of course, the number of jobs has reduced in that environment and people have had to 
make adjustment, with a rise in unemployment in this state, which brings with it a raft of other issues. It is 
unfortunate that the Minister for Education is not here at the moment, because I am referring to one of the 
downsides for those people—even for the constituent I dealt with yesterday. People who have lost jobs want to 
retrain, but that is not always a free option, and sometimes, if they have to go through the pathway of TAFE in 
which we have seen a significant rise in fees which has been a deterrent for quite a few people, particularly 
young people and also for a lot of women who want to venture back into the workforce, they simply cannot 
afford the fees that go with retraining. I am sure that my colleagues will talk about that later.  
After seeing media reports, we know that there is also a lot of dissatisfaction about a range of issues. I have not 
seen any glowing or positive comments about this budget, which is always disappointing—I am sure that the 
government is disappointed with that as well—except from the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia. The only positive comment that we have heard is from its CEO, Ms Deidre Willmott, who 
said that it was very good that all these assets would be sold, which would bring in money to pay off the budget. 
The CCI is a great champion of Liberal governments. I am sure that Ms Willmott has a keen interest in seeing 
whether the government will proceed with these sales. That was the only positive comment we heard; actually, 
I do not even know whether it is positive—it was just a comment. Everyone else who commented in the media 
was highly critical of every element of the budget either because of the way it was constructed or because of its 
implication for members of the community. I will refer to some comments that the Western Australian Council 
of Social Service made about this budget. 
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Political commentators that we see as being on the conservative side and whom we would have thought were great 
champions of this government have been highly critical. Peter van Onselen wrote an article in The Sunday Times 
last weekend. In his state budget report card, he graded the state Liberal government on a range of elements to do 
with this state budget. I am sure you read that particular article avidly on the weekend, Mr President. I looked at 
this article very quickly on the weekend. The only thing that Mr van Onselen gave this state government an A for 
was its spin because it does that really well. It does it exceptionally well and it tried to do it really well this time. 
We all know that the government has a vast crew of spin doctors employed in the Department of the Premier and 
Cabinet who are constantly trying to turn a sow’s ear into a silk purse. I give the Premier credit for deflecting 
and sending journalists off to chase rabbits down holes in different directions. He is very good at that. 
Mr van Onselen gave the government an A for that. Whilst things are looking pretty grim, this government is 
trying to paint it up by saying that we are about to turn the corner, iron ore is starting to pick up a little, the 
economy is starting to pick up a bit, hopefully unemployment levels will start to drop and it is not all that bad. 
When we go through the budget papers—I intend to do that as I work my way through this speech—we see that 
it is not all bad. The government has done very well. I am sure that over the next few weeks we will see a series 
of adverts roll out, be it in print, on TV or even on radio, selling various aspects of this budget. They will try to 
promote the budget as a job creator and providing new benefits for schools. I am sure that Hon Sue Ellery will 
devote a lot of her time talking about the problems in this budget relating to education. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Good. We’ll all look forward to it. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I was not sure whether it was Hon Simon O’Brien or Hon Jim Chown who spoke. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I am totally engrossed. 

Hon Sue Ellery: They both love it when I stand up and speak. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I know, and they should because Hon Sue Ellery knows what she is talking about. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: We hope you get the opportunity fairly soon. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Not that soon. 

The government gets an A for spin. It gets a B+ for the proposed sale of assets. Even a conservative 
commentator such as Peter van Onselen did not give the government an A for that. I think that is because of the 
way it has managed the process and the fact that it cannot get its coalition colleagues on board; it has not 
convinced them. If the Liberal Party cannot convince the National Party members of the need to sell—to 
privatise—I think it has significant problems. Peter van Onselen gave the government a C- for honesty in 
forecasts. I think that is a sledge against the Treasurer. That is an absolute sleight on how he has done his 
calculations. He stated — 

I’d give Nahan an A+ for honesty when it comes to the predictions around iron ore pricing ... They are 
conservative ... 

But the forward estimates pledge to restrain spending growth to 2.4 per cent annually, while a nice idea, 
is unlikely to happen. Why? Because the track record of the last decade (much of which occurred on 
this Government’s watch) has seen spending growth of nearly 8 per cent. And with an election just 
around the corner, not to mention Colin Barnett’s tax and spend predilection, it’s hard to see Nahan’s 
claim on spending restraint being matched by reality. 

I thought that was a very interesting comment about vision meeting reality. Peter van Onselen gave the 
government a D for the $5 billion infrastructure fund that it announced. The government has talked that up in 
terms of building new schools, roads, hospitals and those sorts of things. He has failed the government on that. 
He gave the government an E—I did not know we could go that low when grading something; I thought most 
things went to a D—for rehashing the GST carve-up. There is reference in the second reading speech—certainly 
in the public comments made by the Treasurer after the delivery of the budget—about the problems he has had 
with his federal Liberal colleagues in Canberra and their lack of support for his demands to increase the 
Western Australian take of the GST. That is regardless of which party is in government; even when 
Mr Eric Ripper was Treasurer he used to complain about WA not getting its fair share. I probably have some 
sympathy for them on that issue. Maybe that could have been managed differently. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I don’t know that he did it in the middle of a federal election campaign and I don’t know that 
he accused Western Australian ministers during a federal election campaign of letting down Western Australia. 
I haven’t seen a state Treasurer do that before. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The Leader of the Opposition is correct. Eric Ripper would never have done that. It was 
probably not a smart move. I noticed that the foreign minister, Hon Julie Bishop, came back with an interesting 
reply to the Treasurer to defend her colleagues on that account. I do not know whether that has helped us. 
Whoever manages the spin in the Premier’s office might need to sit down with the Treasurer and talk to him 
about how to use language appropriately. It is all about timing and opportunity. 
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Peter van Onselen’s final grading was an F. The Liberal–National government got an F for failing to balance the 
books. We know that because with each successive government, we have seen a significant growth in debt and 
deficit, a significant downgrading in public amenity and a significant increase in public utility costs each year. 
I am hoping that on 11 March next year the broader community of Western Australia also gives this government 
an F and gives it the flick from the treasury bench because by now most people are acknowledging that there is 
a great myth about Liberal governments being able to manage the economy appropriately. In successive years 
since 2008, we have seen that this Liberal government cannot manage the economy, and we are all paying for it. 
Whilst the Treasurer has laid out this dismal image of the debt levels over the next few years and the cutthroat 
measures that he sees as the solution to privatise a range of government-owned assets, he still does not have 
a plan beyond selling the assets. I talk about these things with my children. My youngest son studied accounting. 
He said, “Mum, if you sell an asset you never get it back. What are you doing to do with it? How are you going 
to pay for things later? Where are you going to find the money? How will people manage?” I thought that if 
a child can get it, why can the minister not get it? My son is right; if we sell these assets, we do not own them 
and we will never get them back. We will never be able to afford to get them back because we will not have the 
money. I can see the minister smiling. I know he is just biting his tongue. 
Hon Michael Mischin: The economic theory is just fascinating. You hang on to things that you do not need 
necessarily and aren’t of any value to you. 
Hon KATE DOUST: It is all right. I am going to talk about commerce soon so I will be looking forward to the 
minister’s big smile when we talk about his lack of activity in that portfolio. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: That’s something to look forward to. 
Hon KATE DOUST: The member should be looking forward to it because he was a quite reasonable minister in 
that space. It is a great disappointment to us on this side that he is not still holding that position. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us get this debate back on track. It should not be a series of conversations across 
the chamber about this issue or that issue; it should be a debate on a budget reply in general terms. Everybody 
gets an opportunity to make their contribution.  
Hon KATE DOUST: Thank you, Mr President. I appreciate that because I want to get back on track. Some of 
the changes that we have seen in the last couple of years remain. One of the most significant changes and one 
that the Minister for Commerce was involved in was workplace reform in the public sector, under which we have 
seen thousands of people made redundant and moved out of the public sector. We know that restraint has been 
placed on any enterprise bargaining agreement negotiations in the public sector. The government manages about 
60 public sector EBAs, and I think more than a dozen are up for renegotiation leading up to the election. Given 
that everyone is having to tighten their belt even further, as we say every year—I do not know how much further 
they can do it—and given the CPI is projected to be 1.5 or 1.75 per cent next year, it will be a particularly tough 
year for public sector workers. Given that public servants will be constrained and will get only a minimal 
increase in their pay while the government is increasing a lot of household costs, it makes it harder and harder 
for them. I would say that in some ways it is a deterrent to working in the public sector. I imagine that a range of 
public sector workers have taken their redundancies and are now moving into the private sector because, even 
though things are still pretty tough out there, the attraction and retention rates are probably still more attractive to 
them and in some ways provide a little bit more job security. One of the issues I hope we will look at in due 
course is how the government is managing its full-time and part-time staffing ratios and the casualisation of the 
public sector through its use of people coming through body-hire firms. I refer to this generally now but I give 
the minister a heads-up, if you like, that when we get to the estimates hearings I will ask a series of questions 
across a range of portfolios about how the government has managed that, because I think there has been some 
false economy in using casual workers, for want of a better term. It probably cost the government more at the 
end of the day than it would have cost the government to employ permanent workers. How the government 
manages those EBAs leading up to the election will be a very interesting challenge. I am sure that various parts 
of the public sector workforce will be looking at how they can maximise their benefit not just in dollar terms, but 
also through other conditions. 
In the commerce portfolio, although reference is made in the budget to health and safety legislation, I do not see 
any reference to other forms of legislation around workforce-related issues. I will talk later about that in more 
detail. Although the government talks about the challenges it faces with declining iron ore prices, increases in 
unemployment and changes in the state employment situation, particularly in the mining and resources sector, 
I do not know whether it has thought seriously about how that will flow through and impact on public sector 
EBA negotiations over the next few months. 
I want to talk a little bit about how state budgets impact on people’s households and their day-to-day lives 
because I think it is a challenge for a lot of people. I refer in particular to the example I gave earlier of the 
woman who came into my office yesterday. I must say that one of the hardest things we have to deal with is very 
distressed constituents. I am sure that is something we all have to do. People on the very edge are trying to work 
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out how they will pay their bills and have some sort of reasonable lifestyle. We are not talking about 
extravagances. They have no landline phone, no access to the internet—things that a lot of people take for 
granted—and no car. They even have to think about whether they can keep paying for ancillary benefits in what 
is left of their private medical insurance. People have had to make a lot of changes to their lifestyle over the past 
few years simply to pay their bills. Some very good pieces of research have been done in the last couple of years 
that look at how Australian households are managing to deal with this. 
I will refer to my notes a lot because I have tried to pull this together. Understanding how Australian households 
deal with debt and savings allows us to draw a further understanding of how government budgetary measures 
impact on our constituents. In June last year, Bankwest Curtin Economics Centre put out a paper on household 
savings and debt titled “Beyond our means?” It found that currently across Australia, household savings rate at 
around 8.5c to every dollar earned. Out of the global financial crisis, Australians worked harder to save and 
create a buffer with their home budget, but as we move beyond the six-year mark since the GFC, this trend is in 
decline. On average, household savings in 2015 are estimated at roughly $340 900. However, the median amount 
of savings was $100 000. This means that half of all Australian households have less than $100 000 of savings. 
Savings are generally regarded as cash deposits in the bank or superannuation funds, which represent two-thirds 
of average household savings. The disparity between the mean and median highlights the huge amount of 
inequity in Australian society today. In fact, the richest 20 per cent of Australian households currently hold on 
average $1.3 million in savings whilst the poorest 20 per cent have an average of $5 900 in savings in the bank. 
The top 20 per cent of households own roughly 75 per cent of all savings in Australia today and they own 
68 per cent of money in superannuation funds, 62 per cent of all money in cash deposits, 95 per cent of all 
money in trusts, 86 per cent of all money in equities and, finally, 93 per cent of all moneys locked up in business 
assets. If we combine the top 20 per cent with the next richest 20 per cent of Australian households, ownership 
of Australian savings reaches a total of 90 per cent. Today, 60 per cent of Australian households own roughly 
10 per cent of our nation’s savings. 
I now move on and look at debt. The outlook of debt and trends is much scarier and more equal for Australian 
households in debt-to-income terms. Another paper released by AMP Ltd in December last year was called 
“Buy now, pay later: Household debt in Australia”, and it looks specifically at household debt in Australia. It 
found that the lowest interest rate environment has led to investment property loans tripling over the past 
25 years. Over the last 20 years broad household debt has been growing at 10.3 per cent per annum. Right now, 
household debt in Australia stands at over $2 trillion, which is larger than our nation’s gross domestic product. 
More than 90 per cent of Australian household debt is spent on building wealth or buying a home to live in rather 
than purchasing consumables. Our income debt to ratio has tripled since 1988 from 64 per cent to 185 per cent, 
and now Australia ranks fifth in the world for debt to income. 
For low-income earners in the poorest 20 per cent of households, debt as a percentage of their disposable income 
has doubled over the last 10 years from 22 per cent to 43 per cent. This is a segment of people who have, on 
average, $5 900 in the bank. First home buyers’ debt-to-income ratio has increased by 51 points and low-income 
families experience six times more financial stress than high-income families experience. It is not just the 
poorest households that are in strife. Households in the top 10 per cent of debt-to-household income have six 
times as much debt as annual disposable income. Regions with the highest typical repayment burden are 
typically found in the outer ring suburbs of major capital cities. It is scary to note that if the interest rates were to 
rise by 2.5 per cent—let us face it, we have been blessed over the last few years with a continuing decline in 
interest rates, which I am sure has helped all households—households with the top 10 per cent of debt would see 
their repayments rise from 37.3 per cent of their disposable income to 52.7 per cent. Studies show that 
inner-suburban households would face the greatest impact should interest rates increase substantially from 
current levels. Over the past seven financial years, WA has had an average of $1 122 civil property possession 
applications via mortgage foreclosures. Hon Sally Talbot proposed legislation to deal with that a couple of years 
ago, and I imagine that that might be something we look at in the future. If unemployment or interest rates grow, 
given everything just outlined, it would not be a fair stretch to expect that number to significantly increase. One 
has only to drive around the streets of Perth—I am sure it is the same even in areas such as Margaret River, 
Mr President—to see the increase in the number of “For Sale” signs on houses, which seems quite unusual for 
this period. I think of my street in Victoria Park, which has had a significant number of sales in recent times. It is 
the type of street where people live there for 20 or 50 years—there is not a very high turnover. There obviously 
has to be a reason why people are not able to manage their mortgage payments. 
If we look a bit closer to home at the state of the economy in Western Australia, we see that based upon the last 
eight years things are not looking too hot here either. Our real gross state product for 2014–15 was almost 
a whole two per cent below our 10-year average growth rate and Treasury predicts a further decline over the next 
four financial years. This is during a time when our weighted average national gross domestic product of 
Australia’s major trading partners is in decline. The value of mining in WA has fallen 23 per cent; mineral and 
petroleum sales are down 18.5 per cent; the value of agriculture, forestry and fishing is down 23 per cent; real 
business investment in WA is down 14.5 per cent; and Treasury predicts the unemployment rate to rise to 
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approximately 6.5 per cent. Therefore, things are not looking terribly good in Western Australia, as evidenced by 
some of the comments that Treasurer Nahan has made post the reading of his budget. 

CommSec recently released an analysis of the Australian state economies using eight key indicators, which are 
economic growth, retail spending, equipment investment, unemployment, construction work done, population 
growth, housing finance and dwelling commencements. On all eight, WA has floundered amongst other states as 
we fell to the sixth-best performing economy in Australia, with little separating us from Tasmania and 
South Australia—the worst performing states in our nation. In response to this report, the Treasurer, 
Hon Mike Nahan, proclaimed that the WA economy was always going to deteriorate. Sadly, that is not 
something we want to hear from a government member. We had hoped that the government would have thought 
about ways to try to provide relief for households in difficult economic times. 

I will look at the cost of living. I have already made reference to the ever-escalating cost of living in 
Western Australia. Looking at electricity costs, in 2008 the average power bill in WA was $963. This current 
financial year, households are looking at $1 780. The government has ramped up the electricity cost for families 
by a huge amount—by more than 84 per cent. The government’s management of the state electricity sector has 
been a fiasco from day one. We saw the problems that the government had with its attempts to put in place 
a feed-in tariff and we saw the flip-flops made there and the chaos that it created with that. We saw the costly 
merger of Verve and Synergy. It was not the final merge that was costly; everything that led up to it was an 
added cost burden. We saw the problems with Muja and now we are seeing the issues around the privatisation of 
Western Power and the proposed privatisation of parts of Horizon Power. I am sure my colleague 
Hon Stephen Dawson will talk about the potential impacts of that change to his constituents in the north west. 
I hope he does. 

The last factor, of course, is that these issues have all been around the financial mismanagement of this 
Liberal government. I had not used those words until now, almost an hour into my speech. A lot of the financial 
mismanagement is in the energy sector. I used to feel a bit sorry for the former Minister for Energy because quite 
often he would think that he was on one trajectory and be making decisions and he would find that his Premier, 
a former Minister for Energy, had been going out and making ad hoc spur-of-the-moment decisions on which 
there did not seem to be any consultation. 

Hon Sue Ellery: He does that a lot. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Hon Sue Ellery is right; we are seeing that more and more. I think that was part of the 
complaint that led to the media frenzy yesterday about whether the Liberal Party would keep the Premier in 
place. That goes to the heart of his personality; he does not see the need to consult, certainly not with his 
backbenchers and, on occasions, in certain portfolios, not with his ministers. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Listen, I am quite happy to put on the record, minister — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Hansard has an impossible task to try to make any sense of any of those interjections, 
which become just background noise. Let us confine our remarks to the member on her feet, Hon Kate Doust. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am happy to accommodate the minister across from me and just say that—because 
I never really had the opportunity to do this—I think Stephen Smith is a fantastic bloke and I have known him 
a long time. He was an outstanding minister who did great work in the areas of defence and education. 
Unfortunately, for a long time I have not really had the opportunity to speak to Stephen; we have exchanged only 
passing glances, if you like, as we go in and out of functions. In relation to that matter around leadership, 
I certainly did not have any discussions with Stephen Smith or any other individual around whether he — 

Hon Peter Collier: I am sure you did not. My point being—I am sure you did not. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I did not. I am putting this on the record so that everyone knows, because there has been 
a lot of conjecture about whether I did or I did not—I did not. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I just want members to know, very clearly, that I think Mark McGowan is doing 
a fabulous job and he will be a fabulous Premier on 12 March next year. I want to be very clear on that. That is 
basically it. 

Hon Michael Mischin: That is not what some of your people were saying before the spill, though. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Not this one. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! A little tit for tat is fine, but it is not very constructive. Let us get back to the debate. 
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Hon KATE DOUST: You are right, Mr President; it is not. But at the end of the day, Mark McGowan will do 
a much better job of managing the state’s economy and budget than the current Premier has done. That is why 
the Premier’s backbench and even some of his leadership team have been up in arms for the last 24 hours and 
looking to move him on. If members want a go, we will have a go. I am happy to rip those bandaids off. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: Anyway, I will move on and talk about the cost of living, because I think people on the 
other side of the chamber might put their big feet in their big mouths soon. 
We are looking at how those issues around energy have been mismanaged over a time under the former minister. 
We have had debates and listed the details. We called him the $20 billion man at one point. We have continued 
to see mismanagement around decision-making in the energy portfolio. This more recent decision about 
offloading Western Power’s poles and wires is simply another one of those poor decisions. 
The government talks about how it manages the assets and occasionally it might talk about diversifying the type 
of asset. It has not been as progressive, if you like, in renewables as we would have liked it to have been. But the 
one thing that the government does not talk about is how it goes about making sure that every 
Western Australian can afford to access electricity or energy and keeping those costs as low and affordable as it 
can. That has been an ongoing issue. The criticism, particularly when there was a change in government, was 
around how those costs should be managed. Certainly Labor at the time had a plan. I note an article by 
Eric Ripper in The Australian last week described what happened at that time. Given the escalation of costs and 
the way it has been managed by this government, it has taken people by surprise and caused immense hardship 
across the community. Sadly, we will continue to see more of it. 
The government has not increased the energy cost beyond three per cent; I think that is probably one of the few 
smart things the Treasurer has done because, as we know, we are leading into an election year and he will try to 
minimise the harm as much as he can to make this government appear palatable. Sadly for him—at least I hope 
so—I think people have given up on this government. We have only to listen to talkback radio to hear the level 
of anger growing about virtually every decision this government has made over the past few years. People have 
had it up to their back teeth. As I said at the very beginning of my speech, the myth that Liberal governments are 
good money managers has been proven to be wrong again with this budget because we have seen an escalation 
in debt and deficit. 
I will now move on and talk about how people and households will be able to manage an increase in costs of at 
least $247 a year, as noted in the budget papers. People will manage that increase by cutting back on other 
things. In the suburbs of Southern River and Jandakot, and further down in Warnbro and Golden Bay, there is 
a lot of new housing and a lot of young families. A lot of those people are on a low income or a single income. If 
those people are raising a family with two or three kids and prices go up and they are trying to manage that extra 
$247 a year in costs, they might say to their kids, “Sorry, mate; you won’t be able to play Auskick this year” or 
they might say to their kids that they will not be able to play hockey or football or go to the movies. Families 
will cut out activities until things get better so that they will be able to pay their basic bills. That is the type of 
impost that this government is putting on families. Costs are going up, but wages are certainly not going up to 
match those costs, and people are trying to work out how they will be able to manage those costs. 
In this budget, energy costs will go up by three per cent; water charges will go up by 4.5 per cent; motor vehicle 
licence costs will go up by 2.5 per cent; there will be increases in third party insurance costs; and public transport 
costs in some zones will go up by 2.1 per cent. That will make it harder for people on a fixed income, a low 
income or a pension, and they will start to think, “What else do I have to do to manage my costs?” That burden 
will then be shifted onto some of the community groups, and they will need to pick up the pace to fill the gaps 
and provide financial support to help people pay their bills or provide them with food, heating, or clothing for 
their kids. We only need to talk to groups such as Manna. Manna has a food program, a breakfast program in 
schools, and a clothing program. These groups are doing a fabulous job. In a perfect world we would not need 
such groups to provide support to the community. Western Australia has just come through a huge boom. This 
state should have pots of money. However, that money is not there. The Attorney General can smile; I appreciate 
that his circumstances are different. That money could have been used so that costs would not have had to go up 
and families could be given more support. That is not happening. The government has squandered that money on 
things like “Betty’s Jetty”. That is a $440 million hole in the ground, covered with some lawn. It will take a long 
time for the community to say that was worth it. 
Hon Michael Mischin: How many people were employed from your union movement to build that? 
Hon KATE DOUST: They were not from the Shop Distributive and Allied Employees Association. Those 
people serve in shops; they do not construct. 
Hon Michael Mischin: I thought the union movement supported building programs. 
Hon KATE DOUST: Let us talk about that. How many subcontractors on government jobs have actually been 
paid? I have had people come to me to say they have not been paid. At the end of my speech, I want to talk about 
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subcontractors with reference to the hospital. Was “Betty’s Jetty” worth it? Could that $440 million have been 
better prioritised for other things? Could the money for Perth Stadium have been better prioritised for things that 
are of more value and have a direct connection to families in our communities who are struggling and need 
support? 

I note that in this budget, the government has provided $10 million for the redevelopment of Lathlain Park as 
a training facility for the West Coast Eagles. I declare that I am a Dockers fan, so I am not sure why the Eagles 
are getting that facility. Again, it is a question of prioritising. I know why the government has provided that 
money—it is about supporting the Liberal federal member for Swan, Steve Irons. It is about backing the local 
council, because the government thinks there will be some advantage. However, when things are looking so 
glum and the government has to cut back and flog off state assets, could that $10 million have been better spent? 
That comes back to the fact that not only has this government mismanaged the finances of this state from day 
one and had a conga line of Treasurers, but also it does not know how to prioritise. The government has never 
known how to prioritise what is important for the community. Traditionally, it goes back to the days of 
Richard Court and the tower—sorry, I always call it the cockroach, because it looks like an upside-down 
cockroach. I refer to the Bell Tower. This government has spent all that money on “Betty’s Jetty”. Let us face it; 
nearly all of that work is underground. We do not know whether the commitment to build on that land will 
eventuate or whether it will be just an empty space that people drive around and that is used occasionally for 
a couple of weeks a year. We also do not know what will happen with the stadium. That money could have been 
better utilised. It is not as though we do not have issues in this state. Why could one of the government’s 
priorities not have been to assist our Indigenous communities in the north west? Why could the government not 
have prioritised the building of new schools? The South Metropolitan Region is a booming community. Every 
time we head to the south of the electorate, we see new streets with new houses and new families. The schools 
are overflowing. A couple of schools down that way will be enhanced and a couple will be completed. However, 
there is no reference in the budget to any new schools in that part of the world to accommodate the growth in 
that area. That is a disappointment. That is another example of where the government could have had better 
priorities. 

That view is reinforced by some comments in yesterday’s The West Australian from Irina Cattalini from the 
Western Australian Council of Social Service. She states in that article that the decisions this government has 
made have led to increases in the isolation and exclusion of certain individuals in our community. She states 
also — 

Western Australia has over 230,000 people living in poverty, and over 120,000 in severe poverty. We 
have the highest rate of income inequality in Australia. 

She goes on to repeat the comments that I have made about the 20 per cent and the 60 per cent. She states also — 

Cuts to support services, a rise in short-term, part-time and insecure work and an inflexible out-of-date 
income support system combine to undermine the financial resilience of many individuals and 
families … 

That raises some significant issues. Why is the government not talking about how it will address those issues? 
Again, I think about my own electorate. Over the last couple of years we have seen an increasing number of 
people living rough on the streets. During the winter, people occasionally sleep inside the alcove of my office on 
Albany Highway so that they can keep themselves dry. The same thing is happening up and down the street. 
Why is the government not doing more in that space? I would have thought the government would be investing 
in the provision of appropriate accommodation or supporting families to get out of those situations. The 
government should be helping families to get into a home. That would be a much better investment in the future 
and in providing people with opportunities than worrying about whether we have a football stadium or an 
entertainment venue in the city. Those are some of the concerns that I have about the track that this government 
has taken in the budgets that it has delivered over the last few years. 

I now want to talk about some of my shadow portfolio areas. The first is the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission. There is not any significant change in the budget for the running of the Electoral Commission. The 
only spike in funding—a positive one that I am sure we are all interested in—is that the Electoral Commission will 
receive additional funding next year to assist it to run the state election; however, after that, the figures drop. The 
Electoral Commission does a very good job in this state. I certainly hope that the Electoral Amendment Bill 2016, 
which the government has put through our chamber but is still parked in the Legislative Assembly, will move its 
way through Parliament. That legislation will help the commission and may even, hopefully, lead to it saving 
some dollars for this government by being able to do the registration and follow-up of individuals, and the 
transfer of data, online. I see that as quite a positive thing. There is not a lot of change when it comes to the 
Electoral Commission. However, when we get to estimates, I will be asking some questions about what will 
happen in the out years for staffing arrangements in the Electoral Commission, and about a couple of other 
matters that I have listed, because I see that there are some reductions in funding.  
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The one thing I did want to spend some time talking about is the new Office of the Government Chief 
Information Officer. Last year the government appointed Mr Giles Nunis to that role and certainly his work at 
the start has mainly been about trying to save money, because as we know there are about 120 CIOs in the state 
government information and communications technology sector. He is certainly very keen to reduce that number 
and to reduce the cost that the government spends on both software and hardware. I think it is a good thing to try 
to be smarter about how government accesses and utilises ICT in its daily work and how it communicates with 
its consumer—the taxpayer—and I think there are better ways of doing it than those currently in place. I was 
really interested to see yesterday that the government has appointed its first innovation minister. It announced on 
the weekend a $30 million fund for innovation. I must say, it has been a bit of a copycat, because in 
August 2014, Mark McGowan announced that if elected in 2017, we would have an ICT minister. He also 
announced several weeks ago as part of his jobs plan that we would have a $14 million fund for start-ups, 
particularly in ICT. That is a slightly different variation to what the government announced, because we do not 
have the detail in the budget of what the $30 million will go towards. We do know, however, based on the press 
release, that any decisions made about the expenditure of that $30 million will be made in conjunction between 
Mr Nunis and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. I think that is quite interesting, because what is the 
point of having a minister if he is not the one involved in making decisions about how the fund will operate and 
be distributed? It is pitched at $30 million to assist the government to engage and work with a whole range of 
different players in the “innovation” area. Sometimes I think that term can be abused in some ways. I am 
disappointed that the government has not been up-front and called it ICT. The new innovation parliamentary 
secretary, Mr Matt Taylor, is very keen to identify himself as the parliamentary secretary for ICT and has been 
engaged in that space. I thought it was really lovely that the government decided to reward Mr Matt Taylor with 
a parliamentary secretary position given that it was not prepared to support him in the preselection for the seat he 
wanted. It will be interesting to see how that goes over the next few months. 

The government has made a couple of announcements about having an OctoberTech and some sort of forum 
with a range of players in the ICT and innovation sector. I dare say my invitation will be floating around in the 
ether because I probably will not get a guernsey to that one, but I look forward to seeing the outcomes. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: If I can get you an invite, do you promise to come? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Absolutely. 

Hon Michael Mischin: She might have a few ideas. 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is what the Attorney General has been lacking. He has been a key disappointment to 
the ICT sector given that it has been part of his commerce portfolio. The question I will ask later today is: will 
those elements that the commerce department dealt with—innovation, ICT and the digital economy—go to 
Minister Marmion under the new portfolio or does the Minister for Commerce retain them in some way? I know 
the Attorney General will not answer that now, but I dare say he is dancing on the inside at the thought of losing 
those elements, because it is not something he has ever been interested in. I must say that whenever he has 
spoken at forums, it has been quite evident that he is really not interested in those areas. I hope Bill Marmion 
does a much better job.  

There has been burgeoning change in Western Australia’s ICT sector with the significant growth in start-up 
companies, be they small, ones and twos or anything up to half a dozen. A number of workspaces have been 
established in town. Spacecubed is one and a mums and bubs one has been established, which is a great idea, 
enabling predominantly women, who want to go back into the workforce in the digital area, to put their children 
in child care and get on with whatever work they have in that space. We have seen new workspaces set up that 
assist in the digital area in mining. We have seen significant change, but it has not come about because of 
anything that this government has done over the last eight years.  

The minister and the Premier made announcements in the last couple of days, and I am really pleased that the 
lights have finally come on. If members go back to every one of my budget contributions since 2008, they will 
see that I have referenced ICT and that I have referred to the fact that this government has had its head in the 
sand and has refused to acknowledge the potential of this sector for growth and job opportunities. The 
$30 million referred to by the government may include some grants, awards and all that sort of stuff, which 
would be great, but it has not provided any detail. In fact, in the press release the Treasurer said that he looks 
forward to Hon Bill Marmion providing the detail for the fund. I do not know whether this is just another 
light-bulb idea of some smart person in the Premier’s office. It was certainly not the Premier’s idea, because last 
year at the Unearthed conference—I am trying to think who was there; Hon Mark Ellis was there—the Premier 
got up and said — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Brian Ellis or Mark Lewis? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Oh, did I combine the two? It is so confusing. I think it was Hon Mark Lewis, not 
Hon Brian Ellis. Hon Mark Lewis was there with the Premier. The Premier spoke to a couple of hundred people 
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who work in the digital area of the mining sector. He said that they should not be foolish and think that mining 
will not continue to be the primary employer in this state. He said that technology would not reach the same 
level. He brushed it off. I thought that was very brave of him to do in a roomful of people whose work is in the 
digital area. Very brave, Premier; foolish, but brave. 

Last year we saw the gathering of pretty much all the groups in Western Australia that are involved in the ICT 
sector under the West Tech Assemblage, which was organised by Nilesh Makwana, and he did a fabulous job. 
There were a whole range of events. I am sure that OctoberTech or whatever they want to call it will be 
organised in a similar way. It was about getting those groups of people together to talk about the industry needs 
to advance. That was something they had to organise themselves because they could not get the government on 
board. We know that the Premier has said that he is no tech-head, but one would hope that others in his 
government are. The industry has been left behind. Members need only go back to a report that was put out in 
the digital area a couple of years ago that put us at the very bottom of all the states in what was happening in 
government to advance the cause for the digital economy. One would hope that if the government is going to 
step up, that it will address those issues. We certainly will; we have put out a plan. We certainly engage with the 
sector quite freely and are very supportive of it. I look forward to the government providing some detail. What 
the government has not talked about, and certainly what Mr Nunis has not talked about, is its broader plan, 
because it is about not only how the government can save money on software and hardware or throwing out the 
odd bit of candy or putting on extra public servants to engage with people, but also having an appropriate and 
coherent cradle-to-grave plan on how to manage digital technology because everyone has embraced it. Very few 
people do not use technology in some way, shape or form. There is no reference about how the government will 
manage the fund throughout all the levels of education to promote the use of technology and how it will make 
sure that our teachers are skilled up to teach using technology. I am sure Hon Sue Ellery will have some views 
on that. There has been no discussion about how the government will create new job opportunities. We have got 
a plan for that but the government does not. It is not just about university pathway jobs in digital technology. 
There are a whole range of other opportunities. The Attorney General really is in a good mood today. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: The minister should. He has been a very lazy minister. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Tell us about the detail of your $14 million plan. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will, in due course. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I am looking forward to it because you said you’re going to spend $14 million to retrain 
FIFOs to write computer-coded games. That is about the limit of it. 

Hon KATE DOUST: If the Attorney General had actually bothered to go out into the sector and talk to these 
people, he would have discovered — 

Hon Michael Mischin: That’s the plan for the future! 

Hon KATE DOUST: It is not the plan; it is an element of a plan. The Attorney General will find a thriving 
community in that part of the sector. Many, many people work in game design and development; they are 
creating other jobs and making a lot of money. The Attorney General can look at the Victorian model. A very 
smart Victorian government set up the arcade model, which is a workspace. People enter into a contract with the 
government and, if they are successful, the government gets a cut of their profit. The Victorian government is 
now reaping the benefit of this model. This government has not been smart enough to think about this before 
now. It is thinking about it now! We are 10 months out from an election and the government has woken up and 
realised Western Australia has this growing sector as a result of growth in the use of technology right across the 
spectrum and it has not done anything about it. Some bright spark has said, “Whoops—we’re missing a big 
group here! We’ve got to do something about it.” Hence, on the weekend, we had the appointment of 
a Minister for Innovation and the announcement of expenditure of $30 million. The government cannot give us 
a plan and we do not know any details. I would be very surprised if the government delivered on any of it, 
because it does not have a pattern of behaviour or engagement in this space. There are lots of examples all 
around the world in which governments are using information and communications technology as a way of 
bringing business into their state or country. They are supporting those sectors and creating jobs—real jobs, 
different jobs—and creating opportunities for children to grow into those jobs. This government has not 
addressed those issues. If the Attorney General thinks this announcement on the weekend and the creation of this 
position is the fix-it, he is wrong. The government needs to provide the detail and make a real commitment to 
support that sector—all of it, because it is absolutely diverse. I will be asking more questions about this when we 
get into the estimates hearings. 

The government has also come out and said that it is continuing to support the Pawsey Supercomputing Centre at 
Bentley, as though it is something new and different. That is great but, of course, it has to do that. It is a fantastic 
project that is connected to the Square Kilometre Array. All governments since 2000, including this government, 
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have been committed to that project. It would be unbelievable if this state government did not find funds for that 
project. It would be a national disaster if Western Australia did not continue to fund those projects. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Well, you’ve got nothing to worry about there, have you? 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is good. 

Hon Michael Mischin: So, what’s the big deal? 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am making the point that it is not something new or different and it is something the 
government had to do because of other obligations. 

I also hope that with the introduction of this money, and if the government does come up with a plan, that the 
sector is able to use it to tap into federal funding, because that has been the missing link and the frustration for 
a lot of people in the information and communications technology sector, be they in small business or in the 
universities. The degree of frustration has been extremely high. I certainly hope that Hon Bill Marmion attends 
the Western Australian Information Technology and Telecommunication Awards function in June, because it 
will be interesting to see what sort of reaction he gets. There are lots of issues around that sector. ICT is a very 
interesting way of diversifying our economy, which is something the government has not done over the last eight 
years while it has been so reliant on the mining and resources sector. The Premier is absolutely fixated on that 
sector and has refused to address any other opportunities. Hopefully, it is not too late for Western Australia to 
become more competitive, more imaginative and more supportive of that sector, because it presents very exciting 
opportunities. We are now starting to see some of those major tech companies looking to Perth and its 
positioning in the region, and coming up with some incredible products that will benefit our community. The 
more support government can provide, the better, but I would really like to see a clear plan. 

The same applies to another area of work, and that is biotechnology. I know that this is another area that has had 
support cut from it over the last few years. I attended a biotech brokers’ lunch a few weeks ago and was 
fascinated by the type of work that is being done by small business in this state. The biotech sector is working 
predominantly in health areas and coming up with some incredible ways to provide assistance to people who 
have either what I suppose would be called niche area health issues or, more broadly, health problems. It is 
exciting to see that ICT is linking with the biotech sector. I heard about a new piece of technology that has been 
developed by a Western Australian company by which people can put an application on their phone, and when 
people cough into their phone the app recognises the type of cough they have and is able to provide that 
information directly to their doctor for analysis. Testing has been done in Indonesia and with children at 
Princess Margaret Hospital for Children, and they are about to start testing on adults here in Perth. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am sorry? 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I was just muttering.  

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, I am sure. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: I was wondering where you would go. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I am saying this is a really interesting opportunity. It provides a growth opportunity for 
employment, with the many, many biotech companies here in Western Australia. Another guy uses scorpions in 
his research. He set up a company called Proteomics and is working on drugs related to cancer. I am not too sure 
which type of cancer, but general I think. He brings in scorpions and extracts their venom in his work. That leads 
me to the bio-prospecting bill, which this government still has not introduced. I have asked numerous questions 
of the Minister for Commerce about this. This would enable a lot of our researchers in the biotech sector to 
obtain licences to use natural products that are available in our state for their research and for the development of 
product and to get their product out to the market. Some of the companies that I met with at that WAITTA 
function have now got United States Food and Drug Administration approval and are selling their product 
throughout the US and are starting to get into the European market. These are Western Australian companies. 
A lot of their product is going offshore. They are making millions of dollars, which they are bringing back into 
Western Australia and are starting to develop new products. Again, a little bit like ICT, this sector has been 
bubbling along underneath the radar, but is another area of work that this government has pretty much ignored. 

I recall a few years ago an AusBiotech conference in Adelaide, and half a dozen small biotech companies here in 
Western Australia needed to go to Adelaide to not only give their pitch but also showcase the products they had 
developed. All they needed was about $10 000 to support a stall at this conference, but the government flatly 
refused to support them. They went over there as individuals, and I can imagine them wandering around talking 
to each other, but there was no formal Western Australian representation. Ironically, that same year, the Premier 
gave $10 000 to two pushbike riders to go riding in Kobe in Japan. I remember speaking about it with the 
minister at the time, Hon John Day. I wondered how the government could give $10 000 for that—I am not 
saying it is a bad thing—but I would have thought the $10 000 would have been better spent in the biotech 
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sector, supporting that developing science area and growing jobs in that sector. Again, it is a question of the 
government not having appropriate priorities in place and missing opportunities. The opposition certainly has 
a plan for those various areas of new and diversified work that this government has ignored. 

The two areas of electoral affairs and ICT certainly raise lots of questions in the budget portfolio and I look 
forward to the opportunity to debate those issues when we get to them. It is a shame that the Minister for 
Commerce is walking out now because I am just about to talk about commerce. 

Hon Peter Collier: He is just getting clarification on your questions. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will start anyway. 

I will not talk about the number of staff in WorkSafe Western Australia or other areas, because that requires 
specific questions and I think that can wait until estimates. However, I looked at the budget papers, including 
“Significant issues impacting the agency” and matters around Building Commission reforms and the 
construction industry. There is a long way to go. We have been waiting since 2014 for this minister to table the 
report into the Construction Contracts Act review, which has been finished. There have been ongoing problems 
with subcontractors on government jobs not being paid by tier 1 contractors. Recently another group of 
subcontractors came to my office who, yet again, were working on Building Management and Works projects. 
Statutory declarations are still being put into BMW saying that they have been paid, but the reality is that they do 
not have the money in their bank accounts. All the measures that were put in place back in 2013 did not 
eventuate. There has been pressure and problems with delays at the Perth Children’s Hospital and six to eight 
companies are still owed significant amounts of money because the tier 1 contractors did not pay them. In that 
case, we are talking about anything up to several millions of dollars. I would have thought that government 
members would have sniffed the wind and said, “We should do something about this; it won’t take long. We 
would be very supportive of changes to the Construction Contracts Act that put in place mechanisms to 
guarantee that subcontractors are paid if they do the work.” We have been waiting for that and subcontractors are 
still not being paid. A group of subcontractors visited my office two weeks ago. They were working at the new 
airport site in Kewdale. Albeit that is slightly different because it is on commonwealth land, these are 
Western Australian subcontractors—Western Australian small businesses that are not being paid for the work 
they have done to construct that new airport building. We are talking about anything from $80 000 through to 
several hundreds of thousands of dollars. These small businesses have had to find the money out of their own 
pockets to pay their staff to make sure that they are okay, but they now do not have the money to pay either 
themselves or for their product that is being used. We see a continuing repetition of non-payment of 
subcontractors across the spectrum on a range of government projects. I do not understand why it is taking so 
long for this particular Minister for Commerce to table a review and announce what he is going to do to stop this 
type of shonky behaviour—this theft, if you like—from these types of workers. I do not know why he has 
delayed it or who is putting pressure on him not to do anything about this, but the government is certainly silent 
on it. It is a massive problem. I certainly hope that, with a change of government, we are able to put in place 
a better system of work for these people and an improved security of payment. 

Hon Helen Morton: There is no change. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I take the view that if somebody does a job, they should get paid for it. I look forward to 
Hon Helen Morton’s farewell speech here next May. 

Hon Helen Morton: You might not still be here by then. It is ages away. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I will still be here—Hon Helen Morton may not be. It is an absolute indictment on the 
government that it has not bothered to address that issue and looked to toughen up that piece of legislation. The 
Construction Contracts Act currently has no penalties if a tier 1 contractor does not take steps to pay its accounts. 
There is a lot of work to be done to the Construction Contracts Act. I am still waiting for the minister to table the 
review. There is a long list of things. As we go through the budget papers — 

Hon Michael Mischin: Consultation is taking place on the report for that; it was referred across agencies. Once 
that is completed — 

Hon KATE DOUST: That is the reply the minister gave me last year. I just do not understand why it is taking 
so long. Certainly, the subcontractors do not understand it either. Jim McGinty was a very good minister. 
I absolutely respect Jim for the fact that once he focused on something, as a minister, he was able to get his 
legislation through as a priority. I have not seen that coming from this minister. I do not know whether any of his 
colleagues have talked to him about how to go about doing it. 

Hon Michael Mischin: You haven’t paid attention then. 

Hon KATE DOUST: I have, actually. We are still waiting on the Construction Contracts Act review, which the 
minister has had for more than a year. We are still waiting on the statutory review of the Residential Parks 
(Long-stay Tenants) Act 2006. The review started before the last election. In fact, there was a preliminary go at 
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it from about 2008. If the minister goes out and talks to people who live in residential parks—they have tried to 
talk to the minister on numerous occasions—they will ask him why the legislation has not been rectified and 
why they have not seen it come in. The budget refers to the limited partnerships legislation being introduced in 
2016. Guess what, minister? I have been asking questions about that for the last few years. Every year I keep 
getting the same answer, so I will be really pleasantly surprised if the minister introduces that legislation 
between now and November. The minister might introduce it in the last week just to say that he has done it. 
Again, that is something that the biotechnology sector is really keen to have because it will assist it in accessing 
joint venture funds. I do not understand why the minister has not introduced it. That should not be a complicated 
series of changes. Without seeing it, I would imagine that we would support it because it is something that we 
have been asking about and the government has not delivered on. The minister is lazy. 
We also have the Motor Vehicle Dealers Act, the Motor Vehicle Repairers Act, and the property industry codes 
of conduct review, which was released in May 2013. Submissions were to be received by 23 June 2013 and there 
has been nothing since. The review of tenancy arrangements in boarding and lodging places was released in 
January 2008. We have not heard anything back. There have been some recent regulation changes to retirement 
villages, but my understanding is that another tranche of legislation or more regulations are to come. We still 
have not got those. There is also the review of the Industry and Technology Development Act. I have given up 
asking about that in the chamber; I think I have asked four or five times and the minister keeps telling me that 
there are issues with it and that it is back in cabinet and is being reviewed. At some point, the minister just has to 
do his job. I do not understand why he has this pile of reviews sitting on his desk that he does not deal with. The 
minister is paid a lot of money in his role and although he might like being the Attorney General, he is also the 
Minister for Commerce. It is a very diverse portfolio—granted—but these reviews have been sitting around for 
years. The minister went through and referred to a couple of these matters in the budget. It certainly mentions 
limited partnerships and references bio-discovery legislation, which we have been asking about since 2008. 
Again, I will be really surprised if the minister bothers to introduce it, and there are a range of other things. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon KATE DOUST: We did, actually, but that was not up to me; it was up to the minister. The minister had to 
list it on the notice paper. That is his job, not my job. As soon as the minister listed it on the notice paper, we 
debated it and, bang, off it went to the Legislative Assembly. That is all it took. The minister did not ask his 
leader to list it. We could have dealt with that a long time ago. In fact, I asked the minister’s chief of staff on 
a number of occasions when he was going to do it. The minister has to learn to list these things. Fortunately, he 
has a bit of time to improve, but in the last few years since he has had this portfolio, he has demonstrated his 
incapacity to deliver on these commitments. The minister has not delivered on any of these things and he has 
a lot of very frustrated consumers out there, in a range of aspects of the portfolio, who do not know what the 
government is doing because he will not communicate, he will not meet with them, and he will not deliver on 
these things. I ask the minister to imagine that on 12 March next year there is a change of government, hopefully. 
We will walk into the minister’s office and a big pile of reviews will be sitting on his desk. I tell the minister 
what: they will not be sitting on his desk for much longer; they will be implemented because we will not be 
wasting our time. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Hang on; how do you know what’s on my desk? 
Hon KATE DOUST: I am imagining. I have a very creative mind. 
Hon Michael Mischin: That says it all. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I will tell the minister that it is something he does not have, because if he had an 
imagination, he would get on and deliver. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order! Hon Kate Doust has the call. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I was just saying that this minister’s absolute failure to do his job has caused negative 
flow-on impacts in his portfolio for a range of consumers across the state. That needs to be put on the record 
because no amount of questioning of this minister and no amount of maybes and “Yes, I am looking at it” will 
change anything. We should forget about the foetal homicide laws; we are still holding our breath on those as 
well. He is absolutely lazy. I do not understand why he is still in the ministry. 
Hon Helen Morton: Because he’s an excellent minister. I think you’ve been in Parliament longer than he has 
and you’ve never been a minister. 
Hon KATE DOUST: But I look forward to Hon Helen Morton not being here. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us return to the debate. 
Hon KATE DOUST: I will not spend any more time talking about the portfolio of commerce because we can go 
through so much there. I look forward to the estimates hearings when we can ask detailed questions. 
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There have been some changes to the Small Business Development Corporation in that local business units have 
been set up. Again, we will have some questions on that issue when we get to estimates. We see increasing 
problems for small business. Again, last week some people who are still having problems with leasing 
arrangements and who are being pursued for additional costs that they had not agreed to came to see me. I think 
it is a real disappointment that the government has not stepped up in some way to try to address those concerns 
for small business. I think the Small Business Commissioner works very hard. He engages with a range of small 
businesses to offer them advice. In due course, I hope that the Small Business Development Corporation is either 
beefed up or given additional supports to aid business throughout the state. 

I have already referred to the new Perth Children’s Hospital. One thing I did not say about the subcontracting 
issue is that since 2012, it has been an issue of great frustration and disappointment that the government has not 
acknowledged or pretends to not know that a significant number of contractors on government jobs are not being 
paid. I am not saying that it affects everyone but there seem to be problems with certain projects. I have written 
to the Auditor General on three separate occasions in the past year asking him to inquire into contractual 
arrangements at the children’s hospital. I asked him to inquire into the broader issue of subcontractors not being 
paid on government projects. He wrote back to me and said that he has almost finished work on how Treasury 
has oversighted the contractual arrangements on the children’s hospital. Hopefully, we will be able to see that by 
the end of the year. Many of those subcontractors who have been involved and who are still holding their breath 
that they might receive some money for the work that they have delivered will look upon that with interest. The 
Auditor General also told me that he has now listed subcontractor payments in the government sector as a matter 
that he will add to his list to look at in the future. That is very good. I hope he adheres to that. 

The government needs to provide some sort of solution to ensure that subcontractors get paid. We know that in 
about 2013–14 there was a trial of banking projects on four small to medium-sized government construction 
jobs. There was a review. We still have not been able to get any feedback about that review from 
Building Management and Works or the minister responsible. As a result, the government has not put any 
arrangement in place on a permanent basis to ensure that a subcontractor working on a government job will get 
paid. We have received feedback from small businesses and individual workers who are identified as 
subcontractors asking why they should take the risk of working on a government project when there is no 
guarantee of being paid. Some of those fellows—two in particular come to mind; actually, there were two 
companies, so more than two fellows—even lost their home, their business and their superannuation as a result 
of the 2012 BMW management fiasco. In fact, it was more than two companies. They have recently stepped 
back in to take on some smaller contracts and have hit the same problem again. They are not being paid for their 
work on these projects. They have taken up these issues with BMW and, again, are as frustrated as they were 
back in 2012 because they are simply not getting the support that the government committed to with those 
recommendations from the subcontractors’ report. One of those projects—I alert the Minister for Education to 
this—involved Rossmoyne Senior High School. The subcontractor is still owed a significant amount of money. 
I am happy to discuss it with the Minister for Education, but I hope that he takes some steps to ensure that 
subcontractors working on the construction or enhancement of Rossmoyne Senior High School are paid. I am 
happy to provide the minister with that detail later. 

Hon Peter Collier: When was that—from last year’s building? 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes. They have been pursuing it and they still have not been paid. 

Hon Peter Collier: They did a good job. It is a great build. 

Hon KATE DOUST: Yes, they did a great job but they have not been paid. It is all very well to have these 
beautiful new buildings built and a lovely hospital that might be open one day, but we cannot have slaves 
building pyramids in the modern age. That is effectively what this government is doing by not putting 
mechanisms in place that guarantee payment for these workers when they do the job that they are contracted to 
do. 

They are my preliminary comments about the budget. It is a shocking budget. It is the sort of budget that we 
would expect to see from a government that squandered its opportunities and squandered the benefits of the 
boom. It is only at a very late stage of its life starting to think about diversifying the economy. I think that most 
people in the community will see that for what it really is. It is a budget that does not provide any comfort or 
assistance to our community. It does not address the problems of a growing number of people who have to live 
rough and cannot afford appropriate accommodation. The government’s only recourse to try to resolve its issues 
about financial mismanagement is to flog off state assets. When people wake up to that and look at the long 
term, they will question whether there is any benefit to the state. This is a government that has lost our 
AAA rating. Our Standard and Poor’s rating has dropped. On 11 March next year, I hope that the taxpayers of 
this state—the constituents of our community—will ask Mr Barnett and his colleagues, “Where is the money and 
where has it gone?” I think they will wake up on 11 March and vote with their feet and say, “Enough is enough; 
you’re gone.” 
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HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [3.47 pm]: I rise to make my 
comments on the budget papers as well. What a set of papers they are. They are the worst set of numbers in the 
history of Western Australian budgets. We have a deficit of close to $3.9 billion. That is $1 billion worse than 
was forecast. State debt is now heading beyond $40 billion. The Treasurer’s focus—I was going to say 
“in the midst”, but “midst” is probably the wrong word because I guess we are at the start of the eight-week 
federal election campaign, and was that not a brilliant idea, eight weeks of an election campaign—when he has 
been talking about his budget is to say that it is all the fault of the GST and that it is all the fault of 
Western Australian ministers Julie Bishop, Mathias Cormann, Christian Porter, Ken Wyatt and the like for not 
stepping up and prosecuting properly the argument that WA deserves a better share of the GST at a federal level. 
The Treasurer failed to mention that the poor decision-making of his leader, at least for the time being—the 
Premier—has put him in the position of trying to cobble together a budget to salvage something out of the mess 
and the litany of poor decisions made by Premier Colin Barnett. The fix for the mess made by Colin Barnett is to 
have a plan with three contingency components. The fix is a program—if we can use “program”; I use it 
loosely—of asset sales. But, actually, I think program is overstating it because the majority of government—that 
is, the Liberal members—tell us that it is a plan they support but a minority of colleagues at the cabinet table 
who, interestingly, have been at the cabinet table when a series of decisions have been made that have led to the 
brilliant asset sale plan are saying that they are not necessarily convinced it will happen. We are told that we 
should trust the government to fix the problems it has created by giving it the okay to go ahead with its asset 
sales program even though its partners at the cabinet table—when they are at the cabinet table—the 
National Party members, do not support it either. We are starting to sell off literally the kitchen sink as well. 
I refer to Western Power and Fremantle port, both of which return a dividend to the state and employ people in 
the state, yet it is a kind of “If we can convince our friends the National Party to go along with this, this is our fix 
for the mess we have created.” There is the extraordinary vision that I have not seen before—I am interested to 
know whether it happens every year—of the Treasurer heading into the lock-up, not by himself, but with the 
Leader of the National Party. I use the term “Leader of the National Party” loosely also because I do not think he 
really is the Leader of the National Party. I think the leader is still Brendon Grylls and poor Terry is being 
convinced that he has to go along with what Brendon wants. On budget day, we see a vision of the Treasurer 
heading into the lock-up with the Leader of the Nationals alongside him. I assume that is because the Leader of 
the Nats was there to make sure the Treasurer did not say anything that would offend the National Party. 

For those of us who find budgets interesting, the most interesting part of any budget is always budget paper 
No 3. Budget paper No 3 is where the government sets out the parameters of the financial situation in which the 
government finds itself. It is where the assumptions are set out—that is, what has to be in place for us to deliver 
what is always set out in budget paper No 2 where the respective agency allocations are set out. It is worth 
looking at budget paper No 3 for a range of reasons. It notes that there is stronger than expected revenue from 
Western Power, up $50 million, and from Pilbara ports, up $31 million. I note those two as a reminder that they 
are entities that bring revenue into the government, but they are assets that the government wants to sell. The 
point must be made that we can sell an asset only once. Once we have done that, we not only lose the capacity to 
get the revenue but we cannot have the benefit of selling it again. I want to touch on one part of the asset sales 
program in budget paper No 3. On page 50, under the main heading “Asset Sales Program”, is the subheading 
“Port Assets” covering this text, which reads — 

The Government has also undertaken extensive due diligence on the proposed lease of Fremantle Port 
to provide detailed information and analysis required to inform decision-making. As part of the detailed 
due diligence phase, the Government has assessed the need for appropriate regulatory structures that 
maintain service levels, allow access, provide pricing protection to customers and preserve 
environmental standards. A well-considered access and pricing regime has been developed by 
Government to be incorporated in the Fremantle Port Assets (Disposal) Bill 2016 and associated 
Regulations, expected to be introduced into Parliament this year. Pending passage of the Bill, the 
Government will proceed with seeking expressions of interest from interested parties. 

The interesting thing about that is that National Party members have said that they have walked out of cabinet 
meetings that were considering this matter, have spoken in the other place and have gone out on the front steps 
of Parliament about the Fremantle port because they have not been provided with any of the detail that budget 
paper No 3 tells us that the government has already prepared. The government already has it. So something is not 
adding up. Either this material was prepared and the National Party had the opportunity to peruse it and found it 
wanting or this material that budget paper No 3 tells us is signed, sealed and delivered is ready to convince us 
that a well-considered access and pricing regime is in place—or it is not in place. It cannot be the two things. 
The National Party has said that it needs to see these things before it will reconsider its position on 
Fremantle port, but the Treasury paper is saying those things have already been developed. It is one of two. 
Either the National Party is making up the reasons it does not want to support the sale of Fremantle port or the 
budget papers are not telling us the truth. It cannot be both because the National Party has said to us and said 
publicly to the people of Western Australia that it is not prepared to change its position until it sees appropriate 
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regulatory instructions that maintain service levels, allow access, provide pricing protection to customers and 
preserve environmental standards. Here we have budget paper No 3 telling us that the government has all those 
things already in place because it has completed extensive due diligence. Somebody is not telling the truth, but 
I am not sure who it is. It cannot be well considered because the Nats say they are not in a position to commit 
because they have not seen any of those things. Clearly, they have committed to a budget and have committed to 
that form of words in the budget. I am sure it is not the case—I would be interested to hear whether it is—that 
the Nats did not attend the cabinet meeting that endorsed the budget. We will not know their position because 
they are not here, and that is not unusual. If the National Party was sitting at the table when the budget papers 
were endorsed by cabinet, that means the National Party accepts that the government has undertaken extensive 
due diligence and come up with this great plan. That leaves me in a quandary about exactly what is the 
Nats’ position. It is not the first time I have been in a quandary on exactly the National Party’s position on 
a particular matter. That leads me to think that this is more about political smoke and mirrors from the Nats. 
They pretend they are holding out so they can do their public performance pieces but sit at the cabinet table and 
endorse the decisions. That is what they have done on the budget papers, unless someone tells me they did not. 

With respect to the TAB sale, budget paper No 3 tells us that the government is continuing to consult. I do not 
think there is evidence of that at all. I am not sure who is left to consult on the TAB sale. One of the other 
interesting elements of the budget papers is at page 53 of budget paper No 3 headed “Government Financial 
Strategy Statement”. This is always a fascinating document to read because every year this government has 
published a financial strategy statement and every following year we see how it has not met any of the targets it 
has set itself in its strategy statement. Under “Financial Targets” it tells us that this year — 

Consistent with the requirements of the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000, the financial 
strategy includes the following financial targets: 

• ensure that general government sector expense growth does not exceed revenue growth; 

• maintain a cash surplus from operating activities for the general government sector of at least 
50% of infrastructure spend per year; 

• maintain the total non-financial public sector (TNPS) net debt to revenue ratio at or below 55%; 

• maintain a cash operating surplus for the TNPS of at least 5% of operating cash receipts; and 

• provide a fair and efficient taxation system that is competitive with other Australian States. The 
following table summarises compliance with these targets. 

It is followed by a table that summarises compliance with these targets, which is fascinating. On page 55 is some 
text about each of those five components that go to the targets that the government has set. Members will recall 
from what I have just read out that the first one is — 

Ensure that general government sector expense growth does not exceed revenue growth 

The next sentence reads — 

Declining revenue in 2015–16 (down 3.3%) and 2016–17 (down 3.1%) means that this target is not 
expected to be met in either of these years. 

That is the first target, which we cannot meet. The second target is — 

Maintain a cash surplus from operating activities for the general government sector of at least 
50% of infrastructure spend per year 

What does the text tell us about that? It continues — 

Projected cash deficits from operating activities in the general government sector in each year from 
2015–16 to 2017–18 mean that this target is not expected to be met until 2018–19. 

The third target is — 

Maintain total non-financial public sector net debt to revenue ratio at or below 55% 

This target is not expected to be met in any year of the forward estimates period. 

The fourth target is — 

Maintain a cash operating surplus for the total non-financial public sector of at least 5% of 
operating cash receipts 

This target is not expected to be met until 2018–19. 

We cannot meet four out of the five targets. The fifth target is — 

Provide a fair and efficient tax system that is competitive with other States 
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Here we go; there is some relief for government — 

This target is expected to be met across the entire forward estimates period. 

That is about a fair and efficient tax system. I wonder whether everybody on the other side of the chamber is of 
the view that the land tax component of that fair and efficient tax system is indeed fair and efficient. Of course, 
when the land tax changes were debated in this house, no-one on the other side stood and opposed them, but 
apparently that is the motivating factor for some of the discontent about not only the budget, but also the Premier 
and the Treasurer. The Treasury’s budget papers, of course, inform us that we will meet the definition of that 
particular target around a fair and efficient tax system that is competitive with other states. 

I look forward to the budget speeches from members on the other side to tell us exactly how the land tax 
component meets the budget paper No 3 record informing us that WA has a fair and efficient tax system. 
Pages 55 through to 59 of budget paper No 3 demonstrate that the government expects to meet one out of five of 
its targets. That is another fine mess you have got us into, Ollie, or should I say “Collie”? I do not mean the 
town; I mean the Premier. 

If we flip over to the “Statement of Risks” in budget paper No 3, we see a picture that again we have to say is not 
very pretty. It touches on the forecasting uncertainties, the exchange rate volatility and the iron ore price 
volatility, which is the largest source of risk. These budget papers tell us that there is a risk that that could go up 
or down, so that is having it a bit both ways. It states that payroll tax collections are expected to decline, possibly 
beyond one year. That is a direct consequence of the state of uncertainty for business and the state of 
unemployment. It refers to the duty on transfers; unemployment may make the market softer and so that will 
have a consequence on duty transfers. People are not purchasing houses and expending money that has duty 
attached to it. Of course, it also refers to the commonwealth grants, which includes the GST and which have 
been canvassed broadly by everybody. 

I welcome some comment at some point from the minister representing the Treasurer or the Minister for 
Education. One of the other risks is that WA has not signed up to the Students First funding for schools. 
Page 63 of budget paper No 3, under the list in the “Statement of Risks”, states — 

Students First payments provide funding equivalent to commitments under the National Education 
Reform Agreement (NERA), including to States (such as Western Australia) that did not sign the 
NERA. In April 2016 — 

That is a month ago — 

the Council of Australian Governments agreed that discussion on new funding arrangements for schools 
should be concluded by early 2017. Consequently, there is a risk that funding from 2017–18 may differ 
from the estimates contained in this Budget. 

We are talking about a pretty critical amount of money. For those components, budget paper No 2 lists some 
$810 million in 2017–18, $908 million in 2018–19 and $952 in 2019–20. Let us hope that those negotiations are 
indeed completed. 

Still on the “Statement of Risks” is the question of asset sales, and on this and land sales in particular, we are 
really talking about the risks associated with a soft market. That is why people on this side have kept making the 
point that there is an issue about whether we should sell off these assets that generate revenue for us. If we are 
selling them off as part of a fire sale because we are in a bit of bother when the market is at its softest and worst, 
we will not get the return for our money that we might otherwise get. It is a double jeopardy in respect of 
whether this is a sound decision to make. The budget paper states — 

Continued achievement of the land asset sales targets — 

That refers to the land and not the actual things such as the ports et cetera — 

reflected in the forward estimates ($536 million over the period 2015–16 to 2019–20) is dependent on 
property market conditions. There is a risk that soft conditions may impede the rate of property sales 
and/or place downward pressure on prices. 

Those risks are not to be taken lightly. The next bit of budget paper No 3 refers to “Spending Risks” and 
a number of those are around health spending in particular, such as on the commissioning of Perth Children’s 
Hospital, and on the daily average prisoner population. Let us think about the number of people whom we are 
putting into prison because of non-payment of fines and the level of risk that this constitutes to the state’s bottom 
line. The budget paper states — 

The number of prisoners within correctional facilities in Western Australia has been trending higher 
than forecast, resulting in additional recurrent expenditure totalling $147 million being provided in this 
Budget. Notwithstanding this substantial injection of additional funding, if prisoner growth continues to 
exceed forecasts, there is a risk that further funding may be required (including in 2015–16). 
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That is including in between the second half of this financial year. Report after report after report has been done 
on the number of people in our prisons as a consequence of not paying fines. We are putting our bottom line 
further at risk and we might have to put further injection funds in to get beds for those people to sleep in and all 
the associated things that go with running a prison. 

Hon Michael Mischin: What makes you think that is the reason the prison population has expanded? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is one of the reasons. 

Hon Michael Mischin: Only 0.1 per cent of prisoners at any one time are in prison for non-payment of fines. 
That is about 60. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Unfortunately, that is one of the reasons. There are a range of others. 

Hon Michael Mischin: The main reason is the number of remand prisoners and those who are — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Order, members! Hon Sue Ellery has the call. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The Attorney General will have an opportunity to give a lengthy response and I am 
looking forward to it. I, too, have unlimited time and I am sure members do not want me to keep talking forever. 

Hon Peter Collier: We will expedite it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you; the way to do that is to not interject and let me finish my speech. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, member! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: When you are done. 

Hon Peter Collier: I am listening. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: The Leader of the Opposition has the call.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you very much, Madam Acting President. 

The point I was making is that budget paper No 3 sets out the story about the very sad state of affairs that this 
government has created. This state’s financial bottom line is now the worst it has ever been. Truly, it is the worst 
it has ever been. This government inherited one of the best set of books that there has ever been. This 
government has taken the boom and all opportunities that the boom presented for this state, and has completely 
squandered it. 

In the last few days there has been a lot of talk about the Premier’s standing in various polls. Any politician who 
says they do not pay attention to polls is not telling the truth. No matter what the polls say, I am old school. 
I believe that the best way to find out what people are thinking is to knock on their door and have a chat with 
them. I have been doing a bit of that lately, as I assume most good members of Parliament in this place have 
been doing. I have to say that the message that I am getting loudly, clearly and consistently is that Colin Barnett 
has squandered the boom. People have had enough of Colin Barnett. That message is the same whether I am 
doorknocking in support of one of my federal colleagues or whether I am doorknocking in support of a potential 
state colleague. Therefore, it is not surprising to me that when the Prime Minister was in Western Australia 
yesterday, the Premier was nowhere to be seen. 

Hon Peter Collier: He was only here for about three hours. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, and I am sure that is why they were not together—I am sure that is why they were not 
together. 

Hon Peter Collier: They had a little thing called cabinet. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am absolutely sure that is the reason. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Hon Sue Ellery has the call. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If it was the case that there was seen to be a political benefit in the Prime Minister being 
photographed with the Premier, heaven and earth would have been moved to enable that to happen. We know 
that cabinet is not up to cancelling cabinet meetings at short notice, because the government did that the week 
before! Heaven and earth would have been moved if there was some political benefit in having a photo 
opportunity — 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: If the government had thought there was some political value in having a photo of 
Colin Barnett next to Malcolm Turnbull, that would have happened. If Malcolm Turnbull had thought there was 
some political value in having a photo next to Colin Barnett — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Two negatives don’t make a positive! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Exactly; two negatives do not make a positive. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is an interesting point. If we accept the proposition that it was not politically 
attractive to be seen to be campaigning with then Prime Minister Gillard, the same set of circumstances exists 
here, except it is reversed and it is Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull who does not want to be seen anywhere 
near Premier Colin Barnett. 

Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is the thesis that members opposite were putting back then about Prime Minister 
Gillard. Prime Minister Turnbull does not want to be seen anywhere near Premier Colin Barnett. That is because 
Premier Colin Barnett is the most unpopular Premier in Australia. He is the most unpopular Premier in Australia 
by virtue of the fact that he is incredibly unpopular in Western Australia. Despite what members opposite have 
said about how today Premier Barnett has drawn a line underneath the chatter about the leadership of the 
Liberal Party, it is not over. 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Whether Colin Barnett reads the tea leaves and realises himself that in order to save the 
party, he has to go, or whether he is tapped on the shoulder by others, members opposite cannot get the persistent 
response that I have been getting on people’s doorsteps, whether I have been doorknocking for federal 
colleagues or doorknocking for potential state colleagues, and not do something about it. If members opposite do 
not want to do something about it and they want to keep Colin Barnett as Premier, that is fine by me—that is 
absolutely fine by me—because I think it will reinforce in the minds of voters that this government is not 
listening. I hope for our sake that today is the end of it, because our best asset right now is Premier Colin Barnett. 
People have had enough of him. They think he is not listening. 

To those people who say it is poll X or poll Y, or it is methodology X or methodology Y, I would say, 
“Trust your shoe leather and knock on some doors and ask people what they think, and they will tell you.” 
I think that what people are saying about Colin Barnett means that the chatter that I heard in the corridors of this 
place last week about how “Colin Barnett is killing us”, and all the rest of it, which I heard in the corridor out 
there — 

Hon Peter Collier: That was from your side, was it? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No. Colin Barnett is not killing us. That was from backbenchers. The problem members 
opposite have got is that he is killing them. However, if they want to keep him, go for it—keep him. Members 
opposite want to pretend that those conversations in the corridor last week did not happen. I was not engaging in 
them. I was walking down the corridor and I heard them. 

Hon Nick Goiran: You’ve got form at not necessarily telling us the whole truth. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I hope Hon Nick Goiran keeps up that kind of interjection, because I want him to stand up 
and say what he really thinks about the Safe School program. Instead of putting a pedantic argument about which 
bits of the report should go in and what syntax the motion should be in, I want him to say what he really thinks 
about the Safe Schools program. Maybe the budget debate is his opportunity to do that. 

Hon Donna Faragher: He’s never been backward in coming forward. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Good. I hope he does that. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Let us return to the debate. The Leader of the Opposition has the 
call. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you, Madam Acting President. I was enjoying myself, though. 

I now want to turn to two elements of the budget on which I hope I will get at least some clarification later—in 
about 15 minutes, in fact—in question time. They are in respect of education. In the 2014–15 Government Mid-year 
Financial Projections Statement, the government announced, as another part of its brilliant financial strategy, 
a public sector workforce renewal policy. I am reading from page 9 of the midyear review document, which 
states, under the heading “Workforce Renewal Policy” — 

A new Public Sector Workforce Renewal policy is to apply from 1 January 2015. Under this 
arrangement, public sector employees leaving through resignation or retirement will be replaced with 
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lower cost alternatives. Excluded from the measure are agencies with less than 30 full-time equivalent 
staff, Government Trading Enterprises, and Parliamentary Services. All other general government 
sector agencies and the Public Transport Authority are in-scope. 

There were some exemptions, and I will talk about those in a moment. The way that policy was to have effect 
was outlined to government agencies in a memo from the Department of Treasury dated 22 December 2014 and 
sent to the chief executive officers of all public sector agencies. It states in part — 

As part of the 2014–15 Mid-year Review (released today), Cabinet has approved a new corrective 
measure—the workforce renewal policy, to apply from 1 January 2015. 

The policy seeks to achieve significant salary savings over the forward estimates, in light of the 
substantial budget management challenges facing the State. 

Savings are to be achieved by harvesting a proportion of the salary (and on-costs) where an employee 
permanently ceases employment at a public sector body through resignation, retirement, permanent 
transfer or appointment to a position at another public sector body, or dismissal for a breach of 
discipline or substandard performance. 

Savings will be harvested from agencies’ salaries budgets on the basis of aggregate separations, 
providing flexibility to replace some employees who leave on a ‘like for like’ basis but by doing so, 
others may not be able to be replaced at all, or will need to be replaced with employees at a lower 
classification or on a part-time basis … 

The following key elements of the policy are highlighted: — 

I want to refer to just one of those elements — 

• for permanent separations of specified frontline employees (police officers, teachers, nurses, 
medical practitioners, fire fighters, train drivers and child protection workers), the harvested saving 
will be 10% of salaries. For all other employees, 40% of salaries will be harvested as a saving; 

If we turn those numbers around, the essence of this policy is that when people leave permanently through 
resignation or retirement, when the government is looking to replace someone who is not one of those designated 
frontline employees, they are replaced at 60 per cent of the rate that was in place at the time that they 
permanently left and the designated frontline employees are replaced at 90 per cent. Certainly as this policy 
applies to schools it was ill-considered; it is not fit-for-purpose for schools. Replacing teachers at 90 per cent was 
serious enough and a problem in itself, but if government replaced other employees such as education assistants, 
gardeners and cleaners at 60 per cent, it could not be done with any effect, because many of those workers were 
low-paid workers and to replace them at the aggregated equivalent of 60 per cent of the rate they were at when 
they retired or resigned would make those positions below not only the award in the enterprise bargaining 
agreement, but also the minimum conditions of employment. It was physically not possible. The response we got 
at the time from the Department of Education was that the policy was completely unable to be applied to schools 
and that the savings would be made at the departmental level. I do not have the amount in front me, but I think 
that for that financial year, it was something like $24 million. It was projected to be $50 million this financial 
year. My point is that the budget papers for this financial year reveal nothing about the public sector workforce 
renewal policy, but we are to assume that it continues. I understand that when people asked questions at Treasury 
briefings immediately before the budget, they were told that the policy was in place. If that is the case, in this 
financial year the Department of Education needs to generate $50 million worth of savings for Treasury as 
a consequence of the public sector workforce renewal policy. If that is the case, that is a lot of money. I am 
interested to hear how that will happen. 

I refer to page 7 of budget paper No 3, Economic and Fiscal Outlook, which, as I said, is my favourite document 
in the budget. This section looks at the efficient delivery of quality services, and reads — 

In addition, the Agency Expenditure Review process – 

The process has been in place for some time now — 

has been extended as part of this Budget, with a 3.5% savings target to apply to a further 54 agencies. 

The footnote at the bottom of the page reads — 

With a number of modifications including: Full exemptions for Western Australia Police and the 
Department for Child Protection and Family Support; the 3.5% target for the Department of Education 
applying only to its Central and District Office costs … 

Essentially, the workforce renewal policy will take $50 million out of the central office and the district offices of 
the Department of Education and, on top of that, budget paper No 3 of this budget tells us that the central office 
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and the district or regional offices will be slashed another 3.5 per cent. The extraordinary thing about this 
budget—we saw it last year as well—is that that section on page 7 in budget paper No 3 reads — 

This is expected to deliver savings of — 

It is a very precise figure — 

$461 million over the period 2017-18 to 2019-20, with specific savings measures for each affected 
agency to be detailed in the 2017-18 Budget. 

Somehow Treasury has come up with a targeted savings amount of $461 million, but nowhere in the budget 
papers does the government tell us that it got to that $461 million by taking X amount from this agency, 
X amount from that agency and X amount from this agency. Rather, we have to trust that that $461 million is 
somehow a reasonable target based on nothing, zip, zero, nada, nothing. There is no information in these budget 
papers about how the government got to that precise amount of $461 million. The amount is not $450 million, it 
is not $460 million, it is not $465 million and it is not $500 million. The amount is $461 million so somehow 
someone somewhere has done the math—one would assume—to get to that amount, but there is no information 
in the budget as to how the savings will be achieved. We know that the government has done some modelling 
because it said that it thinks it can get to $461 million, if it—follow the footnote—excludes these parts of this 
agency, this part of that agency and the whole of that agency. We are supposed to say, okay, that is fine, that is 
a reasonable assumption for the government to put in its budget papers and it is okay that the government does 
not tell us or anybody else for that matter exactly how it reached the amount of $461 million. If that is how the 
government does its math, it is no wonder the state’s books are in a mess. It pulls figures from the top of its 
head—which is a polite way of saying what I really think—and we are expected to think, of course the 
government will be on track to meet that target even though it has given us no information about how it reached 
that amount. It is an extraordinary way to put a budget together. 

Hon Adele Farina: It’s not big on transparency. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No, clearly not. 

We know so far that the Department of Education is going to have to contribute to that $461 million, but we do 
not know any more than the fact that it will come out of the central and district offices. We know from the 
workforce renewal policy that was released in the 2014–15 midyear review that it has to come up with 
$50 million worth of cuts from the central and district offices as well. I want to know what the total amount is. 
Has it dropped? Is the expectation of $50 million from the Department of Education any less because of the 
workforce renewal policy? To what extent does that $461 million include a component from the central and 
district offices of the Department of Education? How will that component be comprised? Frankly, I think the 
government will struggle to get the $50 million, never mind another $3.5 million on top of that. The government 
could make me feel better by saying that that $3.5 million includes the $50 million from the workforce renewal 
policy, but I do not think that is the case. That is how I read the budget papers. If the government wants to tell 
me that I am reading them incorrectly, I am happy to stand corrected. But I hope that someone tells me how the 
government got to that amount and, in his response, I look forward to the minister representing the Treasurer 
spelling out exactly how that $461 million was reached because it is a very precise figure. One would hope that 
some math modelling has been done, but it is not clear for anybody to see anything like that. 

I want to turn to other elements of education matters more generally in the budget papers. I want to touch on the 
question of TAFE. It is not a part of my direct portfolio, but TAFE fees and the changes to TAFE are having 
a direct impact on people. I know this because I have spoken to parents and school staff who are trying to help 
students determine which way they want to go. I will also touch a little on explicit teaching for literacy and on 
the summary released by the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations, which is the parents’ 
peak body, on a range of issues that impact education. I will talk a bit about the extraordinary announcement 
made on Friday—do I call it an announcement or a revelation?—about a western suburbs secondary school. 
There will be consequences for not only the western coastal strip, but also inner-city parents who are looking 
where to send their kids. I have had an opportunity to read some of the submissions that have been made to an 
inquiry conducted in the other place about independent public schools in particular, and I will also touch on 
some of those. Those are the matters I want to canvass. 

I start with Education, in which schools will have to find $50 million as savings under the government’s 
workforce renewal policy in 2016–17 and $77 million in 2017–18. We know there has been a failure to plan in 
matching the population growth of inner city suburbs, in particular, as well as part of the western coastal 
metropolitan strip. The budget has allocated only $1 million to plan for a new western suburbs school and will 
put an extra thousand kids in schools with already high enrolment numbers, in Shenton College and 
Churchlands Senior High School, and is building only three new primary schools. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2980.] 
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
NATIONAL SCHOOL CHAPLAINCY PROGRAMME 

450. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 
I refer to the cut of $60 million a year by the Turnbull government to the National School Chaplaincy 
Programme. How much of that money did Western Australia receive each year? 
Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The National School Chaplaincy Programme covers the period 2015–18. Funding of $7 405 155 per annum is 
distributed to Western Australian schools to participate in the NSCP. Western Australia is receiving all the 
funding that has been previously committed by the commonwealth government. 

PUBLIC SECTOR — WORKFORCE RENEWAL STRATEGY 
451. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Attorney General representing the Treasurer: 
(1) Can the Treasurer confirm that the workforce renewal strategy put in place in the 2015–16 budget 

still applies to public sector agencies? 
(2) Has there been any adjustment of the targets set for each agency as set out in the 2015–16 budget 

papers? 
(3) If yes to (2), what is the detail of the adjusted targets? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 
On behalf of the Treasurer, I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Yes. 
(2) No. 
(3) Not applicable. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE — INDUSTRY AND INNOVATION DIVISION 
452. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Commerce: 
With the announcement of a new Minister for Innovation, will the Department of Commerce’s division of 
industry and innovation be dismantled? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 
Although the Innovator of the Year Awards and the Innovation Centre of Western Australia are now the 
responsibility of the Minister for Innovation, responsibility for the division’s other functions remains with the 
Department of Commerce. 

HORIZON POWER — ENERGY AND WATER OMBUDSMAN — COMPLAINTS 
453. Hon STEPHEN DAWSON to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Energy: 
(1) How many Horizon Power complaints have been received by the office of the Energy and Water 

Ombudsman from residents in — 
(a) the Kimberley; and 
(b) the Pilbara; 
in each month since 1 July 2015? 

(2) How many of those complaints related to concerns about inflated power bills? 
Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The entire answer is in tabular form, so I seek 
leave to have that incorporated into Hansard. 
Leave granted. 
The following material was incorporated — 
Answer 
(1)–(2) (a)  

    Total Complaints Billing complaints 

Kimberley Jul-15 1   

  Aug-15 2   

  Sep-15 3   

  Oct-15 5   
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  Nov-15 5   

  Dec-15 5 1 

  Jan-16 1   

  Feb-16 18 8 

  Mar-16 15 15 

  Apr-16 7 5 

    62 29 

(b) 

    Total Complaints Billing complaints 

Pilbara Jul-15 4   

  Aug-15 4   

  Sep-15 3   

  Oct-15 5   

  Nov-15 0   

  Dec-15 8   

  Jan-16 1   

  Feb-16 2   

  Mar-16 0   

  Apr-16 2 1 

    29 1 
 

BEST BEGINNINGS PROGRAM 
454. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the minister representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to last week’s budget announcement that funding will be cut for the Department for Child Protection and 
Family Support’s Best Beginnings program. 
(1) How many families participated in the program in 2014–15 and 2015–16 in the following towns — 

(a) Albany; 
(b) Broome; 
(c) Bunbury; 
(d) Busselton; 
(e) Collie; 
(f) Fitzroy Crossing; 
(g) Kununurra; and 
(h) Mandurah? 

(2) How much funding was provided for the Best Beginnings program in each of these towns in 2014–15 
and 2015–16? 

(3) Why is funding for this program being cut? 
(4) What new services will replace the Best Beginnings program across WA? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
(1) The Best Beginnings program is run by district; therefore, the results provided are for the districts that 

include the towns listed in the question. The number of families participating in the Best Beginnings 
program by district and financial year is as follows: great southern, 21 in 2014–15 and 20 in 2015–16; 
West Kimberley, 26 in 2014–15 and 15 in 2015–16; south west, 46 in 2014–15 and 59 in 2015–16; 
East Kimberley, 11 in 2014–15 and two in 2015–16; Peel, 54 in 2014–15 and 38 in 2015–16. 
Please note that the numbers for 2015–16 include the cases open during the period 1 July 2015 to 
30 April 2016. 

(2) The funding for the Best Beginnings program has been provided at a departmental district level and not 
on a town basis. The funding for 2014–15 and 2015–16 is outlined in the table below, and I seek leave 
to have that incorporated in Hansard. 
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Leave granted. 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

Country Services 2014-15 2015-16 
East Kimberley 101,629 95,812 
Goldfields 138,372 121,945 
Great Southern 94,590 96,174 
Murchison 200,113 224,515 
Peel 81,013 85,134 
Pilbara 108,698 112,052 
South West 249,709 293,865 
West Kimberley 84,587 58,345 
Wheatbelt 242,561 245,596 

Total 1,301,272 1,333,438 
 

(3)–(4) The department will continue to provide the Best Beginnings program in the 17 service delivery 
districts across Western Australia. 

The funding provided by royalties for regions for a proportion of this service was on a fixed-term basis 
and will not be continuing past the 2017–18 financial year. Other funding for this service will continue 
and be redirected into an earlier intervention and family support strategy. 

The earlier intervention and family support strategy aims to coordinate how the department, along with 
other government and community sector agencies, works with families whose children are most 
vulnerable to poor life outcomes, including being removed from their parents’ care and/or entering the 
youth justice system. This strategy will work to deliver more flexible, tailored and intensive options that 
will specifically meet individual families’ needs. 

WA POLICE — LONG-RANGE ACOUSTIC DEVICE — USAGE GUIDELINES 

455. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Police: 

(1) Can the minister confirm that Western Australia Police has a long-range acoustic device or LRAD? 

(2) Is the minister aware that since its first use by US police at the G20 protests in Pittsburgh in 2009 it has 
been proven to cause serious pain and permanent hearing damage? 

(3) What guidelines are in place for the use of the sound cannon and will the minister please table them? 

(4) Will the minister rule out its use as crowd control device in WA? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

On behalf of the Minister for Police, I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The 
minister has asked that the member place the question on notice so that a comprehensive and detailed response 
can be provided. She also proposes, in discussions I have had with her, to provide a bit of a history of these 
particular appliances and how they came to be applied by the police. 

MAIN ROADS WESTERN AUSTRALIA — GREAT EASTERN HIGHWAY — UPGRADE 

456. Hon ALANNA CLOHESY to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Transport: 

For each of the following years, what work does Mains Roads have planned to improve safety on the section of 
Great Eastern Highway between Scott and Mann Streets and how much is budgeted for in — 

(a) 2016–17; 

(b) 2017–18; 

(c) 2018–19; and 

(d) 2019–20? 

 



2972 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(a)–(d) An amount of $15.4 million has been provided to upgrade Great Eastern Highway from Bilgoman Road 

to Mundaring, which will improve safety on this section of Great Eastern Highway by providing sealed 
shoulders, intersection improvements and improved pedestrian facilities. 

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH — QUARTERLY PERFORMANCE REPORTS 
457. Hon DARREN WEST to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the fact that the minister’s department has not published a quarterly performance report since 
November 2015 and has failed to produce reports for the September to December quarter and the January to 
March quarter. 
(1) Why has the department failed to publish these reports? 
(2) When will the reports be made public? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
(1)–(2) In May 2015, the Department of Health assessed the relevance of the WA Health performance quarterly 

report in the context of other publicly available information. All but one of the performance indicators 
in the report were reported in other public publications. The only performance indicator not reported 
publicly elsewhere was “Clients attending GP after hours clinics”. This performance indicator only 
reports the activity at WA state-funded clinics and does not provide the complete picture of the activity 
at all GP after-hours clinics. The former Minister for Health approved the cessation of the publication of 
the report to reduce duplication of effort, given the availability of the indicators in other reports. 
WA Health’s principal mechanism for reporting on its performance to the WA Parliament and the 
public remains the Department of Health and health services’ annual reports. Other information on 
performance is published via the Department of Health’s website.  

TAXI INDUSTRY — REFORMS 
458. Hon SAMANTHA ROWE to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport 
I refer to the Minister for Transport’s comments on the steps of Parliament house last week when addressing the 
taxi rally. 
(1) When does the minister plan to provide more details and his plan for the taxi industry? 
(2) Will the minister consider some form of compensation for existing plate owners? 
Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
(1) An announcement outlining further detail on the on-demand transport reforms is imminent. 
(2) A transition assistance package will be available to plate owners to support and facilitate innovation in 

the industry. Assistance will also be available to those suffering financial hardship as a result of the 
reforms. 

ASSET SALES PROGRAM — KEYSTART — LOAN BOOK 
459. Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON to the minister representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the expression-of-interest process for the planned divestment of up to 40 per cent of Keystart’s loan 
book. 
(1) How many organisations submitted an EOI? 
(2) What is the name of each organisation that submitted an EOI? 
(3) What is the current stage of the process to select a successful respondent? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. On behalf of the Minister for Housing, I provide the 
following response — 
(1) There were 10. 
(2) Releasing the names at this stage may negatively affect the commercial outcomes to the state and 

Keystart. At the conclusion of the process, scheduled for September 2016, the names of all respondents 
will be released. 

(3) A shortlist of six respondents that submitted EOIs have been selected to proceed to the information 
memorandum phase. 
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ROEBOURNE REGIONAL PRISON — EXCESSIVE TEMPERATURES 

460. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Corrective Services: 

Given that there is ample evidence suggesting that when the temperature exceeds 35 degrees Celsius, health is 
put in danger — 

(1) Is the minister aware that inmates at Roebourne Regional Prison consistently experience temperatures 
of around 40 degrees Celsius? 

(2) If yes to (1), will the minister outline his plan to rectify this, including a time frame for implementation? 

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

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 

On behalf of the Minister for Corrective Services, I thank the honourable member for some notice of the 
question. 

(l)–(3) For information regarding mitigation measures for dealing with heat in summer at Roebourne Regional 
Prison I seek leave to table a list of dot points. 

Leave granted. [See paper 4099.] 

PERTH STADIUM — COST RECOVERY 

461. Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Transport: 

I refer to page 137 of the Economic and Fiscal Outlook and the additional costs for servicing Perth Stadium 
events. 

(1) Why has the cost recovery dropped from 100 per cent to 50 per cent? 

(2) Do the figures shown in the budget include all forecasted events at the stadium? 

(3) Why has the operator of Perth Stadium not committed to covering 100 per cent of the public transport 
costs? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 

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

Unfortunately, it is not possible to provide the information in the time available and I request the member place 
the question on notice. 

BUNBURY SUBACUTE MENTAL HEALTH UNIT 

462. Hon ADELE FARINA to the minister representing the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the Bunbury subacute mental health facility promised at the 2013 state election. 

(1) What work was completed on the project during the 2015–16 financial year? 

(2) How much money was expended in the 2015–16 financial year—provide an itemised list of work 
undertaken and cost for that work? 

(3) Where in Bunbury will the facility be located? 

(4) When will construction of the facility be completed? 

(5) When will the facility be open to take patients? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) A preferred site owned by the Department of Housing has been identified. Preliminary site works have 
been undertaken and a functional brief for the facility has been prepared. 

(2) Likely costs to be incurred in 2015–16 will include the purchasing of the land from the Department of 
Housing and reimbursing the Department of Housing for completed preliminary site works. 

(3) The current preferred site is lot 54 Vittoria Road, Bunbury. 

(4) The facility is expected to reach practical completion in around 18 months. 

(5) The facility is expected to be open three months post practical completion. 
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DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — WORKFORCE RENEWAL STRATEGY 
463. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 
(1) Can the minister confirm that the workforce renewal strategy put in place in the 2015–16 budget still 

applies to the Department of Education? 
(2) If so, does the target of a $50 million saving in 2016–17 and $77 million for 2017–18 still apply? 
Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
(1) Yes. 
(2) Yes. The targets have been absorbed within the Department of Education’s overall budget allocation. 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN TECHNOLOGY AND INDUSTRY ADVISORY COUNCIL — 
INNOVATION FOCUS FORUM 

464. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Commerce: 
I refer to the Western Australian Technology and Industry Advisory Council’s extraordinary meeting—
innovation focus forum—held in January 2016, which specifically looked at what should be the strategic 
innovation priority areas for government policy to focus on. 
(1) Has the minister received advice from TIAC on the outcome of the innovation focus forum? 
(2) If yes, will the minister table that advice? 
(3) Has the minister considered the advice received? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
(1) Yes. 
(2) No. The advice has been provided to the state Government Chief Information Officer. 
(3) Yes. 

SHARK DRUM LINE PROGRAM — SURVEILLANCE 
465. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Fisheries: 
I refer to surveillance undertaken of people suspected of planning to interfere with the lethal shark drum lines 
deployed off Perth and the south west coasts in early 2014. 
(1) Over what period, commencing and ending on what dates, was surveillance conducted? 
(2) Will the minister list the charges that were laid, including the number of individuals who were charged, 

as a direct result of these surveillance activities? 
(3) How many staff were involved in the surveillance operations, including in the field and in support or 

supervisory roles? 
(4) How many boats and motor vehicles were used in the operations? 
(5) In relation to (3), what types of illegal activity are these officers usually tasked with investigating? 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

Due to the level of information required, the Department of Fisheries advises that it is not possible to provide an 
answer in the time available. It is therefore requested that the honourable member place this question on notice. 

MENTAL HEALTH — NON-GOVERNMENT ORGANISATIONS 

466. Hon STEPHEN DAWSON to the minister representing the Minister for Mental Health: 
I refer to the Liberal–National government’s funding cuts to mental health non-government organisations 
announced in last week’s budget. 

(1) Which organisations will receive less funding in 2016–17 than they received in 2015–16? 

(2) For each organisation receiving less funding, how much funding did they receive in 2015–16 and how 
much will they receive in 2016–17? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. The answers to questions (1) and (2) are in tabular form so 
I seek leave to have them incorporated into Hansard. 
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Leave granted. 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

Organisation 2015-2016 2016-2017 
Estimated 

DADAA (formerly Disability in the Arts, 
Disadvantage in the Arts WA) 

$171,098 $0 

Mental Illness Fellowship of WA $1,477,491 $1,365,663 
Midwest Community Living Association $21,614 $0 
PD Leading Enterprises (PDLE) $81,176 $0 
Silver Chain Group $328,725 $240,672 
University of Western Australia (School of 
Psychiatry and Neuroclinical Sciences) 

$1,242,770 $601,527 

University of Western Australia (School of 
Psychology) 

$83,205 $40,000 

ConnectGroups $336,800 $308,141 
Youth Affairs Council of WA $150,000 $0 
Befriend WA $56,000 $0 
Blue Shirt Wednesday $35,000 $0 
Living Proud $70,000 $35,000 (estimated final amount 

to be determined) 
Curtin University  $779,315 $714,210 
Inclusion WA $125,000 $0 
Consumers of Mental Health WA $372,170 $359,433 

 

MENTAL HEALTH — BEDS — METHAMPHETAMINE STRATEGY — 
REGIONAL WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

467. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the minister representing the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the government’s announcement of an additional 60 beds across the state as part of its “fight meth 
strategy” and comments by the Minister for Police that “there are pinch points in the regions”. 

(1) Where are these “pinch points”? 

(2) How many of them are in the south west region and where are they? 

(3) What are the specific details of how the location of the 32 beds to be allocated to regional 
Western Australia will be determined? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) In the planning and procurement of services, the Mental Health Commission will review current 
demand and supply across the state to determine the location of the beds. 

(2)–(3) The number and location of beds will be subject to further planning and government procurement 
processes. 

BUS SERVICES — ROUTES 320, 321 AND 328 

468. Hon ALANNA CLOHESY to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Transport: 

How many bus services have been cut as a result of the recent alterations to routes 320, 321 and 328? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. Routes 320, 321 and 328 are still in operation. 
Due to an independent road safety audit, services do not operate in the Midland-bound direction as the right turn 
from Old York Road to Great Eastern Highway was deemed unsafe as part of this audit. Services from Midland 
remain unchanged. 
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BROWNES DAIRY — MILK PRODUCERS — CONTRACTS 
469. Hon DARREN WEST to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Agriculture 

and Food: 
(1) Is the minister aware that Brownes Dairy will not be renewing contracts with some milk producers? 
(2) Has the minister or his representatives met with Brownes Dairy about their future involvement with the 

dairy industry; and, if yes — 
(a) when was the meeting held; and 
(b) who attended the meeting? 

(3) Is the minister concerned that WA may face a dairy crisis similar to that being experienced in the 
eastern states? 

(4) Does the minister or his department have a strategy in place to address milk producers’ needs should 
this be the case; and, if yes, what is the strategy? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Yes. 
(2) A Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia representative has met with Brownes. 

(a) The meeting was held on 17 May 2016. 
(b) The manager, agribusiness and food trade development, DAFWA, attended the meeting. 

(3)–(4) In the last 12 months DAFWA has worked with the industry to establish the Western Australian Dairy 
Industry Growth Steering Committee, a whole-of-supply–chain committee aimed to better align and 
grow the industry. 

REGIONAL REFORM PROCESS — EXPENDITURE 
470. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the minister representing the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the regional reform process being led by Mr Grahame Searle. 
(1) Will the minister please provide a breakdown of the expenditure since the process began in 2015? 
(2) Has this money come out of the $150 million royalties for regions regional reform fund; and, if not, 

where has the money spent on the process so far come from? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
I am answering this question on behalf of the Minister for Regional Development. Alas, Hon Robin Chappell, 
that answer is not in the minister’s folder. Did the member provide that question today? 
Hon Robin Chapple: Yes. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Unfortunately, I have not seen it. It has not been presented to me. If the member 
would like to give me a copy, I will see if we can find it between now and the end of question time. 

BUS LANE — LORD STREET 
471. Hon SAMANTHA ROWE to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the new bus lane along Lord Street to Ellenbrook funded in the 2016–17 state budget. 
(1) Will there be any upgrades to the existing Lord Street as part of this expenditure? 
(2) Will Lord Street, minus the bus lanes, be expanded to four lanes along any part of Lord Street north of 

Marshall Road? 
(3) What is the expected increase in train patronage from Bassendean train station as a result of this new 

bus lane? 
Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. It is not possible to provide the information in 
the time available and I request that the member place the question on notice. 

BUS LANE — LORD STREET 
472. Hon AMBER-JADE SANDERSON to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 

Transport: 
I refer to the $49 million allocated to the new bus lane along Lord Street. 
(1) Can the minister confirm that this amount of money will fund three overpasses or underpasses, three 

bus stations and 400 car parks? 
(2) What is the amount allocated to the three bus stations? 
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(3) What is the amount allocated to the overpasses? 

(4) Can the minister confirm that properties along the desired route still require purchasing, and what are 
the funds allocated for the purchase of these properties? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. Again, it is not possible to provide the 
information in the time available and I request that the member also place the question on notice. 

PUBLIC TRANSPORT AUTHORITY — AGENCY EXPENDITURE REVIEW SAVINGS 

473. Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Transport: 

I refer to the agency expenditure review savings for the Public Transport Authority. 
(1) In relation to the savings funded through staff reductions, in which areas will staff be made redundant? 
(2) In relation to the savings from program reductions, which programs will be reduced? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
Mr President — 
Hon Kate Doust: Have you got an answer? 
Hon JIM CHOWN: No, I do not. 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. It is not possible to provide the information in 
the time available and I request that the member place the question on notice. 

SUBACUTE CENTRE CONSTRUCTION — ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — BUNBURY 

474. Hon ADELE FARINA to the minister representing the Minister for Mental Health: 
I refer to the minister’s answer to question on notice 3983 in relation to the Bunbury subacute mental health 
facility. 
(1) Why did the minister say that the commencement of construction is dependent on the confirmation of 

funding when funding was confirmed in last year’s budget, a fact confirmed by the Minister for 
Regional Development whose portfolio provided the funding? 

(2) Noting the $13 million provided in the 2015–16 budget has been slashed to $11.1 million in the 2016–17 
budget, what has or will be cut from the facility? 

(3) How much funding has been allocated in the 2016–17 budget for the operational costs of the facility? 
(4) Will the minister table the business case and concept plans? 
(5) If no to (4), why not? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Funding for the mental health subacute facility in Bunbury was allocated in the 2014–15 budget. 

A further business case was required by the royalties for regions program for formal confirmation of the 
funding, which has occurred in the 2015–16 budget. 

Hon Adele Farina: That’s not what the Minister for Regional Development said. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I am answering the member’s question. 
(2) Nothing has or will be cut from the Bunbury mental health subacute facility. The reduction in funding is 

based on revised costings using updated information and a revised schedule for construction. 
(3) A total of $1.2 million has been allocated. 
(4) No. 
(5) Community consultation will occur and appropriate documents will be released as part of that process. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SERVICES — 
BUDGET ALLOCATIONS 

475. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 
I refer to the 2016–17 budget papers’ service summary on page 263. For each of the 2016–17 primary education 
and secondary education estimated total cost of services, how much of each amount is appropriated for central 
office and how much for district offices? 
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Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
Although budget allocations for 2016–17 have not yet been finalised, it is expected that the Department of 
Education’s budget allocations to primary and secondary services in the budget papers will be broken down as 
follows, based on historical patterns: approximately 75 per cent of the department’s budget will be allocated 
directly to schools; and approximately 25 per cent will be spent centrally, of which five per cent is for the 
operation of central and regional offices and 20 per cent is spent on behalf of schools for items such as school 
maintenance, teacher housing and insurance. 

FARRALL ROAD RESERVE, MIDVALE — NATIVE VEGETATION CLEARING 
476. Hon LYNN MacLAREN to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the clearing of native vegetation being carried out by Peet Stratton Pty Ltd at Farrall Road reserve, 
Midvale. 
(1) Did the Department of Parks and Wildlife carry out a reassessment of native flora at the site after 

clearing permit CPS 6843/1 had been issued? 
(2) If yes to (1) — 

(a) was a threatened ecological community recorded that was not listed in the vegetation survey 
report carried out by Emerge Associates in 2015; and 

(b) will the minister please table the findings of the reassessment? 
(3) If a threatened ecological community was found at the site, will the minister revoke clearing permit 

CPS 6843/1 immediately? 
(4) If no to (3), what action does the minister intend to take? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. 
(1) No. However, Parks and Wildlife staff visited the area with Emerge Associates on 16 February 2016. 
(2) (a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 
(3)–(4) The Minister for Environment does not have the power to revoke a clearing permit. Under sections 51K 

and 51L of the Environmental Protection Act 1986, the chief executive officer of the department 
administering the act can amend, revoke or suspend a clearing permit. 

BENTLEY REGENERATION PROJECT 
477. Hon KATE DOUST to the Minister for Housing: 
I appreciate that the Minister for Housing is not in the chamber at the moment. I refer to the Bentley regeneration 
project, formerly known as the Brownlie precinct regeneration project. 
(1) When will the ground be broken on the much-delayed Bentley regeneration project? 
(2) How much of the $700 million project has the government projected over the forward estimates?  
Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of this question. On behalf of the Minister for Housing, I provide the 
following response. 
(1) Remediation, civil works and infrastructure upgrades are currently planned for commencement in 

2016–17. Final project scheduling will be dependent on approvals as well as project investment 
decisions. 

(2) The amount of $15 million in expenditure is currently projected over the forward estimates to deliver 
civil works and infrastructure upgrades. The Housing Authority’s intent is to secure a development 
partner in 2017, at which time project budgets and funding will be finalised. 

KALUMBURU — MENTAL HEALTH SERVICES 
478. Hon STEPHEN DAWSON to the minister representing the Minister for Mental Health: 
I refer to mental health organisations funded to provide services to the Kalumburu community. 
(1) Which organisations are funded to provide these services? 
(2) How much Mental Health Commission funding did each of these organisations receive in 2015–16 and 

how much will they receive in 2016–17? 
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Each financial year, the Mental Health Commission provides a funding allocation to the WA Country 
Health Service for the provision of public mental health services in regional areas, including the 
Kimberley. 

(2) Not applicable. This allocation is not broken down for specific sites or communities. The funding 
allocation for the WA Country Health Service for public mental health services for 2016–17 is currently 
being finalised as part of the bilateral agreement between the Mental Health Commission and the WA 
Country Health Service, which is to come into effect on 1 July 2016. 

ALCOA — WAGERUP REFINERY — VOLUNTARY BUFFER ZONE 

479. Hon SALLY TALBOT to the Minister for Planning: 

(1) Will the Minister for Planning provide a map of the five-kilometre voluntary buffer zone imposed by 
Alcoa at the Wagerup refinery? 

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

Hon DONNA FARAGHER replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) No. There is no statutory planning document that depicts a five-kilometre buffer zone around the 
Wagerup refinery. 

(2) An information sheet on Wagerup land management is available on Alcoa’s website. This map 
identifies two areas—area A immediately surrounding the refinery based on the 35 decibel noise 
contour, and area B, the townships of Hamel and Yarloop. This land management report was prepared 
by Alcoa in accordance with an environmental approval issued by the Minister for Environment in 
2013. I table the information sheet and map. 

[See paper 4100.] 

DIRECT INSTRUCTION PROGRAM — REMOTE ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES 

480. Hon SUE ELLERY to the Minister for Education: 

(1) What is the status of the pilot rollout of Direct Instruction into schools announced by Nationals leader, 
Terry Redman, as part of the outcomes of the review of service delivery into remote Aboriginal 
communities? 

(2) What consultation on the prospect of Direct Instruction has the Department of Education had directly 
with schools in those communities? 

Hon PETER COLLIER replied: 

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

(1)–(2) There has been no announcement of a pilot rollout of Direct Instruction in schools. 

TRANSPORT — SUBSIDY SCHEMES — REVIEW 

481. Hon MARTIN PRITCHARD to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Transport: 

I refer to restricted tender DOT400216 and the estimated $87 175 to be spent on a review of three transport 
subsidy schemes. 

(1) Can the minister rule out any reduction in either eligibility or payments associated with any of the three 
subsidy schemes under review? 

(2) If the intent of the review is not to reduce or scale back any of the schemes in any way, what is the 
intent of the estimated $87 175 review? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 

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

(1)–(2) This is an internal review. The intent of the review is to look for improvements to the way the schemes 
are administered and to evaluate the effectiveness of the administration of the schemes in achieving the 
original objectives. Should the review indicate that changes to eligibility or payments may be required, 
further external consultation would be undertaken. 
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GERALDTON PORT — PORT ENHANCEMENT PROJECT CHARGE 

482. Hon DARREN WEST to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the minister’s media statement of 13 May regarding the removal of Geraldton’s port enhancement 
project charges. 

(1) Will the new charges be based on tonnage; and, if yes, what will the new charges be? 

(2) If no to (1), how will the new charges be calculated and what will the average price per tonne be? 

(3) Are there any plans to privatise Mid West Ports? 

(4) Has Mid West Ports been considered as part of the government’s asset sales program? 

Hon JIM CHOWN replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

Once again, it is not possible to provide the information in the time available and I request the member place the 
question on notice. 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 3924, 3925, 3928, 3929, 3930, 3931, 3935, 3937, 3938, 3944, 3950, 3955, 3956, 
3958, 3968 AND 3973 

Papers Tabled 

Papers relating to answers to questions on notice were tabled by Hon Peter Collier (Leader of the House), 
Hon Michael Mischin (Attorney General) and Hon Donna Faragher (Minister for Planning). 

ESTIMATES OF REVENUE AND EXPENDITURE 
Consideration of Tabled Papers 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [5.07 pm]: Perhaps 
Hon Simon O’Brien would like me to recap the elements of the speech that I have made so far because he was 
fascinated by my comments apparently. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Only if you require my unruly interjections, which will not be available to you in a minute 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not require them, but I do not mind. 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Please go about your business. 

I had indicated that I wanted to talk about a few more matters. One in particular is not in my direct shadow 
portfolio but it is having an impact and causing concern for parents in secondary schools, and that is what this 
government is doing to the TAFE sector. In particular, this government has now cut $53.6 million from the 
training budget over the next four years, and the bulk of that cut will be directly from technical and further 
education colleges. This comes on top of what this government has already done to TAFE colleges by slashing 
some 350 jobs, and it is expected that more jobs will go as a result of the budget cuts announced last week. 
Probably the most telling and most pressing for the parents of secondary students I have spoken to is the increase 
in fees. Last week and the week before that in the non-sitting period, I was speaking to groups of parents of 
secondary students in particular. They are really concerned about what the increase in TAFE fees is doing to 
their family budget. Children are having to make choices about their future studies after school on the basis of 
a set of TAFE fees that have increased by some 513 percent since 2013. The budget that we are talking about 
now includes a further four per cent increase to TAFE fees. That is making it nigh on impossible for many 
Western Australians to ensure that their kids can get a TAFE qualification. I was talking to one set of parents 
who said, “We’re going to make this work; we’re going to do it, but we have had to radically shift our household 
budget. We want to do it because this is the first of our three children to finish high school, and we want to make 
sure that she gets the best possible opportunity and has the chance to study the things that she wants to study, and 
that means going to TAFE.” That whole family is having to significantly readjust its household budget. The 
words she used were, “It’s absolutely killing us, but we’re going to do it. If we have to, we’ll eat baked beans 
because we want the very best for our daughter.” But we cannot impose these sorts of increases in TAFE fees at 
the very same time that we need to be upskilling a range of people who, as a consequence of the downturn in the 
economy, no longer have the job opportunities that were available in the resource sector and its flow-on 
industries. The families to whom I was speaking are obviously families of secondary school students who want 
to go directly from secondary school to TAFE, but this is also having an impact on our capacity to re-skill those 
people who have lost their jobs and want to do their very best and ensure that they keep their skills and 
qualifications up to date. These people have to use a substantial part of their redundancy payment, if they got 
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a redundancy payment, on paying TAFE fees. We are having a direct impact on our future skill base. At some 
point the economy will turn around—most likely under the Labor government that will be elected in March next 
year—and when it does, we will be faced with the same kind of labour market shortages that we have seen 
before in this state when short-sighted decisions have been made about the arrangements we put in place to 
ensure that we have a skilled workforce. We are not only hitting those families who are least able to afford the 
increases in TAFE fees, but also cutting off our noses to spite our faces by not ensuring that those who have lost 
their jobs and want to re-skill have the capacity to do that at a reasonable price. 

One of the other consequences of last week’s budget was the revelation on Friday that the $1 million allocated 
for planning a new secondary school in the western suburbs was code for a significant change in the 
government’s position on building a secondary school in the western suburbs. The Minister for Education 
revealed on Friday that a new school will not be built at the City Beach site, which had been talked about. I think 
there were three, if not four, announcements about a prospective school at the City Beach site to be operating by 
2019, but now it has been revealed that that will not be until 2027 because the government was unable to — 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I watched my telly on Friday night. 

Hon Peter Collier: The telly must be right! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am telling members what I saw the minister say. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is not what I said at all. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order, members! Hansard and I are both trying to listen to 
the Leader of the Opposition. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: You are very kind; thank you. In any event, if all that we have for the western suburbs 
secondary school is $1 million for planning, that will not fix the problem. 

Hon Peter Collier: What about the $50 million for Shenton that I announced yesterday and the $40 million for 
Churchlands—so $90 million? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The $50 million for Shenton College and the extra million for Churchlands Senior High 
School will indeed take those school populations close to, if not more than, 3 000 students. Some of the parents 
to whom I have been talking are concerned about the prospect of sending their children to a school of 3 000 kids. 
It is not impossible to do. It is possible to do it, but is it the best and the right thing to do? 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The other part of this equation is the mystery announcement. 

Hon Adele Farina: Mystery? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, there is a mystery announcement. On Friday the minister could not say what the 
mystery announcement would be and he said that he was really sorry and that he really wanted to tell us what the 
mystery announcement would be, but he is unable to. 

Hon Peter Collier: That’s right. You’ve been in government. You were a minister. You know when you make 
announcements. You don’t do it when the media tell you to do it; you do it when you’re ready. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is good. 

Hon Peter Collier: What a stupid comment. You are making this big deal about mystery announcements. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is a mystery announcement because I do not know what it is. 

Hon Peter Collier: Of course you don’t. You’re in opposition. Sorry, I forgot to contact you. Dear me! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Interjections are unruly at any time, but interjections when the chamber is 
being called to order by the Chair is quite extraordinarily unruly and will not be tolerated. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is practically treacherous! Maybe the word “mystery” is what caused such a kerfuffle. 

Parents are expected to take comfort from the fact that only $1 million has been put aside for a western suburbs 
school even though they had been told via at least three, if not four, announcements that they should expect an 
announcement imminently about a western suburbs secondary school at City Beach. They are expected to take 
on board that only $1 million has been allocated for planning and not feel uncertain or worried about the future 
schooling options for their children heading towards secondary school age. 
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Parents should take comfort in two other areas, because there is not anything else; we do not know about 
anything else. Parents should take comfort in the prospect that Shenton College and Churchlands Senior High 
School’s populations will increase to close to, if not more than, 3 000 students. What should give them comfort 
is that at some point, this minister, the same minister who made three announcements telling us not to worry 
because we are getting the secondary school — 

Hon Peter Collier: When did I make three announcements? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It was at least three. It might have been four, but it was at least three. 

Hon Peter Collier: You’ll table them, will you? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I can. 

Hon Peter Collier: Just like on the Safe Schools issue as well. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Let us go back and talk about Safe Schools. Let us do that. 

Hon Peter Collier: You lost the first debate. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I did not lose that debate at all. Here is the proposition — 

Hon Nick Goiran: Is this the fiction or nonfiction version? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Do members want to hear it or do they not? 

Hon Darren West: I’d like to hear it, please. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! I would like to hear it. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Excellent. Here is the proposition that I am expected to accept: I mislead the house. That 
was the proposition put. 

Hon Peter Collier: It is not that. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is exactly the proposition that was put. 

Hon Peter Collier: You said I was not going to roll it out. You said you would provide evidence that I was not 
going to roll it out. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The interjection was about Safe Schools, so that is what I want to address. 

Hon Peter Collier: No. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is what the interjection was about. The more Hon Peter Collier interjects — 

Hon Peter Collier interjected. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! The question before the Chair that the budget papers be noted is a very 
broad one. Indeed, it can be expressed in almost a limitless number of ways. However, I do not think that we 
would normally entertain, particularly by way of digression, debate on matters about misleading the house. I am 
sure that Hon Sue Ellery will not feel it necessary or sense any obligation to entertain such interjections, though 
that is a matter for her, but I draw members’ attention to the fact that some of the interjections touch on what 
could potentially be serious matters that are unrelated to the budget and members perhaps need to choose their 
approach carefully. Hon Sue Ellery should now be heard to address the question that the budget papers be noted. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you very much, Mr Acting President. I am happy to be guided by you, but I will 
make this point: for the second time during the course of my contribution to the budget debate today, 
Hon Nick Goiran has interjected. The first time he did, he said, “You’ve got form on misleading”, and then the 
second time — 

Hon Nick Goiran: No, I didn’t. Again, you are manufacturing things. Stop inventing stuff. If you’re going to 
quote me, get Hansard and make sure you get it right. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Mr Acting President, I seek your assistance to control Hon Nick Goiran so that I can 
complete my contribution to this debate and address — 

Hon Nick Goiran: Well, make sure it is accurate and factual! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Nick Goiran, Hon Sue Ellery can be assured that there will not be 
unruly interjections if she addresses her remarks to the Chair. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Twice now, a serious matter has been put by Hon Nick Goiran about whether I misled the 
house in the wording that I chose for the motion put before the house last Thursday in non-government business. 
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The purpose of non-government business is to put up a motion that is then debated. The words I chose to put in 
that motion were about the conclusions—I cannot remember the word I used. 

Hon Nick Goiran: The findings. It’s not hard! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The findings; I thank the member. It was about the conclusion that I drew on what that 
report stated. Hon Nick Goiran took objection to the last seven words of the motion, I think he said. Throughout 
that report, Emeritus Professor Bill Louden—members can read it because I tabled it—refers to professional 
judgements being made by teachers about how they use the material. One of the major findings of the report—
I do not even know that he called it a finding; I think he noted it—was that schools “dip in and out of the 
material that is provided”. I think that was the expression that he used. He went on to say that as schools dip in 
and out of the material that is provided, the teachers use their professional judgement as to what is applicable for 
their particular school. That is the conclusion that I drew when I read Professor Bill Louden’s report. If other 
members in this chamber want to disagree with that, they are well within their rights to do so. That is the whole 
purpose of debate. They should stand up and say, “You might think that is what this report says, but I, having 
read it, think this is what the report means and this is what Professor Bill Louden said.” The fact that I have 
chosen to interpret that report in a particular way, and that I have a different point of view about a conclusion 
that has been reached in that report, is vastly different from and bears no relationship to the serious proposition 
that I am misleading the house. I rejected that proposition at that time, and I did that kind of light-heartedly and 
lightly, because I thought Hon Nick Goiran was having a bad day and was just being a bit silly. 

Hon Nick Goiran: You got that wrong. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Clearly. 

I wanted to address that matter in my comments today. I did not intend to mislead the house, and I absolutely 
reject the notion that I did. I point out also that the President was in the chair at the time. Therefore, if 
Hon Nick Goiran still thinks that I misled the house, I will ask for a ruling on that. That is a serious allegation to 
make. If that is Hon Nick Goiran’s view, he should put his money where his mouth is and ask the President to 
reconsider the comments that he made last Thursday. He should also ask the Acting President 
(Hon Simon O’Brien) to consider whether or not I misled the house. That is a serious thing to say. I have not 
ever done that, I certainly did not do that last Thursday, and I am not doing that now. I think we ought to all take 
a deep breath and put that silly bit of nonsense from Hon Nick Goiran to one side and move on. 
Hon Nick Goiran can take a different point of view to me on whether — 

Hon Helen Morton: Just because someone takes a different point of view to you doesn’t make them silly. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): Order! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you, Mr Acting President. Hon Helen Morton is quite right. If someone takes 
a different point of view, that does not make it silly. What makes what Hon Nick Goiran said silly is that he 
turned that—having a different point of view—into meaning that I have mislead the house. That is serious 
matter. If Hon Nick Goiran believes that, he needs to stand now and accuse me of that again, and let us get 
a ruling on whether I did mislead the house. I want Hon Nick Goiran to stop saying that I misled the house. I did 
not do anything of the kind. I took a point of view that he disagrees with. Newsflash! That has happened more 
than once, and it is going to happen again, and that is okay. However, that is not the same as misleading the 
house. Therefore, this nonsense that I misled the house needs to stop. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not know. I am waiting for all the noise from the cheap seats to stop. If 
Hon Nick Goiran wants to accuse me of misleading the house, go ahead. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Members, my role here, of course, acting on behalf of our President, is, in 
the broadest of terms, to facilitate the business of the house and ensure that progress is made in the things that we 
have to attend to. I recognise, as all Presiding Officers do, that from time to time there are differences of opinion 
and disagreements. It is a matter of how we manage those matters when they arise, as they do, every single day 
the house sits. We have to keep in mind that the purpose of the house is to function, and that is the ultimate goal. 

In relation to the business before the house at the moment—that is, the question that the budget papers be 
noted—members might collectively think that it is worthwhile now to return to that question without further 
digression. However, if any member wishes to raise or pursue a matter of privilege, they would, of course, have 
regard for standing order 93 in raising a matter of privilege, and that will be dealt with, and any rulings required 
either on the spot or after seeking advice will be attended to, ahead of my other business otherwise before the 
house. That option is open to any member whenever they believe a matter of privilege has arisen, but obviously 
they would not do so lightly. So members may wish to examine standing order 93 before electing to go down 
that particular path. In so doing, all members could also look at standing order 45, which relates to imputations 
and personal reflections on members, and perhaps think about that. 
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If my remarks just given have allowed the temperature of emotions to cool a little for now, that will enable me to 
give the call back to Hon Sue Ellery to continue her remarks on the question that the budget papers be noted. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you very much, Mr Acting President. I am happy to get back to what I was talking 
about, which is the need for a new secondary school in the western suburbs. On Thursday in the budget, there 
were allocations of, I think, a total of $90 million, or $40 million and $50 million respectively, to 
Shenton College and Churchlands Senior High School to enable them to build more accommodation so that they 
can take additional students. There was an allocation of $1 million for planning for a new western suburbs high 
school. In 2014, on several occasions in 2015, and again in February 2016, the Minister for Education made 
public comments that parents could expect an imminent announcement about a new secondary school in 
City Beach. However, that did not happen. What parents are expected to rely on, to settle any uncertainty in their 
minds when they are making decisions about which school their kids will go to, is that the minister is about to 
make some other announcement. No money has been allocated in the budget to build a new school in the western 
suburbs. That other announcement may be about refurbishing an existing building in the CBD or entering into 
some arrangement with the private owner of a building in the CBD, or it may be about something else. I do not 
know. I have spoken with groups of parents. The point is that when parents make decisions about which 
secondary school they want to send their children to, they do not wait until their kids get to year 6; they make 
those decisions well before their kids get to year 6. Many parents even think about moving house so that their 
kids can get into the educational facility that they want their kids to attend. The uncertainty about what is the 
other element of the government’s three-part announcement is creating great angst for parents. 
My electorate office is at Southlands Boulevarde shopping centre in Willetton. It is across the road from 
Willetton Senior High School and down the road, maybe one kay, or two kays at the most, from 
Rossmoyne Senior High School. There has long been talk—I cannot say it authoritatively because I do not have 
the evidence—of the phenomenon of “rental fraud”. That is where parents who are keen to get their kids in one 
of those two schools try to find an address that falls within the geographic boundaries or enrolment catchment 
area of the relevant school, so they desperately look for friends who own properties in that area that they can 
claim to be renting. That has been the talk for years. As I have said, I have no evidence of the size of the 
problem. However, there are people who desperately want to get their kids into one of those schools, and any 
talk of changing the geographic boundaries or enrolment catchment area for those schools causes great angst. 
This is a serious issue for those parents whose kids are now at schools in the inner-city area and those going as 
far as west as, say, West Leederville Primary or even Wembley Primary School. This is a serious issue and they 
are concerned about where they will be able to send their kids. There is the notion that those parents are expected 
to wait for an announcement when the same minister said three or four times that they should not worry because 
he was working on an imminent announcement about a school in City Beach and that they should believe the 
same guy who told them that that was the solution he was about to announce and now they should believe that 
what he is about to announce will allay their fears and that there is no need for them to be concerned. I think that 
is unacceptable for those parents. Given that I do not represent the area, I was surprised by the number of emails 
I got on Friday and over the weekend from parents in the area wanting to know what announcement the 
government is going to make. We have to wait for the government to make that announcement, but those parents 
are pretty concerned about it. 
I turn now to explicit teaching, which is a form of teaching that is increasingly being used in many 
Western Australian schools. I do not want to talk about the war, but when I was looking at the work of 
Bill Louden on another report which may or may not have been subject to recent discussion in the house, I was 
reminded of the earlier work he did. I read his report on high performing primary schools and the common 
elements among them, which was tabled in June last year. He looked at nine high performing schools and tried to 
identify the characteristics of those schools to determine whether there was a pattern that we can pick up to plan 
for the future. Towards the concluding part of his report, he said — 

At the broadest level of generalisation, it could be said that all nine schools did a few of the same 
things, seven of the schools did most of the same things, and two high-performing schools did hardly 
any of the things that characterised the other seven schools. 
Four more specific conclusions may be drawn. 
First, every one of the nine schools had at least three things in common: stable, long-term leadership; 
explicit school improvement plans; and reading programs that included synthetic phonics in the early 
years of school. 

That is why I wanted to touch on that. I think there is more that we in this state can be doing for explicit 
instruction for literacy. I know that it is mentioned in the director general’s “Directions for School, Focus 2016: 
An Initiative of the Director General’s Classroom First Strategy”, but I think we can be doing more to encourage 
that. I look forward to this government tackling that issue. 
I will touch on some of the issues that the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations in particular 
has raised with me. The first is the work that it did in 2014 on the contribution that parents make to fund schools, 
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which, it suggested, is an ever increasing amount of money. The survey, which I have talked about in here 
before, projected for 2015 an average per school of $15 719 and more than $10 million across WA. 
Hon Peter Collier: That is actually wrong; that is manifestly wrong. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The minister can tell me why. 
Hon Peter Collier: It went on a very small cohort of schools. We’ve got the actual figures and I can produce 
those, but that is manifestly wrong. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The minister can do that when he speaks. 
Hon Peter Collier: The information the member is providing is wrong. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Hon Sue Ellery. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am raising issues that WACSSO raised with me. I appreciate what the minister just said. 
Hon Peter Collier: It is wrong. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Okay, so when the minister makes his contribution, or during some other contribution, he 
can put that on the record. 
Hon Peter Collier: I will; I will table the exact amounts. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Good. 
Hon Peter Collier: And you’ll be shown to be wrong. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Sue Ellery has the call. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Kate Doust and the Leader of the House can continue their 
conversation at some other time and place while we listen to Hon Sue Ellery. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thanks, Mr Acting President. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It is a very good contribution. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Do you know what? I reckon I would have been finished half an hour ago if people had let 
me. 
I was talking about the issues that WACSSO raised with me. The other issue it raised relates to maintenance. 
Hon Michael Mischin interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I was not working on a timetable, but if the Attorney General is suggesting — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! Hon Sue Ellery is clearly trying to draw her remarks to a close and these 
unruly interjections are preventing her from doing so. They should cease forthwith. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will give it another shot. 
I will touch briefly on some of the — 
Hon Helen Morton interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not know what that was. 
Hon Helen Morton: It was me groaning. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Here is a plan: every time there is an interjection, I will just be quiet. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! The honourable member should not invite interjection. As I say, members 
should not interject. Hon Sue Ellery, please address your remarks to me. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I will indeed. 
I refer to an inquiry in the other place by the Education and Health Standing Committee that is looking at 
independent public schools. One of the committee’s terms of reference is the impact that being at an independent 
public school has had on student outcomes. It is looking at a broad range of things. I am happy to say that 
I support IPSs. I am happy to say that the principals with whom I have spoken from independent public 
schools—I have spoken to many of them—say that it is a valuable tool. I am happy to say that as a system of 
governance, parents with whom I have spoken say that they like the fact that they are able to send their kids to 
IPSs. I support them. However, it has resulted in a two-tiered system. We need to do something about that, 
because increasingly some of the schools that cannot become an independent public school under the current 
arrangements for a range of reasons—sometimes not the least of which being the particular communities that 

 



2986 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

they are in and the particular circumstances that they deal with in those communities—are some of the schools 
that need the greatest flexibility and the very best of facilities, and increasingly they are not able to get them. The 
criterion of most interest to me in the inquiry that is being done in the other place is the impact, if any, that being 
at an independent public school has had on student outcomes. It is possible to overcook the notion that a system 
of governance and administration, which is what independent public schools represent, can have a direct 
measurable impact on student academic outcomes. When Christopher Pyne was the Minister for Education, he 
did this much more fulsomely than he should have—and that comment was made by former state Minister for 
Education Hon Liz Constable when she introduced the IPS system. I looked at her Hansard from the other place 
when she talked about introducing IPSs. She said that it was expected to have an impact on academic outcomes. 
I think it is appropriate to have the IPS system in place for a range of reasons but those reasons go to governance 
and administration, not necessarily academic outcomes. There was, of course, the review commissioned by the 
government some time ago, although the conclusion drawn in that review was that it was too early to tell. It 
probably was a bit too early to tell then, but I think it has been three years since then—the minister has just 
corrected me and said it has been two years— and, apart from anything else, it is a blunt measure, but because of 
movements by successive federal and state governments towards more transparency in academic results, we can 
see the NAPLAN results online. It is a blunt instrument, but as a measure it is there for all to see how a school 
performs in those tests year after year after year. It is available to everybody. From time to time I have had 
a look at some schools—not in a particularly scientific way—to determine whether I can see a pattern. If the 
view is that the IPS system has a direct impact on academic outcomes, one would expect to see some kind of 
linear movement that reflects higher NAPLAN results. But that is not the case. I cannot see that. I invite the 
Minister for Education to tell me at some point whether that information is available.  
One of the submissions that is now public is on the committee’s web page. It is from the State School Teachers’ 
Union of WA, and under the heading “Our case: Have WA outcomes been improved?”, its submission states — 

The WA IPS model has consistently been couched as superior and focused on giving schools the best 
platform to ensure optimum student success. Current NAPLAN data, however, does not reflect this 
proposition. In a comparison of NAPLAN results for schools who became IPS in 2010 and with an 
ICSEA score of lower than 1,000, — 

That is the measure of the socioeconomic status of a community — 
and therefore with higher disadvantage, it shows that there is no linear improvement in outcomes across 
the indicators of reading, persuasive writing, spelling, grammar and punctuation and numeracy. The 
majority of schools show that their student outcomes are ad-hoc in their results; improving some years 
and becoming worse in others. 
For instance, in an analysis of Year 9 results across a range of IPS schools, the below graph shows that 
average NAPLAN scores increased and decreased from year to year, with no correlation showing 
consistent improvement. 

I will table that when I finish my comments so members can look at that. 
I do not think that tells us we can reach the conclusion that therefore the independent public schools system is 
bad. It indicates that we have to recognise what IPS is: it is a system of governance and a system of 
administration, which so far appears to have no demonstrable relationship with student outcomes. We should not 
overcook this. We should not say that IPS is something that it is not. It has not been able to be demonstrated so 
far that it has any measurable impact on student academic performance. 
I thank members for their listening very well in the last 10 minutes and, with that, I wind up my remarks by 
taking us back to where my comments began—that is, we have the worst set of numbers in our state’s history. 
We have a deficit of close to $3.9 billion, which is $1 billion worse than was forecast. State debt is now heading 
beyond $40 billion. The Treasurer responded to this by saying it is because our WA federal ministers—the ones 
who are up for election right now!—are not doing their job properly and are not properly representing 
Western Australia. He may well be right about that, but I suspect there are a few other reasons, including the 
poor decisions and sloppy financial management of Colin Barnett’s government. This is the worst budget this 
state has seen in years. There is a political price to pay for that and the government will be paying that price in 
March 2017. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Simon O’Brien): The member indicated there were some documents she 
would seek to table. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I seek leave to table the State School Teachers’ Union of WA submission to the 
parliamentary inquiry into the Department of Education’s independent public school initiative. That is 
dated April 2016. 
Leave granted. 
[See paper 4118.] 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Samantha Rowe. 
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GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS REPEAL BILL 2015 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 May. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [5.45 pm]: I rise again to — 

Hon Robyn McSweeney interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I have taken a different tack today, Hon Robyn McSweeney. I have decided not to go 
back over anything I have mentioned before. This subject has an awful lot of information around it. If anyone 
chose to search genetically modified foods through their search engine, they would find a plethora of information 
available. I am mindful that I have spoken for a very long time on why the opposition opposes the repeal of the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015 on behalf of the community and the majority of the 
agricultural industry in Western Australia. I am mindful that I have taken up an awful lot of time and that we 
need to keep the debate moving along. The commitment I give at the outset of my contribution is that I will not 
be trawling back over old ground. I have covered many parts of this important debate on this repeal bill and 
I will focus tonight purely on new information, of which there is quite a lot to get on the record. 

Certainly since this debate started, I have received a lot of contact in my electorate office to show that the 
community is predominantly in favour of the retention of the right of Western Australians to make decisions 
about these crops. It has been quite heartening to receive the support that we have received for what could be 
called a brave stance in standing up for the consumers of Western Australia. I have given a commitment that 
I will not trawl back over old subject matter, but there is so much new information and it is important that we get 
it on the public record during this debate. 

Last time I spoke about the science and the lack of credible scientific information and studies into the effects of 
genetically modified foods, and I started to quote some scientific research papers from Dr Judy Carman. 
I suggest that those who missed my contribution look up the Hansard of 12 May. I referred to Dr Judy Carman’s 
credentials and her work at Flinders University in Adelaide. She is a scientist who has done a lot of research into 
the effects—good, bad or otherwise—of genetically modified food on humans. Most of the research, as 
Dr Carman correctly pointed out, was done on rats and mice, and she certainly felt there was not enough good 
hard data and solid information around the effects of GM food on humans. I will not say that the food is not safe; 
we do not know that, because a study has never been done to either confirm or deny that. The lack of information 
that denies that is perhaps used by the biotech industry to say that it is safe because there is no evidence to 
suggest otherwise. Some of those who are unconvinced about genetically modified foods claim the reason for 
that is the lack of research projects undertaken on the safety or otherwise—presumably they mean otherwise—of 
genetically modified organisms. During the term of the last Labor government the minister of the day, who has 
the authority to make these decisions and undertake such research, implemented a research project, and I began 
to talk about that project last time I spoke. The research used pigs, and I have spoken about the results. The 
findings of that research outlined that although doubt had been cast over the validity of the results, everyone 
accepts that when there has been one trial and researchers think they are onto something, they probably need to 
do more. Certainly, no more work was done on the trial by Dr Judy Carman. To me, that is significant. If 
Food Standards Australia New Zealand and the biotech industry seek to dismiss out of hand Dr Judy Carman’s 
research, which they have, why do they not do some research of their own and prove it again, rather than just 
cast shadows and aspersions on her research?  

As a consequence of that, Dr Judy Carman hit back at the biotech industry and wrote a paper. I will just 
paraphrase it, because I have given a commitment that I will keep this debate moving on. I am sure members can 
find this paper if they google Dr Judy Carman. The paper is called “Is GM Food Safe to Eat?”. I will read the 
executive summary and the initial parts, because I think they perhaps give a sense of overview of the detail of the 
document. It states — 

The safety of genetically modified … food is a central issue driving the genetic engineering controversy 
today. This chapter explores the potentially — 

I stress the word “potentially” — 

harmful effects of GM foods on human health and—in doing so—focuses upon the most commonly 
eaten GM foods in Australia. I look first at how GM foods are made and then consider some of the 
potential risks that inform a safety evaluation of these foods, especially in relation to the safety testing 
that has been done. 

This comes back to my central point about this repeal and this piece of legislation. Ultimately, not enough 
consideration has been given by this government to the consumers of our food. I think that is where the nub of 
this debate should be—on consumers. Whether the Liberal–National government believes it or otherwise, I can 
tell it that consumers, not just here, but all around the world, certainly have more than a passing concern about 
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consuming gene products to the point at which many countries have chosen to move on past that technology. The 
paper just gives a brief overview, and once again I will paraphrase it to move through this debate. The paper 
gives some background on gene technology, and when members listen to this, they will understand why 
consumers have more than a passing concern and remain even more unconvinced about the health effects of 
GM foods. The paper states — 

Essentially, living tissue is made up of cells, each cell has a nucleus, each nucleus has chromosomes, 
and chromosomes contain most of the organism’s DNA. Some of the DNA is in the form of genes that 
code for proteins, enzymes and other biochemical substances that organisms need to function. 
Traditional plant breeders take a plant with a desired characteristic, such as high yield, and cross-
pollinate it with another plant with another desired characteristic, such as disease resistance. Progeny 
with both characteristics can then be chosen and used. 

I think that is a very important distinction for members to understand. I will just make the point before I go on 
that what plant breeders do in this technology actually occurs naturally. Plants cross-pollinate and crossbreed all 
the time. They are able to evolve to different climactic conditions and that is how they do it. They take the best 
genes of two species or plants and cross them, and they have been doing this from time immemorial so they can 
adapt to climate change, different soil types et cetera. Sadly, in agriculture, plants, especially rye-grass, have 
been able to adapt to become resistant to most known chemicals naturally. I continue with the paper — 

In contrast, genetic engineers take a section of DNA from an organism that expresses a desired 
characteristic, join it with other sections of DNA such as viral promoters, and insert the resultant 
gene cassette into the plant. 

It is possible to contest the claims of genetic engineers that their methods of insertion are precise … 

It then refers to another paper, which I will not go into. It continues— 

The biolistics process, for example, takes gold or tungsten particles, coats them with the desired DNA 
and fires them into the plant. As the cells repair, the new DNA is integrated into the plant’s genome. As 
the inserts are placed where they may not normally be found in nature, some inserts may affect the 
expression of the plant’s genes. This may turn genes off or on, affect the function of other genes, 
produce new toxins or allergens, or produce a wild characteristic, such as higher levels of toxins found 
in a wild ancestor. 

I think that summarises pretty well what we are talking about here with genetic modification. It is not naturally 
occurring and can occur only in laboratory conditions under the circumstances outlined. The paper continues — 

Partial copies may also be inserted. For example, seven years after the release of Roundup Ready soy, 
Monsanto has found that is contains two DNA segments about which they were previously unaware. 

I think it is fair to say from that statement that we are not exactly sure about the outcomes of the genetic 
modification, and Monsanto itself, the world’s largest biotech company, has found some surprises when doing 
this procedure. The paper continues — 

Another concern is that the insert may not be stable over many generations, resulting in the insert 
degrading, changing, or moving. That concern is exacerbated by the use of viral promoter sequences in 
inserts, such as the cauliflower mosaic virus, reputed to be prone to high rates of recombining with 
DNA. Furthermore, sections of inserted DNA can come from plants not normally eaten (for example, 
petunias), bacteria (for example, Bacillus thuringiensis), animals (for example, fish genes in tomatoes), 
or viruses, (for example, cauliflower mosaic virus). Another concern centres on the use of DNA that 
codes for antibiotic resistance in GM plants. One GM potato has DNA coding for resistance to five 
antibiotics. Resistance to antibiotics used in humans is frequently encoded. There are concerns that if 
these DNA sequences cross into gut bacteria, our current problems with antibiotic resistant bacteria may 
worsen considerably. 

There does not seem to be a whole lot of regulation around the fact that we are already naturally, or unnaturally, 
promoting antibiotic resistance in potatoes, which, of course, may pass on to humans, and I think that is more 
than cause for concern. The paper continues — 

Proponents and critics of GM food have very different views about GM plants. Proponents argue that 
the GM plant has changed insignificantly and that the rest of the plant will behave as before. Therefore 
the plant is substantially equivalent to the parent plant and does not need safety testing. Critics argue 
that these are untested hypotheses, and with the technology in its infancy, unknown and unintended 
consequences may result. In keeping with the precautionary principle … thorough safety testing should 
be undertaken before feeding GM food to millions of people. 

I think that is the underlying concern in society around that very issue. Although the proponents of GM food 
consider this process to be perfectly safe, and despite the bombarding of cells of existing plants with cells and 
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DNA that would never have actually crossed with that plant, they say the plant remains significantly the same 
and that we do not need to test it. I am not so sure about that, and I think most consumers are not so sure about 
that. Perhaps that is why we are seeing a move away from GM technology around the world, with a failure to 
adopt it in many countries. I have been furnished with a lot of information since this debate began about why 
many countries are growing only GM fibre and oil crops and not food crops. I think it is because as human 
beings we are naturally somewhat suspicious and unconvinced about eating foods that have been produced in 
this way. There may be a generational change. Maybe in 10 or 20 years people will have moved on, and maybe 
there will be a movement back towards GM foods, but I sense quite the opposite; I sense the community moving 
towards more naturally produced foods and more organic foods produced without chemicals and fertilisers. 
Those products command a distinct premium, to the point at which in Western Australia we have the largest 
amount of registered hectares of those products of any jurisdiction. 
Hon Jim Chown: Are you saying that organic food is safer than GM foods? 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, that is not exactly what I said, Hon Jim Chown. I appreciate how Hon Jim Chown 
continually twists my words. That is not what I said at all. I will repeat what I said for him again. 
Hon Jim Chown: No, I am asking you a question. 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, it is not question time. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! It is not question time. If a member wants to respond to an interjection 
with a brief answer, he can do so, but if he is not going to do so, the matter cannot be pursued. 
Hon DARREN WEST: For the benefit of Hon Jim Chown, what I said was that the community has concerns. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon DARREN WEST: I continue my remarks on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. 
As I have stated before, the Labor Party opposes the repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 
2003 because we believe the existing legislation contains enough methods by which genetically modified crops 
can be introduced, but, most importantly, it provides for these decisions to be kept in Western Australia with the 
locally elected Minister for Agriculture and Food. Before we broke for dinner I was quoting some scientific 
evidence from Dr Judy Carman, who is a world-renowned expert in the study of genetically modified foods and 
their effect on humans. I will briefly run through the rest of her paper “Is GM Food Safe to Eat?” because I think 
it is important for it to be recorded. This chapter is titled “Current GM Foods in Australia” and reads — 

GM versions of soya bean, canola, corn, potato, sugarbeet and cotton have been approved for sale in 
Australia by Food Standards Australia New Zealand (FSANZ), formerly the Australia New Zealand 
Food Authority (ANZFA). 

I just note that the only one of those crops grown in Western Australia is genetically modified canola. The paper 
continues — 

The foods are widely present in breads, pastries, snack foods, baked products, oils, fried foods, 
confectionary, soft drinks, and sausage skins. Labelling laws were introduced in December 2001, but do 
not cover foods that are made from animals fed with GM feed (for example, meat, milk, eggs, honey), 
that are highly refined (for example, cooking oils, sugars, starches), or that are prepared at bakeries, 
restaurants and takeaways. These laws also exclude foods ‘unintentionally’ contaminated by up to one 
per cent per ingredient, that have been processed before 7 December 2002, that are made with 
processing aids or food additives using GM microbes, or that contain GM flavours present at less than 
one per cent. 
Most GM foods eaten in Australia are from plants genetically engineered to express either a protein that 
degrades a specific herbicide so that spraying a field of crop and weeds with the herbicide saves the 
crop and kills the weeds, or a protein that when eaten by a grub, ruptures the grub’s gut, killing it. Some 
GM plants do both. 

I think the point of those paragraphs is that labelling laws are pretty easily stepped around. One of the things 
I would suggest to governments is that they get a little serious about labelling laws and come up with a labelling 
regime so that consumers can make an informed choice rather than having to rely on guesswork around the 
examples I gave earlier. The next section is headed “What Could Go Wrong?” and reads — 

One concern is that novel DNA from GM food could be taken up by microbes in the gut or tissues of 
the body. GM advocates and FSANZ have stated this as unlikely, as any DNA would be quickly 
degraded. Others argue that transgenic DNA is specifically designed to cross species barriers and to 
jump into other genomes. In fact, human simulations indicate that transgenes in GM food may survive 
in the human stomach and small bowel for up to four hours. Furthermore, an oral bacterium was found 
to take-up and express free exogenous DNA within a minute. In addition, foreign DNA ingested by 
mice can reach peripheral leukocytes (a type of white blood cell), spleen and liver via the intestinal wall 
mucosa and can be found in B and T cells of the immune system and covalently linked to mouse DNA. 
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I think we can see from all that that the jury is out on how genetically modified molecules can work their way 
through the body, and it is on that basis that many consumers have more than a passing concern about these 
crops. Maybe that concern is justified; maybe it is not, but the fact remains that consumers do have some level of 
concern. For anyone who wants to look it up, the paper goes through a whole lot more examples similar to what 
I have just put, and I think it makes interesting reading for anyone who has questions or any doubts about the 
food. People can learn exactly what testing has been done and, perhaps more importantly, what has not been 
done. I will just run right through to the conclusion. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: What was the reference again? 

Hon DARREN WEST: The paper is called “Is GM Food Safe to Eat?”, and it was written by Dr Judy Carman 
following her research into the effects of genetically modified foods on the intestines of pigs. It is the only real 
study that has gone anywhere close — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Does she mention the repeal of  the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act? 

Hon DARREN WEST: We are suggesting that the act should not be repealed because of community concerns, 
and as elected members, we come in here as representatives of the community. 

I will just read the conclusion and finish on this because I have quoted quite a bit from the paper. The conclusion 
is titled “Conclusion: Risk and the Future”. It reads — 

Scientists tend to measure risk as a combination of the probability of something happening and the 
consequences if it does. A useful analogy is a footpath, where the narrower the footpath, the greater the 
probability of falling off, and the higher the footpath, the greater the consequence of falling off. It is 
unlikely that many people would take a challenge of walking along even a wide footpath strung 
between two tall buildings, because even if the probability of falling off is low, the consequence could 
be awful. Similarly, even if the probability of GM foods causing adverse health effects is low, the 
consequences of exposing a billion people to it, including the whole of the Australian population, could 
be dire. If only one person in a thousand became seriously ill, then with about a billion people currently 
exposed worldwide, the result would be a million people seriously ill worldwide, and about 19 000 in 
Australia. 

In conclusion, there is an urgent need for the full labelling of GM foods, comprehensive safety testing 
by independent researchers of all GM foods currently in the marketplace and of all subsequent 
GM foods before they enter the marketplace. Until these measures are adopted, a statement needs to be 
placed on GM foods that human safety testing has not been done. Finally, a dedicated long-term 
national surveillance system for the potential health effects of GM foods is long overdue. 

Those are the reasons with regard to food safety that we believe this act should not be repealed. We are not going 
to argue either way, but because of the risk that is outlined quite succinctly in that study, we believe that the 
decision about GM crops should be made by the locally elected Minister for Agriculture and Food in 
Western Australia and not ceded to Canberra, and that the responsibility for the introduction of those crops 
should also be on the shoulders of the minister of the day who chooses to allow them to be grown. I will talk in 
a little while about how there is resistance on the part of this government to taking responsibility for the 
consequences of GM foods. I have talked about the Marsh–Baxter case earlier, so I will not do that again, but 
those are the sorts of things that can go wrong. 

I also have a lot of information here from Dr Judy Carman regarding her studies, which I touched on briefly 
earlier and I will move on, but she has certainly done a lot of work. 

I will quote from a press release by the shadow minister of the day, Hon Ken Travers. It reads, according to my 
notes — 

A recently released study has highlighted the need for more research and better labelling of 
GM products. 

That remains Labor’s position today. It continues — 

The study commissioned by the WA Labor Government in 2007 found pigs that eat the genetically 
modified feed suffer a significantly higher incidence of health problems. 

The study findings raise significant concerns and the State Government should, at the very least, 
commission further research into this issue. 

The GM industry should support further independent research in this area, if they have nothing to hide. 

Once again the poor GM labelling laws have been brought into focus by the study. 

Consumers have a right to know whether a product contains GM products which have been refined. 
This will allow consumers to make their own choice. 

 



 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 2991 

We need to be adopting the precautionary principle in the use of GM products to ensure that we do not 
make the same mistakes that occurred with tobacco and asbestos in the last century.” 

Its time for the Liberal/National Government to halt their ideological support for the expansion of 
GM into WA.  

Our position on that has remained constant, and, because of that position, we are firmly of the view that we 
should not repeal but keep the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003, which provides some middle 
ground, and also puts responsibility back onto the government and the biotech industry. I note Hon Ken Travers’ 
comments, and they raise a very interesting point, which is that history is littered with mistakes when people 
rushed in without giving due thought to the consequences. Australia is covered in rabbits and wild cats. Asbestos 
is another good example. Those things were introduced into society without due diligence and without anybody 
taking responsibility. I note that asbestos companies have fought long and hard to try to absolve themselves of 
their responsibility to workers in the asbestos industry. The cane toad is another good example of a good idea at 
the time that has gone horribly wrong. We are concerned that the free-for-all introduction of these crops, without 
any real oversight locally in Western Australia, could go down the same path. 

I want to talk a little about the uptake of genetically modified crops locally. Certainly, Australia’s acceptance of 
genetically modified canola lags behind Canada’s uptake, new statistics have revealed. A 2014 article from 
The Weekly Times titled “Australia’s GM canola uptake lags” states — 

In Canada, GM canola varieties made up 55 per cent of the total crop within five years of introduction. 

However in Australia, five years after the GM crop moratorium was lifted, GM canola made up 
9 per cent of the crop just harvested. 

As members can see, we have a very different attitude among the agricultural industry in Australia than that held 
in Canada and certainly in the United States of America. The article continues — 

Monsanto says about 220,401ha of its Roundup Ready canola was planted nationally for the crop just 
harvested. 

The statistics show uptake has been stagnant for the variety—the only GM canola available—since it 
was approved in 2009 for Victoria and NSW, and 2010 in Western Australia. 

The article goes on to explain how genetically modified crops have been more heartily embraced in the US and 
in Canada. 

A 2012 article from The Australian titled “Monsanto props up weak GM crop price” states — 

GLOBAL grain buyers are marking down the price of Australia's genetically modified canola as 
the European market shuts the gate on GM crops. 
The Australian Wheat Board — 

Of the time — 

is offering to buy up supplies of GM canola at guaranteed prices. 

The article goes on to state that perhaps there was some market interference to try to increase the economic 
appeal of genetically modified crops and now that that assistance has gone, we have seen the premium for 
non-GM crops continue to increase to the point at which it got to $78 a tonne at one point. It is $55 a tonne today 
and I believe it will soon be about $100 a tonne in the foreseeable future. 

I will explain to members what we will actually do when we repeal this bill, because I know that a lot of the 
metro-based members will not really understand this. I have had a lot of discussions with my colleagues, because 
it is a very divisive subject and certainly needs to be thought out more from the consumers’ side. Effectively, this 
repeal will change the rules around local decision-making and absolve that responsibility to the 
Gene Technology Regulator. I have just sought some information from the internet, so that everyone is clear 
about exactly to whom we are absolving this responsibility. I reiterate that the very first thing I did when I began 
my remarks last week was ask who knew who the Gene Technology Regulator at the Office of the 
Gene Technology Regulator was, and the only person who knew was Hon Jim Chown, because I had asked him 
the question 15 minutes earlier in the corridor, and he did not know the answer then. It is fair to say that at the 
beginning of this debate, it is a fair assessment to make that nobody actually knew who exactly it was that we 
will absolve this authority to. 

Hon Michael Mischin: How many times have you said that? 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon DARREN WEST: I will explain to members opposite and put clearly on the record exactly who it is that 
we are absolving this responsibility to. 
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Hon Michael Mischin: I think you have already done that. 
Hon DARREN WEST: No, I have not. I have not explained the role of the Gene Technology Regulator and 
who it is and what it does. I have asked members if they knew who the Gene Technology Regulator was. If 
members read back through Hansard, they will not find this information. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Someone in Canberra; who knows? 
Hon DARREN WEST: Correct. That exemplifies the problem with this repeal bill. The Attorney General is 
going to absolve his responsibility to, in his own words, “Someone in Canberra”, and I think that is a highly 
irresponsible and reckless position. The Office of the Gene Technology Regulator’s website states — 

The Regulator is an independent statutory office holder responsible for administering the 
Gene Technology Act 2000 … and corresponding state and territory laws. The Regulator is appointed 
by the governor-general only with the agreement of the majority of all jurisdictions. 
Dr Jane Cook is currently acting as Gene Technology Regulator until the appointment process for a new 
Regulator is completed. She is responsible for administering the national regulatory system for gene 
technology as set out in the Act. The OGTR staff are part of the Department of Health. 

It goes on. I will not read out what Dr Cook has done, because I am sure members can seek that information, but 
she is clearly a very talented and hardworking bureaucrat who, nonetheless, is acting in that position. Even I was 
not aware of that until I read that information. I am glad that is on the record now. 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: That is a very subjective statement. I would encourage Hon Jim Chown to back that up 
with some facts. I do not think he will be able to do that and he would want to be a little bit careful. I know he is 
under parliamentary privilege, but I know John Snooke from the Pastoralists and Graziers Association of WA 
certainly made some defamatory comments about Dr Judy Carman. 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! I think this is getting a little over the top. It is making it very 
difficult for Hansard to record the proceedings. I am sure Hon Jim Chown will have an opportunity to give his 
views on this issue shortly. 
Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Madam Deputy President. I note that Dr Judy Carman was very quick to 
respond to the defamatory comments made about her in the PGA Western Graingrowers magazine. She sought 
and got a retraction of the comments that were made about her that were proved incorrect. I think for 
Hon Jim Chown, the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Agriculture and Food, to dismiss anyone who 
disagrees with his view, as he announced to us last week, is a matter for him, but it is not good governance. It is 
irresponsible and reckless. The website continues with the regulator’s roles and functions. 
Hon Jim Chown interjected. 
Hon DARREN WEST: I am not taking any more interjections, because I want to get this speech finished. 
I genuinely do want to get this speech finished. The website continues — 

In administering the gene technology regulatory system the Regulator has specific responsibility to 
protect the health and safety of people, and to protect the environment, by identifying risk posed by or 
as a result of gene technology, and by managing those risks through regulating certain dealings with 
genetically modified organisms (GMOs). 
Section 27 of the Act sets out the functions of the Regulator to: 

• perform functions in relation to GMO licences as set out in the Act (Part 5), which outlines the 
licensing system under which a person can apply to the Regulator for a licence authorising 
dealings with GMOs 

• develop 
• draft policy principles and policy guidelines, as requested … 
• codes of practice 

• issue technical and procedural guidelines in relation to GMOs 
• provide information and advice to ◦ 

• other regulatory agencies, about GMOs and GM products 
It goes on to explain further roles, which I am sure members can seek out, and there is a nice little chart in that 
publication that members can see to get a clearer understanding of the roles and who the regulator is. I am 
pleased that I have read that in because from that we realise that Dr Jane Cook is acting in the position. I am not 
sure what the circumstances are around that and how long that has been the case, but it turns out that 
Dr Jane Cook is not the regulator at the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator, she is acting in that position. 
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I want to talk now a little about the Roundup Ready canola grower license and stewardship agreement. When 
a farmer determines that they want to try genetically modified canola, they enter into an agreement with 
Monsanto, the company that owns the technology. I point out that at all times Monsanto own that crop, or that 
seed, and that the growers are unable to retain seed, as has been the custom in Western Australia. Ever since 
agriculture began, we have been able to retain the seed of the crops that we were growing, hold that seed on our 
farms from harvest through to seeding time, and use our own seed. Therefore, we did not need to buy seed unless 
we chose to change to a new variety. When we do change to a new variety, we can buy a small amount of seed 
and bulk that up over a year or two, and end up with enough seed to sow for our cultivation programs. That is not 
the case with genetically modified canola. With genetically modified canola farmers need to buy new seed every 
year from Monsanto. As I pointed out earlier, that seed is quite expensive. It is a lucrative business for seed 
producers and creates a situation such as exists in North America. I lived over there and I went on an agricultural 
exchange program and farmed in the US for a year. I found that the Americans certainly have a different culture 
when it comes to procuring seed. Seed is procured from seed growers, usually in small bags, and new seed is 
used each year. It is just a different way of going about business, whereas here we tend to retain our seed for our 
own purposes; it is more cost effective. 
There is the usual information required from growers, asking them to complete certain sections, and they will put 
all that in. Now I come to the terms and conditions, and I think these are important. A grower, as members will 
learn when they hear this, takes all responsibility; they become an agent of Monsanto. The agreement states — 

This Roundup Ready® Canola Grower License and Stewardship Agreement (Agreement) is 
entered into between you (“Grower”) and Monsanto Australia … (“Monsanto”). This Agreement 
grants Grower a limited license to use canola seed that contains a Monsanto proprietary gene conferring 
tolerance to glyphosate, the active ingredient in Roundup® brand agricultural herbicides, which is 
marketed by Monsanto and/or its licensees under the brand name “Roundup Ready® canola” … This 
Agreement also contains Grower’s stewardship responsibilities and requirements associated with 
Roundup Ready canola.  
1. GROWER AGREES: 
1.1 To acquire Roundup Ready canola only from a Technology Service Provider (“TSP”) licensed 

by Monsanto to sell Roundup Ready ca+nola and to only grow that Roundup Ready canola in 
the canola planting season in which that seed is purchased. 

A farmer cannot hold that seed over until the next year. They must grow it in the year it is purchased. It 
continues — 

1.2 To use Roundup Ready canola solely for planting a single commercial crop and not to save 
any crop produced from Roundup Ready canola for planting in any subsequent year. 

That was explained earlier. It continues — 
1.3 Not to: (i) plant any seeds produced from Roundup Ready canola without Monsanto’s prior 

written consent; (ii) supply seed produced from Roundup Ready canola to any other person or 
entity (other than to a Monsanto licensed seed company) for planting; or (iii) transfer any seed 
containing Monsanto Technologies to any other person or entity for planting. 

1.4 To pay (as directed by Monsanto) all technology and stewardship fees due to Monsanto and 
any royalties due to Monsanto. A notice setting out the applicable fees, royalties and payment 
terms for the next canola planting season will be sent to Grower’s address specified herein 
(whether by mail, fax or email and as updated from time to time) annually and published on 
Monsanto’s website … Those fees will apply to all Roundup Ready canola delivered in the 
canola planting season specified in such notice. 

1.5 Grower authorizes each applicable TSP to complete an annual Roundup Ready® Canola 
Planting Declaration form electronically on Grower’s behalf for each year that Grower plants 
Roundup Ready Canola. 

It goes on to specify what the declaration does. It then goes on to state — 
… IF GROWER DISPUTES THE ACCURACY OF THE INFORMATION REPORTED ON 
THE ROUNDUP READY® CANOLA PLANTING DECLARATION, GROWER SHALL 
NOTIFY MONSANTO, IN WRITING, WITHIN THIRTY … DAYS OF RECEIPT OF 
SUCH NOTICE. 

It continues — 
1.6 To deliver all grain produced from Roundup Ready canola only to a grain handler approved in 

writing by Monsanto and to pay the then-applicable per-tonne technology fee for such grain for 
such crop year. Grower understands and agrees that Grower must attend and pass 
a Monsanto Accreditation course in Roundup Ready canola prior to planting Roundup Ready 
canola. 
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As I said earlier, the farmer cannot retain the seed; they must deliver it and sell it. Effectively, that crop belongs 
at all times to Monsanto until the farmer delivers it and they get paid. It continues — 

1.7 To read and strictly comply with the Canola Crop Management Plan … which is incorporated 
into and is a part of this Agreement, and to abide by and be bound by the terms of the most 
recent CMP as it may be amended from time to time. A notice setting out the CMP for the next 
canola planting season will be sent to Grower’s address specified herein (whether by … 

That is by whatever means. It continues — 
1.8 To promptly notify Monsanto of any failure to comply with the CMP. 
1.9 To plant Roundup Ready canola only within the states of Queensland, Victoria and New 

South Wales and such other states as Monsanto may authorize from time to time. Grower 
understands that as of 1 March 2008 certain restrictions around planting, handling and 
management of Roundup Ready canola exist in other Australian states and territories. 

1.10 To accept and continue the obligations of this Agreement on any new land purchased or leased 
by Grower that has Roundup Ready canola planted on it by a previous owner or possessor of 
the land … 

A farmer still has to meet this agreement even if they buy a farm that has already got standing crops. It 
continues — 

1.11 To use on Roundup Ready canola crops only Roundup Ready® Herbicide or other 
non-selective herbicides authorized by the Australian Pesticides & Veterinary Medicines 
Authority … for use on Roundup Ready canola crops. Use of any selective herbicide labeled 
for the same crop without the Roundup Ready gene is not restricted by this Agreement.  

It then goes on to state that if a farmer does not do that, Monsanto is not responsible. It continues — 
1.12 To implement the Resistance Management Plan as specified in the applicable sections of the 

most recent CMP. 
We will talk about that in a minute. It continues — 

1.13 To plant Roundup Ready canola for seed production, if and only if, Grower has entered into 
a valid, written Roundup Ready canola seed production agreement with a seed company that is 
licensed by Monsanto to produce Roundup Ready canola. Grower must either physically 
deliver all Roundup Ready canola seed to that licensed seed Company or must sell or use as 
commodity grain all of the Roundup Ready canola seed produced pursuant to a seed 
production agreement. 

It goes on further — 
1.14 To inform Monsanto if Grower becomes aware of any unintended or adverse effects of the use 

of Roundup Ready canola pertaining to the health or safety of people or the environment. 
Is that not interesting? If a farmer thinks that they have had some adverse effects to the health or safety of people 
or the environment, they are to tell Monsanto. Should we not already know this? 

1.15 To comply with all reasonable directions and instructions given by Monsanto in relation to the 
use of Roundup Ready canola. 

1.16 To comply with all applicable laws and regulations relating to the use of Roundup Ready 
canola, including all applicable regulatory requirements of APVMA and the Office of the Gene 
Technology Regulator … 

It goes on — 
1.17 If requested by Monsanto, to promptly provide to Monsanto written details sufficient for 

Monsanto to identify each paddock in which Roundup Ready canola will be planted … 
A farmer needs to explain that to Monsanto. It continues — 

1.18 For purposes of monitoring Grower’s compliance with this Agreement, during the term and for 
three years following the expiry or termination of this Agreement, Grower grants Monsanto 
the right to inspect, take samples, and test all of the grower’s owned and/or leased fields and 
storage bins and to supply Monsanto upon request a list of all locations planted with the 
Roundup Ready canola by or on behalf of Grower and to allow Monsanto to examine and copy 
any records and receipts that could be relevant to Grower’s performance of this Agreement, 
including but not limited to crop management records, crop insurance claim documentation, 
and dealer/retailer and grain handler invoices for seed and chemical transactions or any other 
records that could be relevant to Grower’s performance of this Agreement. 

 



 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 2995 

Monsanto can come onto a farmer’s farm any time for three years and completely check them out. It 
continues — 

2 GROWER RECEIVES FROM MONSANTO: 
2.1 A limited use license to purchase and plant Roundup Ready canola and to apply Roundup 

Ready® Herbicide and other non-selective herbicides authorized by APVMA for use on 
Roundup Ready canola crops. Monsanto retains ownership of the Monsanto Technologies 
including the genes (for example, the Roundup Ready gene) … 

It goes on — 

2.2 Grower’s license to purchase and plant Roundup Ready canola is subject to the terms of and 
compliance with this Agreement (as amended from time to time) … 

We have touched on that. It continues — 

2.3 Monsanto Technologies or their methods of use are protected under one or more of the 
following Australian patents … 

It goes on to list those patents. It continues — 

3 ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS BY GROWER 
3.1 When planting Roundup Ready canola, Grower must implement the Resistance Management 

Plan … in accordance with the guidelines specified in the most recent CMP. Monsanto may 
revoke Grower’s limited use license to use Roundup Ready canola if Grower fails to strictly 
follow the RMP required by this Agreement. 

I know, for example, of several farmers who have breached that resistance management plan and no-one ever 
polices that. I know a farmer who went from zero GM canola to 100 per cent and when I asked the question, 
“Did you use glyphosate on those paddocks last year?”, he said that of course he did. Immediately, before he has 
even planted the crop, that grower has breached his resistance management plan. No-one is policing this. The 
agreement continues — 

3.2 Crop Stewardship & Specialty Crops: Grower acknowledges the matters set out in the section 
on Coexistence and Identity Preservation in the CMP in relation to crop stewardship and 
considerations for production of identity preserved crops. 

Co-existence does not exist under the current terms of the GM experiment, as we have seen, sadly, in the 
Supreme Court — 

3.3 Roundup Ready Canola Trait Performance: All Roundup Ready canola varieties have been 
screened for the presence of the appropriate protein and have passed that screening prior to 
commercial sale. Grower acknowledges that a small number of these varieties may 
infrequently demonstrate variable levels of performance in fields. 

3.4 Confidential information: Grower acknowledges that the Monsanto Technologies include 
information which is confidential to Monsanto and agrees not to use or disclose such 
information other than strictly in accordance with this Agreement. 

3.5 Grower acknowledges that it is important not to co-mingle Roundup Ready canola with any 
other canola grains as it is not practical for grain loads to be tested for the presence of Roundup 
Ready canola on anything other than a per-load basis. Grower agrees that all Roundup Ready 
canola delivered by Grower to a Monsanto authorized grain handler must be declared as 
Roundup Ready canola and the variety used to produce the grain identified. Grower agrees that 
all other canola delivered by Grower will be tested on a per-load basis and agrees to pay the 
applicable technology fee for each load of grain which tests positive for more than the mere 
random adventitious presence of Roundup Ready canola, as determined by the authorized 
grain handler. 

That is an obscure way to set out what happens when there is a large contamination. As I talked about earlier, 
after a storm in July 2011, large amounts grew in the next season’s crop. That load could be inadvertently, or 
adventitiously, contaminated. No-one would be any the wiser. A contamination issue is possible there. It then 
goes on to “Personal Information and Privacy”. I have almost finished this. It states under section 5, 
“General Terms” — 

5.1 Grower’s rights may not be assigned or transferred to anyone else without the prior written 
consent of Monsanto. If Grower’s rights are assigned or transferred with Monsanto’s consent 
or by operation of law, this Agreement is binding on the person or entity receiving the 
transferred rights … 

 



2996 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 May 2016] 

5.2  Monsanto may amend the terms and conditions of this Agreement by notice in writing to 
Grower … 

That is to the grower’s designated address. It goes on — 

6.  GOVERNING LAW AND FORUM SELECTION 
This Agreement and the parties’ relationship shall be governed by the laws of the State of Victoria 
(without regard to the choice of law rules) and the laws of Australia applicable in Victoria. 

I am not sure whether this agreement came from Victoria or it is the same for everyone, but that is what this 
says. I continue — 

7.  TERM AND TERMINATION 
Once effective, this Agreement will supersede all previous License and Stewardship Agreements and 
Technology User Agreements for Roundup Ready Canola between the parties (other than any 
unperformed obligations or terms that survive termination) and will remain in effect until terminated in 
accordance with the terms herein. 

It goes on with some more information. Then it says — 

8.  MONSANTO’S REMEDIES 
If Grower breaches this Agreement, in addition to Monsanto’s other remedies, Grower shall not be 
entitled to obtain a future limited-use license from Monsanto unless Monsanto provides Grower with 
specific written notice expressly recognizing the prior breach and prior termination of the limited-use 
license and expressly granting and/or reissuing the limited-use license previously obtained … Grower 
acknowledges that Grower’s submission of a new Roundup Ready Canola Grower License and 
Stewardship Agreement and Monsanto’s issuance of a new license number shall not satisfy the specific 
written notice reference above and that any such action shall have no legal effect. 

It goes on with a lot more information. I will not read it out completely. I am sure members can get a copy. It is 
a very onerous agreement. Growers become agents of Monsanto and it is the growers’ responsibility when things 
go wrong. 
Hon Michael Mischin: Don’t enter into it. No-one is forcing anyone to enter into it. 
Hon DARREN WEST: They are not forcing anyone to enter into it, and that is the point. We think that if there 
is a responsibility to be taken, it should be taken here. 
I want to quickly touch on an industry summary of GM canola grown to date in Australia. Of the states that grow 
it, it is a small percentage of the crop. Nationally, under 20 per cent of these figures exclude canola in 
genetically-modified free states. Over 90 per cent of Australia’s 134 000 farmers remain GM free. There is 
a table form of GM canola growth in Australia. In 2009, four per cent of the whole canola crop was GM; it is 
now up to 22 per cent. That figure has certainly been boosted by the uptake in Western Australia. We will see 
where that goes next year. This is the first year there has been a massive difference in price. The eastern states 
are moving away. New South Wales and Victoria are moving away generally from GM canola. Growth has been 
seen in Western Australia over the last four years. My view is that that growth may have peaked. We will see 
when the crops go in the ground. 
I will not go into a lot of detail about Europe. Predominantly, Germany, Austria, Croatia, Italy, Greece, parts of 
Spain, parts of the UK, and France decided that they would rather not have genetically modified crops growing 
in their jurisdictions, thanks very much. Europe is one of the most lucrative canola markets in the world. It seems 
a little odd that Western Australia would introduce crops that would run that market out of reach. I believe there 
is potential for contamination of those markets. No-one seems to be able to tell me exactly what would happen if 
there was a major contamination into one of those markets that are very clear about the canola they want to buy. 
No-one seems to have a view on what will happen should there be a major contamination into Europe. 
I am going to read a letter I liked that I found in the press in March this year. I thought it was a very topical 
letter. Anyone who has seen the budget—I know there has been a nervousness on the backbench about the 
budget; there are a lot of rumblings within the coalition about a lot of things at the moment — 
Hon Sue Ellery: Don’t say “land tax”! 
Hon DARREN WEST: I won’t say land tax, no, because this debate is not about land tax. I will keep off that. 
There is a lot of rumbling about the future. I think the polls point to how well this government is going. The 
letter I have states — 

When Colin Barnett and the Liberal–National government are heading for electoral defeat after running 
the state into record debt, it is extraordinary that they’d risk cementing their defeat by attempting to 
repeal WA state laws on genetically modified crops. 
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Everybody eats. 

With health costs escalating, we are increasingly concerned about what we are eating and where it 
comes from. 

WA’s GM-free status wins it premium prices on agricultural exports, a major economic earner for the 
state. 

I have heard members opposite wax lyrical about the importance of agriculture after the mining boom; this flies 
in the face of that — 

Buy West, Eat Best says the logo. 

Yet in a move to destroy this economic advantage, a repeal of the GM Crops Free Areas Act 2003 is 
rushed onto the notice paper. 

It is throwing caution to the wind to repeal this legislation just to squeeze out some more short term 
profits for Monsanto and its minions at the expense of our farmers, our land and our health in the longer 
term. 

Such economic and political lunacy will only fan the flames of opposition to GM crops and we will 
place our dollars and votes accordingly. 

This is a very good letter. It points out to members exactly what they are doing. That letter was written by 
Shirley Collins from Shenton Park. 

The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order, members! There are too many audible private conversations in the 
chamber, making it very difficult for Hansard. 

Hon DARREN WEST: This government is on its way out the door. It is in a bit of strife; it is waning in the 
polls. The people are about to drop the guillotine. The government rushes in here and tries to absolve all its 
responsibility for the GM experiment to a place in the eastern states. 

I have a lot of information about the impacts of GM in South America. I note there has been a reasonable uptake 
of some GM crops in South America. They are resistant to growing crops that are eaten as food, but a lot of 
GM oil is produced there. I have some articles about the impact of soybean expansion into Argentina and Brazil. 
It was rushed into South America as a panacea. That information comes from a Grain magazine. It was authored 
by Walter Pengue in 2001. It refers to the early days of the mess that was made of the GM uptake in 
South America. 

I am sure all government members have researched the parliamentary debate that occurred when the Genetically 
Modified Crops Free Areas Bill was introduced in 2003. It makes for some very interesting reading. The original 
bill was introduced by a former Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Hon Kim Chance. He read the 
bill in in June 2003. He basically exercised caution and expressed community concern about genetically 
modified crops. In 13 years, almost to the day, there is still that community caution and that precautionary 
approach required by the community when it comes to these crops. In that time, there has not been a massive 
change in the community culture on these crops. I will not read through all the second reading speech. I am sure 
that before other members make their contributions, they will do that, if they have not done so already. The 
second reading speech provides an interesting precis, followed by a very interesting debate, about why these 
laws were so important in the first place.  

The then minister made an excellent second reading speech that eloquently outlined the need for these laws in 
Western Australia, and those reasons still hold true today. I put it to members opposite that Kim Chance was by 
far a better agriculture minister than anyone this government has put forward, especially the latest one. He was 
a great minister and was respected right across the sector. He is still in demand by organisations; he is currently 
the independent chair of the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council. That is because industry certainly got 
to understand Kim. He was a straight shooter. When he said before an election that he would do something, he 
would do it after the election, unlike the flip-flopping Nationals who will say anything to get elected and then 
change to do a deal with the Liberals on cabinet positions and the like. That is why Kim was so highly respected 
and regarded and certainly has been a mentor of mine. 

I read the responses to the bill by opposition members at the time and I found some very interesting reading. 
Hon Bruce Donaldson jumped up and said — 

The Opposition supports the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill. I am mindful that two other 
gene technology Bills are before the House. Members would be aware that they represent the 
Western Australian complementary legislation to establish a nationally-consistent scheme of regulation 
through the Gene Technology Regulator. As those Bills have not been debated, I will be careful that 
I do not stray too far into the areas covered by them. 
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He went on to say — 
This Bill gives some flexibility to the Government of the day, and to the industry itself, to designate the 
whole of the State as a genetically modified free area at some stage or to have zones. Members will be 
aware that there is a moratorium on the growing of GM crops in Western Australia, which will take us 
through to February 2006. The issue, as the committee saw it — 

The bill went to a parliamentary committee — 
at the time, was that about 80 per cent-odd of producers are against the GM technology at present. 

That is still the case today. I am not saying that they are against the technology, but 80 per cent choose not to 
grow GM crops. Maybe some of that group are not against GM technology, but for whatever reason they choose 
not to grow GM crops. Certainly, it is still about 80–20 today. Thirteen years on, very little has changed. He 
continues — 

I believe that the wider community is quite uninformed about this issue. That is understandable, because 
it is a complex issue, and there is consumer resistance to it in some parts of the world. The 
European Union is one of those. 

The more things change, the more they stay the same. This is exactly where we find ourselves today. The same 
arguments for introducing the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill 2003 remain with us today. He 
continues — 

Much has been said for GM technology. There are some advantages—they were spelt out in the 
report — 

I will not refer to the committee report; members can go through it themselves, but it would be a useful insight to 
what they are doing here — 

and there are some disadvantages. I will deal with the disadvantages first. 
This is what the Liberal member Hon Bruce Donaldson, who I believe is from the Koorda area, said — 

At the moment Australia enjoys a clean, green image. The concern is that if Australia marches down the 
path of the use of GM crops, some of Australia’s customers may not view that very favourably. All 
States have imposed a moratorium. The shortest one is in the State of Victoria … 

He then went on to outline what Victoria was going to do. He then went on to say — 
However, that remains to be seen. It may not do so. Who knows—it might impose a further 
moratorium. 

He then talked about the world’s acceptance, or lack thereof, of that issue. 
Then there was Hon Frank Hough from One Nation, who said — 

One Nation supports the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill. However, one issue that needs 
serious discussion is that of trials of GM crops in Western Australia. One Nation is not very happy 
about that issue, and it will come up for discussion. However, we do not want to put a spanner in the 
wheel at this stage. 

Even One Nation—remember that party—was in agreement with the introduction of this bill in 2003. I think that 
is of some significance. 
Hon Jim Scott said — 

The Greens (WA) support this legislation. We thank the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries 
for listening to the issues we raised with him and his advisers. We are very pleased with the final shape 
of the Bill. 

It seems to me that the then Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries was able to come to a position with this 
piece of legislation that everyone was comfortable with. Of course, we know what the National Party’s position was 
before the 2008 election. I touched on that earlier when I read the article from The Geraldton Guardian. 
Hon Murray Criddle’s contribution states — 

First, I point out that after a large amount of debate at the National Party conference, a moratorium was 
called for on the growing of GM crops until 2007. 

We know that the National Party had that position at that stage. It seemed that every party in the chamber was in 
agreement on how the legislation should look, as they outlined in their contributions to the second reading 
debate. They all decided that in 2003, when the world was pretty much the same as it is now in terms of the 
numbers of farmers taking up the technology, community attitudes and people’s concerns about the safety of 
GM food. All those issues remain the same and the legislation has served us very well, but for some unexplained 
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reason—there must be a reason and we will find out what it is one day, but I do not think it will be for the reason 
of good governance—the government wants to repeal this legislation and absolve itself of responsibility. I think 
this government wants to rule beyond its term. Not everyone is comfortable with its reckless approach to 
GM foods, and I have talked about that before and I will not go into that again. 
We also had contributions from Hon Louise Pratt and many other speakers. I also found some speeches in 
Hansard on a motion put forward by Hon Paul Brown that states — 

That this house recognises the benefits to the state that repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free 
Areas Act 2003 will bring through increased confidence in investment and research and development 
extension in agriculture. 

I think I have refuted all that. There was a general discussion around that motion and I am sure Hon Paul Brown 
will be able to use parts of his contribution during that private members’ business. The motion was time limited 
and some of the contributions towards the end were quite short. I certainly have now had the opportunity to put 
all the views that were not put forward in that debate. 
A petition also was tabled quite recently and was sent to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs in May this year. Submissions were received from several people. I have a submission, which I think was 
authored by Janet Grogan, that I will not go into, but it made some really good arguments about why we should 
be more circumspect. It certainly makes for interesting reading. Rather than dismiss it out of hand, perhaps 
members should take the time to read it and see whether they can convince themselves that going down this path 
is a good thing. It is not; it is not a good thing at all. 
I am nearly at the end of my contribution on this bill. It is not a good idea. The government has brought into this 
place plenty of pieces of legislation that are absolute rubbish, and we have debated the points and made the 
better arguments and convinced everyone outside Parliament that it was a poor idea. We have seen how poorly 
the government has managed the state. Its financial credentials are shot. It has no credibility left as 
a government. But still the government has a born-to-rule attitude that it knows best and consumers do not know 
much about it because they are just uninformed. It is an insult to their intelligence. Consumers can make up their 
own minds about the foods they want to grow. Voters can make up their own minds about decisions that the 
government, the Minister for Agriculture and Food or others make. I do not see why—I can see why; it is a poor 
government and so it wants to shirk its responsibilities, and I know that backbenchers are ducking for cover on 
lots of issues now because they are concerned about holding their seats—the worst government we have ever 
seen with the worst Premier we have ever had does not want to stand up and take responsibility for its actions. 
I think good leadership and good government require that. I think members of the public demand that 
governments make important decisions on their behalf as their elected representatives. It does not create a good 
image of politicians when they are there for the good times but when they make bad decisions, they want to 
absolve themselves of that responsibility. That is certainly what the government is seeking to do here—absolve 
itself of responsibility and let other people clean up the genetically modified experiment that it has undertaken in 
Western Australia. 
The arguments that I have put forward should, I believe, convince those on the other side to vote against the 
repeal. They often make statements that, as members of conservative parties, they are able to reach their own 
judgements on these things. Many represent metropolitan electorates, and I say to them that constituents of those 
metropolitan electorates are more than concerned about what they are doing and about the future of genetically 
modified foods. They want to know what exactly is in what they are eating. 
This bill has been debated during a budget week, just after both federal and state budgets have dominated the 
headlines. Those budgets have been so bad that they have dominated the headlines to the point at which the 
leadership of the Western Australian Premier is under some sort of threat. We have seen some amazing 
behaviour over the weekend about his leadership, and what plots are afoot to unseat him. I know this bill has 
been debated against the distraction of the budget, but at some point soon a torch will be shone on this bill, 
should it be passed. I am hoping that this house will reject it out of hand. 
I also note that more issues will be raised later about possible conflicts between repealing this piece of legislation 
and the biodiversity act, and I have taken some advice on that, which gives me cause to believe that further 
investigation is required. If this act is repealed, would it contravene another act? That raises some interesting 
legal and constitutional debates and is probably worthy of further scrutiny from outside this house. However, 
I will leave that for others to talk about later on in their contributions. There is more to consider than just the 
simplistic notion that if this is done, it will stop Labor. That is not good governance; that is never how we should 
govern. 
The act should be left as it is; it has served us very well for 13 years. It was brought in with the agreement of all 
parties across the political spectrum, including One Nation and the Greens. When the extreme left and the 
extreme right are in agreement on a policy position, everyone should accept that it is a good policy position. That 
is generally the way that progressive governments work. They sit down and try to work out a policy position that 
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everyone can be somewhat comfortable with, and out of which everyone feels that they have got most of what 
they wanted. The conservative way is that they were born to rule and they will do what they like. They have the 
numbers, and they need not worry at all about what the progressives think. Therein lies the difference between 
the two sides of politics, and it is very disturbing that members opposite will just blindly follow one another 
despite all the best arguments made and despite all the things that I have talked about in my speech—the history 
of the act, the lack of responsibility on the part of the government, and the fact that we can have a Marsh–Baxter 
case. At least we should create a set of circumstances during this debate that prevent that from ever happening 
again. We should at least have a set of circumstances agreed to at some point during this debate so that two 
farming families do not have to go through the hell that those two farming families went through, purely because 
of the government’s irresponsibility. There is a lot more information about that for another day. 
The GM decision should be made here, by elected representatives. We should be taking more factors into 
account, such as farmer coexistence; labelling of foods, which I talked about; and contamination both along 
roads within the supply chain systems and on neighbouring farms. Just as importantly, and probably most 
importantly, we need to have a full, frank and open discussion about the future strategy of the chemical 
glyphosate in Western Australia. That is the cornerstone of our farming system, and we cannot lose that chemical 
through either resistance or health concerns. I am more concerned about resistance at this stage. It is not their 
fault, but many growers in our northern agricultural regions have farmed themselves to a point at which certain 
weeds have become super weeds and can be killed in no other way than using Roundup Ready canola as a grain 
crop. I asked those farmers what they are going to do when these super weeds become resistant to glyphosate as 
well, and they could not answer that question because there is no other chemical that we can use. It is a very 
cost-effective, off-patent, effective weedkiller, generally considered safe. We use a lot of it on our farm. We are 
using it now every day. We can completely take out all the weeds before we sow to give us a nice clean paddock 
to seed into. We have gone away from full-cut tillage to minimal or zero tillage, and we certainly need 
glyphosate, because we do not mechanically kill weeds any more. If we lose glyphosate as a tool in our 
toolbox—we talk about canola being a tool in our toolbox—we will lose the whole toolbox itself. We have no 
other way of successfully farming cereals or other crops in Western Australia without the use of glyphosate. We 
would be required to go back to full-cut technology, and that would be a regressive move that would increase 
soil erosion by wind and water, and return us to the 1970s and early 1980s, when we made a lot of mistakes. 
We have made many mistakes in agriculture, and we should be learning from those mistakes. As I pointed out 
not so long ago, we have done a lot of things wrong, such as importing rabbits, cats and cane toads, and using 
materials such as asbestos. We have made a lot of mistakes that seemed a good idea at the time and were 
rammed through. Anyone who doubted them was dismissed and called mad. Our history is littered with those 
problems that we are all paying for today. Let us not make those mistakes again. Let us be more responsible 
about this technology. None of us on this side has ever said that we would ban GM crops. We want 
responsibility taken by those who need to take responsibility. We need ministers of the day making decisions for 
which they are responsible. We need growers to take responsibility, and we need insurers to come on board and 
bring the possible contamination by genetically modified material on a neighbour’s farm into the same category 
as escaping fire, escaping livestock or chemical overspray. I am sure that that can be done, but it needs the will 
to do it. If we could get satisfactory outcomes in labelling, farmer coexistence and contamination, there would be 
a way through this. 
Hon Kim Chance, the agriculture minister of the day when this act was passed in the early 2000s, found a way 
through these issues. He was a man who sought to do good and to bring everybody along for the ride, and not 
shut the gate in anyone’s face. He tried to give us a workable way forward, and he was successful. By contrast, 
this government is finding it all a bit too hard, and has shown itself prepared to react to a small but vocal 
minority and not pay mind to any of those issues. There is a way in which we can all agree on the future of 
genetically modified crops, and move the technology forward without shutting the door in anyone’s face, but 
unless the government is prepared to listen, consult, engage and work together, we will never find that way. By 
repealing this piece of legislation, the government is closing the door in the face of anyone who is not totally 
convinced. Most people are not totally convinced, and if members are not totally convinced—I am sure most of 
them are not; surely after listening to this there must be some doubt in their minds—that this is 100 per cent the 
right way to go and that there is no other alternative for the future of agriculture in Western Australia, they 
should vote against the repeal of this act. They should vote with the opposition to keep the status quo, and work 
to improve the act as it is now and to bring the community with them. 
Members opposite should work with us to try to convince the community that maybe we should look further into 
this technology. We should work with consumers and understand that, should they not wish to eat genetically 
modified food, they should have that choice. If they want to pay three times as much for the organic equivalent, 
let them make that choice. It is good for agriculture if more people choose to make that choice and pay 
a premium price for the same product. We make the most money when we produce less but sell it for more. Our 
input costs are reduced and our profit increases. That certainly is true for us in the hay industry. If we can grow 
moderate crops of high quality, we have a much higher gross margin, and the same applies to food production. If 
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we can grow higher quality products at a higher price and sell into lucrative markets in Asia and Europe, that is 
the future of agriculture. Shipload after shipload competing with countries that have lower cost structures to sell 
cheap food is not the way forward. People say to us that we will not be able to feed a starving world without 
GM technology, but I reckon that is rubbish. We waste about a third of all food produced. We could feed a lot of 
people around the world if we were able to find better ways to prevent the wastage of food. 
Members, I will conclude my remarks. It has been a long speech. I thank members for their patience and 
indulgence. There was a lot of material about genetically modified crops. It is contentious, but to me it is very 
important. I have more than a passing interest in the future of agriculture. I have a son I believe will go into 
agriculture, and I think the next generation should probably have just as much say as this one about the future of 
these crops. The repeal of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act will close the door on not only today’s 
consumers, but also, more importantly, tomorrow’s consumers and farmers. Thank you, members. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [8.30 pm]: Firstly, I congratulate Hon Darren West on the longest speech 
he has made in this Parliament, and for his consideration in speaking at a rate of words per minute that 
condensed his speech to several hours when it could easily have been 15 to 20 hours. I appreciate that, 
Hon Darren West, and I extend my sympathies to Hansard! 
I rise to support the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. The opposition to genetically 
modified crops has largely been on the premise that it is some sort of Frankenstein creation, whereby genes are 
put into different plants to create different varieties. Biotechnology has advanced the way we develop different 
varieties of crops. In the past, there certainly has been some crossbreeding. During a scientific briefing from the 
Department of Agriculture and Food some time ago, it was explained that it still takes around two decades to 
create a particular variety of grain. However, GM technology makes the outcome more definite. Even if we use 
GM technology, it will still take a very long time for a particular variety to come about. Hon Darren West 
suggested that genes from mosquitoes could be put into different crops. I do not know where that came from, but 
I would not imagine that anybody would want to put mosquito genes into crops. 
A benefit of genetically modified crops is that the genes of Arctic grass can be put into crops to make them more 
frost-resistant or less vulnerable to the frost that will happen later in the year. Genes could also be put into grain 
to prevent it being susceptible to pests, rust or other things. There are some very big benefits of using 
GM technology to develop different varieties of crops. Many members may remember that 20 or 30 years ago 
wheat crops used to be one and a half to two metres high; they were very high. A measure of a good crop was 
whether it was very high, and that is what farmers aimed for. Now, of course, if members go out into the 
wheatbelt, crops are only a couple of feet high. Over many years they have been crossbred to produce a much 
shorter stalk so that not as much is taken out of the ground and they are much easier to harvest and not as 
susceptible to wind. There are some big advantages in changing crop varieties and the way we farm. 
Some of the commentary has also been around whether genetically modified crops are safe. I have some 
World Health Organization information that basically states that GM crops are as safe as non-GM crops. 
I quote — 

The science of agricultural biotechnology is well established and clear—every legitimate scientific and 
regulatory body that has examined the science-based evidence has arrived at the conclusion that 
approved GM crops are as safe as their conventional counterparts. 
This includes the World Health Organization, the Australian Academy of Science, the 
European Commission, the American National Academy of Sciences, the Royal Society of Medicine 
and many more. 

GM crops have been found to be a very safe food source. GM technology has also benefited Third World 
countries where malnutrition has caused blindness in many children—up to half a million children a year—
through a lack of vitamin A and carotene. Vitamins have been bred into golden rice—the staple diet of those 
people—to provide the nutrients that people in the western world enjoy. Golden rice has saved a lot of children 
from losing their sight and their health through depleted immune systems and not having those vitamins to assist 
them in combating a lot of things that might affect them. 
I spoke to a farmer today from the Perenjori area. He gave me some different figures from Hon Darren West. 
Hon Darren West spoke about the fact that up to $50 a tonne less was paid for GM crops over conventional 
crops. However, I got some information from this farmer in Perenjori about his input costs for a hectare. For 
GM crops, his cost for seed was $40 a hectare. His first spray of Roundup was $8 a hectare, and his second spray 
was another $8 a hectare, which added up to a total of $56 a hectare. GM crops mean he is absolutely clean of 
weeds because glyphosate is rendered inactive on contact with clay. The yield was 1.25 tonnes a hectare at 
a minimum. At $500 a tonne, that gave a gross of $625 a hectare, which, minus the $56 for inputs, gave him 
a return of $569 a hectare. In contrast, the costs for non-GM crops were as follows: seed was $5 a hectare; the 
first spray with Atrazine was $12 a hectare; the second spray with Atrazine was $12 a hectare; and the third 
spray, a grass spray, was $12 a hectare. In total, that is $41 a hectare. That gave him a yield of $509 a hectare on 
non-GM crops. That means there is another $60 a hectare of improvement in using GM crops. 
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Hon Jim Chown: Hon Darren West’s figures are rubbish then? 

Hon RICK MAZZA: They may have been. The other interesting factor with those figures, Hon Jim Chown — 

Hon Jim Chown: You are talking about somebody who actually does it? 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Yes. This is a professional farmer I spoke this morning from out that way. 

Another interesting thing is that, close to harvest, the gap closed from around $50 a tonne down to more like 
$20 or $30 a tonne. The bottom line is that the yield from GM crops is far greater for farmers. One of the big 
benefits that he pointed out was that glyphosate kills all the weeds, so he ended up with a very clean paddock 
after using GM crops. He said to me that the very next year, that allowed him to dry seed early 100 per cent with 
canola and 50 per cent with wheat. That gave him a really good start to the year. In his words, it assisted him 
somewhat to beat climate change. He was not saying whether climate change is a man-made or natural 
phenomenon, but in his area the figures he kept included that the rainfall from 1952 to 2001 was an average of 
13.4 inches a year; now it is down to 9.9 inches a year. The fact that he could get a very clean paddock, he was 
able to dry seed early and less moisture was needed gave him a good chance of good crops for that year. 

Another issue the farmer raised was that he did not have to use Atrazine, which is a chemical with some 
connection to carcinogens; also, a lot of grasses can become resistant to that particular product. The farmer said 
to me that he thinks GM crops are really the future for his family. He believes that, particularly where he is, 
GM crops are the way of the future. 

Hon Brian Ellis: A valuable tool to farmers. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Yes, it is. 

The other issue he raised—he asked me to pass this on—is that 98 per cent of cotton is GM, which gives it 
resistance to bugs and everything else. He said to pass it on to Hon Darren West that the shirt he is wearing is 
probably 98 per cent GM, through cotton. There are farmers out there who believe that GM technology is the 
way of the future — 

Hon Darren West: I’m not going to eat my shirt! 

Hon RICK MAZZA: No, Hon Darren West does not have to eat his shirt, but that farmer is certainly saying that 
GM technology is the way of the future. 

Hon Darren West also made some comments that farmers were turning away from GM technology, but when we 
look at the figures for the last five or six years in WA alone—WA is one of the biggest growers of GM crops—
we see that in 2010 86 000 hectares of GM crops were being grown; in 2011, 94 000 hectares; in 2012, 
121 500 hectares; in 2013, 167 000 hectares; in 2014, 260 000 hectares; and in 2015, 337 000 hectares. There is 
certainly an increase in the number of hectares that farmers are putting to GM crops, and there has to be a reason 
for that. It is an economic reason. Farmers are not going to grow GM crops if there is no economic benefit in it 
for them, so there is no doubt — 

Hon Darren West: There’s never been that price difference until this year. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: There may be that price difference in the actual crop, but he is saying to me that that price 
difference closes during harvest down to $20 or $30 a hectare. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Order! Order! Sorry; when I say “order”, remember, you all sit 
down. Hon Darren West, I was away from the house on urgent parliamentary business last week, but 
I understand you made quite a lengthy contribution to this debate. Perhaps now it is time for others to make their 
contribution. Can I also ask Hon Rick Mazza to perhaps direct the comments he is making through the Chair 
rather than directly to someone else who has already spoken on the bill, and we might get other people speaking 
on it this evening. Hon Rick Mazza has the call. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: Obviously, farmers are turning to GM because it is more profitable for them. Some of the 
commentary was about Japan being particularly discerning about the GM grain that it buys. I think 
Hon Darren West quoted CropLife Australia on a couple of occasions; CropLife has shown that Japan is a large 
user of GM grain, importing around two million tonnes each of Canadian canola and North and South American 
soybeans, so it is bringing in four million tonnes a year of GM crops. China is also a large importer of GM grain, 
as is evidenced by its two to three million tonnes of canola imported from Canada, which is 95 per cent GM, and 
60 million tonnes of mostly GM soybeans from North and South America per annum, so it is a massive buyer of 
GM grain. If there is a market for GM products, we can understand why farmers are turning to GM. It is because 
not only can they get a higher yield from those crops, but also there are markets that they can service. 

I understand Hon Darren West asking why we are repealing this act when we already have growers who can 
grow these crops. It is about red tape, and the last thing we need to do is to tie our farmers up with more red tape. 
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Growing GM crops is nothing new; GM crops have been grown in this state for six or seven years, so the trial 
has been done. We have had exemptions for growing GM and I think we should lift the ban so that if a farmer 
wants to make the decision to grow GM crops and it is an economic decision—they find that they have a market 
for that GM crop—economics will play the game, at the end of the day. Economics will be the issue at the end of 
the day, because if a farmer is not going to make money out of growing a GM crop and it is not of benefit to 
them, they will not do it. That is what it is about. 
One thing Hon Darren West touched on was labelling. I am not against labelling food; I think it is very important 
that we label food. I must admit that in the past I have gone to a supermarket and picked up a product that has 
“Made in Australia” on it, and I think, “Great!” Then I look at the label and it says that it is made from local and 
imported products. It makes me wonder how much of the product is actually imported. Fairly recently I think 
Barnaby Joyce, from the federal Nationals, proposed a bar graph to show what percentage of the product is 
imported and what percentage is local, so consumers could make an informed choice. If there is food labelling of 
GM foods so that people understand that what they are buying has a percentage of GM material in it, I do not see 
a problem with that. I got the sense from Hon Darren West that if there had been adequate labelling, he might not 
have been so much against the growing of GM crops as long as consumers are aware of what they are buying. 
The consumer makes the choice and the farmer meets that particular market. 
In conclusion, I support this bill. I think GM is the way of the future and there is no doubt that farmers are 
embracing GM; there is a higher percentage each year of GM production. The advantages are that the farmers 
have very clean paddocks for dry seeding, and there are some environmental benefits also in that they do not 
have to do so many passes over the crops so fewer fossil fuels are being burnt and there is less interference with 
the soil. The fact is that GM has provided some very good benefits globally in providing vitamins to people, 
particularly to children. It provides them with a good food source and some nutrition that will prevent them from 
losing their sight, which I think is an important thing. Overall, I do not have any problem with GM food. It has 
been found safe by the World Health Organization. If farmers embrace it and want to grow it, they should have 
the right to do so without all the red tape. 
HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [8.46 pm] — in reply: I would like to thank 
everybody who has made a contribution to this debate. Before I commence responding to some of the statements 
made, I would like to make some acknowledgement of the people who actually pursued the repeal of this 
legislation. They are firm believers that agriculture, in this state especially, has a great future with regard to 
genetically modified organisms. Some of those people would be — 

Point of Order 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I just seek some clarification: my understanding is that Hon Jim Chown is acting as the 
minister in charge of the bill tonight. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: That is correct. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): My apologies. Is the parliamentary secretary giving his reply to 
the second reading debate? Perhaps, parliamentary secretary, you might like to seek leave to continue your 
remarks at a later stage of this day’s sitting. 
Hon JIM CHOWN: What if I wish to continue? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: In fairness to other members, it is my error that I gave you the call. There were 
other people wanting to speak on this legislation. My apologies; I was not here in the house last week and I was 
not certain who had carriage of the bill. I crave the parliamentary secretary’s indulgence in that I have made 
a mistake; perhaps you might consider giving others the opportunity. Do you seek leave, parliamentary 
secretary? 
Hon JIM CHOWN: Yes. 
[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage.] 

Debate Resumed 
HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [8.48 pm]: There is, indeed, a lot to say on this bill. I listened with great 
interest to everything Hon Darren West had to say. As Hon Rick Mazza pointed out, he not only spoke for an 
incredibly long time, he also speaks extremely fast, so like Hon Rick Mazza, I was thinking that if he had spoken 
at the pace most of us speak, we probably would have been here until about Christmas! 
Nevertheless, it was very interesting to hear someone with such a wealth of experience speak on this issue. 
I have to say that, honestly, Hon Darren West probably knows 10 times more about this subject than anybody 
else on this side of the house, so it was entirely appropriate that he spoke for 10 times as long. There is indeed 
a lot to say, but I am very happy to note that Hon Darren West did not say everything there is to be said about the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. I notice that in his concluding summary he outlined 
a number of areas that he had not had a chance to address because, in deference to the house, he decided to 
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curtail his remarks at that point. No doubt if we were to go into committee, he would continue for another three 
or four days. There is a great deal to say about this bill and I appreciate his laying the ground for the remarks that 
many of us on this side of the house want to add to his. 
I remember when I was young one of the first books I found on my parents’ bookshelf was Roads to Ruin: 
The Shocking History of Social Reform, which was an account of all the great changes to the law that had been 
made over centuries. Most of them, of course, were great social reforms, but all of them were greeted with the 
reaction of, “This will be the end of the world. This is the road to ruin.” In many cases we look back and know 
that is not true. It was not a road to ruin that we stopped children going up and down chimneys, for example, in 
the United Kingdom. I remember that was one of the examples that were used. In this case — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Liz Behjat): Sorry, to interrupt, Hon Sally Talbot. Can I just say to the 
recorders that Hon Sally Talbot’s microphone is not on, if someone is watching from wherever they watch or 
listen from. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Should I wiggle it? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: To the people who record the proceedings for us, thank you. Hopefully, that will 
be the last time I interrupt you, Hon Sally Talbot. You do project your voice very well, Hon Sally Talbot, but it 
is best that the microphone is switched on. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Madam Acting President. Hon Darren West spent considerable time 
pointing out that if we are to agree to the repeal provisions in this bill, we would indeed be taking steps down the 
road to ruin, and I think he is absolutely right. I will now in the brief time that is available to me—a mere 
45 minutes—put on record a couple of comments about why I think this is a step along the road to ruin. 
I want to go back to a couple of the comments made by Hon Rick Mazza. I will be very presumptuous here; it is 
not entirely presumptuous because members on the government benches were very, very vocal during 
a substantial part of the remarks made by Hon Darren West. A lot of noise came from the government benches, 
so I was a bit surprised that very few members in the places from where that noise was coming sought the call. 
I think there was one; somebody from the National Party jumped, but I am not sure that anyone other than the 
parliamentary secretary, who was trying to close down the debate, jumped. I was a bit surprised. I listened to 
Hon Rick Mazza with interest because I suspect that in some sense his comments were a summary of what we 
will hear if anyone else from the government benches contributes. I am sure Hon Rick Mazza will put me right if 
I get this wrong, but to paraphrase, he said that there is nothing wrong with GM crops; farmers want them and 
we should repeal this legislation because it will allow farmers the choice. 
Hon Rick Mazza: And cuts red tape. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: It also cuts red tape. I thank Hon Rick Mazza. I take that as confirmation that 
I basically got that right. The first point I want to make is that that is a fundamental misunderstanding of what 
this repeal bill does. The whole point of the legislation that the Labor government introduced in 2003 was 
exactly that; it was to introduce an element of choice and decision-making into the whole very contentious area 
of genetically modified crops. Nobody knows the extent of that controversy better than a member for South West 
Region. I am sure my colleagues on both sides of the house will agree that we do not have to go far through the 
south west to see how deeply divided the community is. We see signs all along Albany Highway—“Yes, we like 
them”, “No, we don’t like them”, “Yes”, “No”. They are all the way down the highway. When we move through 
the communities in the south west, we hear that expressed on a regular basis. Some people like it. Some people 
do not like it. Some people think it is a profitable way for farming to develop and other people think, as we on 
the Labor side of the house do, that it is a step along the road to ruin. It really divides the community. But it was 
in recognition of that division that Labor introduced the legislation that restricted the use of genetically modified 
crops. 
Let me take members back. We started off with a moratorium. There has been a bit of confusion around the 
place about exactly what a moratorium is. A moratorium is a ban. It is not a complete ban in the sense that 
a moratorium is not forever. The definition of “moratorium” is a temporary ban. It is a temporary prohibition or 
cessation. When someone falls into financially hard times, sometimes banks or lenders will give them 
a moratorium on their loan. 
Hon Paul Brown: So you’re not pregnant; you are half pregnant. You’re not fully pregnant, only half pregnant. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is just silly. I am making a serious point here. 
Hon Helen Morton: You folk do not like us calling you silly. You do not like the “silly” word going back and 
forth. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Can I just check the record here? 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! One at a time. It is Hon Sally Talbot’s turn at the moment. 
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: I was listening very, very carefully earlier and the word consistently used by the other 
side about the contribution of Hon Sue Ellery was “stupid”—not “silly”, but “stupid”, which I think is, frankly, 
offensive. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: I think the word “stupid” is offensive. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It is; the word “stupid” is offensive. 

Hon Robyn McSweeney: So cut it out. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: The word “stupid” is offensive and Hon Robyn McSweeney’s side uses it all the time 
and it consistently used it this afternoon when Hon Sue Ellery was speaking. I used the word “silly”. If anybody 
finds the word “silly” offensive, then for goodness sake, grow up. That is what I would say to anybody who finds 
“silly” offensive. 

I am explaining that when Labor came into office in 2001, we introduced a moratorium. A moratorium is not 
a half anything. It is a complete but temporary ban on something. I was explaining that if someone gets 
a moratorium on a loan, it does not mean that they never have to pay back the loan. It means their repayments 
are suspended, to be recommenced at some time in the future. In May 2001, Labor put in place a temporary but 
complete ban on GM crops. 

It appears my red microphone light has gone off again. Shall I keep going? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: The technicians are apparently taking care of it now. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: It must be like our email system, is it? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: I think we are having difficulties with communications in the house in general 
today. Perhaps project in your nicest, loudest voice. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: In my nicest elocution, I will keep going. After a couple of years of listening to 
stakeholders, particularly industry stakeholders, Labor introduced the legislation sought to be repealed by this 
bill. Remember that when I talk about industry stakeholders, and this really gets to the heart of the controversy in 
the south west, I am talking about not only the pro-GM farmers. I know that they are stakeholders and they have 
a very loud voice, particularly when it comes to conservative ministers. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Sorry, members, just so that you all know what is happening. Apparently the 
microphones are working. The lights are on but no-one is home. There is some difficulty with the lights in the 
new system, but it is working. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Sounds like “Zen and the Art of Microphone Maintenance”! The lights are not 
working. 

When I talk about industry stakeholders, I am referring to not only the pro-GM farmers, even though they have 
a very loud voice when it comes to lobbying conservative governments. I am also referring to those stakeholders 
involved in lobbying the GM-free industrial area. Of course, there are a great number of those in the south west. 
They are also all throughout the hills region, the east metropolitan region and right out into the wheatbelt. A lot 
of people have staked their livelihood on the production of GM-free products. We had the moratorium, the 
complete but temporary ban, for a couple of years. Then Hon Kim Chance, who I think was probably the best 
agricultural minister that this state has ever had—he was widely respected by both sides of politics; members 
may dispute that now, but it was certainly the case when he was the minister for all those years—introduced 
the — 

Hon Helen Morton: He wrecked the pastoral industry. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is just ridiculous. What would Hon Helen Morton know about that? Really! 

Hon Helen Morton: I was a pastoralist; I did own a sheep station. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That is why Hon Kim Chance introduced the genetically modified crops free areas 
legislation in 2003. Remember that I am establishing that an intrinsic part of that original legislation was that it 
enabled genuine choice about how farmers wanted to grow those crops. What better principle could there be than 
the principle established by Hon Kim Chance when he said — 

… I will not support the commercial release of a genetically modified food crop in Western Australia 
unless I am satisfied that there will be no detrimental impact on the market for the State’s conventional 
crops. 

I would have thought that not a single person on the other side of this chamber would not assent to what is 
expressed in that statement. Hon Kim Chance was saying that the only grounds on which he would support 
genetically modified crops would be based on his personally guaranteed satisfaction that there would be no 
detrimental impact on the market for the state’s conventional crops. In essence, that is what will be sacrificed 
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when this legislation is chopped out of the statutes. That is what we are getting rid of—the certainty that the 
regulator ought to be able to assert himself or herself that there will no detrimental impact on the market. There 
are wider considerations than the market, and I will come to those in the minute, but that was the basis of the 
legislation that we are being asked to repeal tonight. To show that I am not making this up, I will quote 
Hon Kim Chance again. He stated — 

The Bill will allow the State Government to designate areas of the State, or the whole State, as areas 
where specified genetically modified food crops may not be grown. This will be done by ministerial 
order if it is believed to be necessary to protect the State’s markets for conventional crops and to protect 
our reputation as a “clean, green” source of agricultural products. 

He made it absolutely, completely crystal clear that the purpose of the legislation was to make available 
a deliberate considered choice about whether areas of the state would have genetically modified crops grown in 
them. We started from that basis. We started with the five-year moratorium on the commercial production of 
GM crops. We then introduced the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill, which provided that a farmer 
must make a special case to be allowed to grow genetically modified crops. The whole act that we are being 
asked to repeal is based on the principle of choice, which seems to be exactly what people on the other side of 
this chamber are arguing for. Why get rid of a bill that is a safeguard against an impact on our markets? Let us 
just talk for a moment about that. Hon Darren West quoted a raft of statistics to show that GM crops have never 
been, and are not likely to be in the near future, the enormous commercial nirvana that their proponents believed 
they would be when genetically modified technology became freely available. They have never been that. 
Hon Jim Chown: That is absolutely incorrect. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am arguing that it is correct, and I will put forward a series of arguments for the 
parliamentary secretary to consider. When he has considered them and makes his response, he will be able to go 
through each one of them and show why it is not true. 
Hon Jim Chown: I will be happy to put the record straight. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am going to present to Hon Jim Chown an argument that we should not be reducing 
the black-and-white nature of this decision. Fundamentally, the government is putting in place a kind of grey 
blur across the whole distinction between genetically modified crops and GM-free crops. That is what the 
government is trying to do. It is going to be hoist with its own petard, because its own department is arguing that. 
Just bear with us and we will try to convince government members. They are always very proud of the fact that 
they are not whipped, are not directed about how to vote and are not bound by anything that the conservative 
parties do to them, so let us try to change their minds about this. 
Why was it necessary for Hon Kim Chance to introduce this legislation in the first place? Why did he put such 
an emphasis on the need for community discussion about a range of issues? I have already pointed out what will 
happen when we look at the industry stakeholders involved here. Remember, I have not said anything about 
consumers yet—Hon Darren West referred to consumers and I am sure that other people on this side of the house 
will talk more about that—but let me talk about the industry stakeholders. Some are in favour of it and others are 
against it. We will talk about the ones who are against it, their livelihood and the protection of their product. We 
will talk about the people who are in favour of it. We will talk about Hon Rick Mazza. I am sure that others on 
the other side will continue to talk about the commercial advantages, so there is a debate to be had in that area. 
However, a number of questions are just as unresolved and as hotly contested now as they were in 2002 and 
2003 when the legislation was first discussed in this Parliament. Those discussions were about, as I have already 
said, the impacts on the market—about our export market in particular, which is still heavily dependent on 
exporting to places and into markets where a premium is placed on non-GM foods or GM-free foods. I agree 
with Hon Darren West that that question is as unresolved today as it was 13 or 14 years ago. 
There are also questions about identity preservation. It will be interesting to hear what people on the other side of 
the chamber have to say about that, particularly those involved in agriculture. People who understand this topic 
from a practical perspective, which I do not—I understand it only in the theoretical sense—talk about the failure 
of regulators to get their heads around the question of identity preservation. When something is given a name, 
a mechanism must exist that ensures that other things will not then be presented with that name. The obvious and 
trite example is that if something purports to be a product that contains chocolate, the chocolate that it contains 
has to comply with a certain—not recipe—set of components; its chocolate-ness, if you like, has to be there. 
When we talk about something not being genetically modified, we have to have one immovable sense of what 
that thing is. We are not there yet. That work has not been done. Industry has not done that work. Monsanto will 
tell us that it has, but the Monsanto results are contested by a range of experts throughout the world about the 
fact that the Monsanto answer to identity preservation is not an adequate one. I will have a bit more to say about 
that later. 
The other area about which there is still vigorous community discussion and a great deal of dissent is the whole 
question of the risks and benefits of having zones classified as devoted to GM crops or indicated as GM-free 
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zones. All those factors potentially impact on our export markets and also of course on our domestic markets. 
But there are a range of other factors too—that is, the wider risk factors. 
Hon Darren West made some reference to the human health and safety aspects. I know there is a lot of hysteria. 
Anybody who wants to calm things down will have to eliminate a proportion of the anti-GM material. 
I absolutely understand that. I understand it in other areas of industry where there is contention. I understand it in 
relation to fracking and all sorts of mineral exploration. There is a sense that one would even want to apply that 
yardstick to things like immunisation. A lot of whacky people make a lot of whacky claims, and they are making 
it about GM food as well as about a whole range of other things. But peel away the whacky onion skins and we 
are left with an absolutely solid body of evidence that shows that the risks to human health and safety of the 
widespread use of genetically modified crops is not yet an area that we can be certain about. We are not sure 
about what those risks are. We are unsure whether benefits or dreadful effects will come out of it. I am not going 
to contribute to the whacky stuff except to say—I am only saying this, Madam Acting President, because I do 
not think it is whacky — 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: You walked into that one! 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I saw you pick that up, Madam Acting President; I am very impressed. Thank you for 
your body language! I am not going to contribute to the whacky onion skins. I will, however, point out that we 
have made dreadful mistakes in the past. We have made them on the basis of good intentions. We did not 
sanction the asbestos industry for decades because we wanted people to die; we did it because we thought it was 
going to be okay. Once the scientific evidence came in, we closed it down. I could mention other areas including 
tobacco. I could mention a whole lot of things, but members know where I am going with that. I have not got 
time to develop that point in any great length. The precautionary principle is not just philosophical 
gobbledegook; it is based on foundational commonsense that if we are not sure and if the risks are likely to be 
dread risks, we do not do it. That is where the onus of proof rests. With something like GM crops, we ought to be 
adopting the precautionary principle. I have no hesitation in saying that the jury is still out. 
We also, of course, need to look at the environmental damage. Environmental damage is closely linked to risks 
to human health and safety. The environmental damage has already been played out in Western Australia. 
Hon Darren West went into some detail about the Marsh v Baxter case, which has had very sad implications and 
fallout. We do not want to go through that again. There is no need for us to go through that again if we were to 
look at the legislation that we already have in place and whether it needs strengthening or whether, as 
Hon Rick Mazza says, it could be streamlined in some way. We do not need to get rid of it. Getting rid of it just 
introduces a grey area of regulatory uncertainty. The results do not look as though they will be very satisfactory. 
Hon Darren West has given us a great deal of information about the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator; 
however, I want to make one point. I may have been out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, but 
I certainly did not hear him say it; if he did, I will reinforce the point: the Gene Technology Regulator does not 
look at market impacts. The Gene Technology Regulator, by virtue of the act under which she operates, cannot 
have regard to market impacts or the commercial aspects of growing GM crops. That lends an even more sinister 
aspect to what we are proposing here. We are in fact giving up the sole regulatory measure that 
Western Australia has to look at potential negative impacts on our markets and the commercial elements of what 
risks we might be taking by essentially contaminating our food supply. 
There are other questions to be asked. I have referred to market impacts, identity preservation, the risks and 
benefits of the various zones, the unresolved question about the risk to human health and safety, and the 
environmental damage. There is also a question about the supply chain. We get into very technical areas, which 
I have no practical experience in, but I think it is still worth putting on the record that questions about the supply 
chain of genetically modified organisms are very troubling. Once we start opening up the production of 
genetically modified crops, we have to look at where the material goes. We have to look at what happens. How 
many honourable members have driven through the wheatbelt at times when grain trucks are going backwards 
and forwards? I must say that in recent years it appears to be most months of the year. It used to be very seasonal 
but now I reckon, when driving along those wheatbelt roads almost any month of the year, the roads are covered 
in seeds. We know the seeds are there because the galahs are all over the road eating them. That is a question 
about the supply chain. That is a question about where it is stored, how it is shipped, what happens to the trucks, 
and how the trucks are cleaned between loads. The government is not the slightest bit interested in the supply 
chain question but, because of the legislation that is in place, growers are forced to look at those issues because 
they are surrounded by some very sound and thorough regulations. 
There is also the question about industry stewardship plans. This is something that I feel particularly passionate 
about. From my experience dealing with the environment portfolio, it seems that the whole question about 
industry stewardship is something that we ought to be exploring as policymakers in much more detail than we 
do. What about the responsibility of industry? I am not just talking about the agricultural industry now; I am 
talking about industry in general. It needs to not only clean up its mess—because we have some pretty thorough 
environmental regulations that take care of that—but also to make the whole waste chain smaller and reduce the 
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amount of material that goes to waste. There is a lot of contemporary discussion about industry stewardship. 
Why would we not turn to industry to ask what its stewardship plans are about the type of crops that the 
agricultural industry grows and about what identity preservation and aggregation plans it has? Hon Jim Chown 
might astound us all by standing, when he makes his response to the second reading debate, and giving us 
a detailed explanation about what those industry stewardship plans consist of. Nobody would be more happier 
than me to hear those plans, because at the moment I cannot find any. I have not heard that that is part of the 
language going on between this mob in government and pro-GM industry stakeholders. It is not happening. 

If I can summarise the point that I have got to in my argument, I will move on to other things. There is 
a fundamental misunderstanding if members think that the existing legislation precludes the growing of 
GM crops. It clearly does not. It does not even prevent field trials, because we have had field trials in place ever 
since the legislation was introduced. It puts in place safeguards. Those safeguards were needed in 2003 and they 
are still needed in 2016. Again, I will read a couple of comments that were made by Hon Kim Chance in his 
second reading speech. He said — 

The Government has no wish to deny Western Australian farmers the opportunity to assess technologies 
with the potential to enhance their international competitiveness, while contributing to sustainable 
agricultural production in this State. It is not a time to close off options one way or another; nor, 
however, is it the time to commit Western Australian agriculture to a direction that may endanger its 
access to sensitive markets, including the domestic market in Western Australia. 

I reckon that if I had said that at the beginning of this debate, it would have been heard as being entirely relevant 
in 2016. Not one of those points has changed in the intervening 13 years. There was no wish on the part of the 
Labor Party to deny farmers the opportunity to explore the potential of genetically modified crops. They could 
trial them and they could grow them, but the risk of them closing off markets or commercial options by so doing 
was carefully regulated by that legislation. The prevention of adverse impacts on the marketing of the state’s 
agricultural produce is exactly what we are putting at risk in taking this step to repeal this legislation. 

I know that members have heard a lot from Hon Darren West about what happens in Canberra, but I want to 
briefly refer to section 21 of the commonwealth act. Section 21 of the commonwealth act is very important 
because it recognises states’ rights, and the act is still there today. I have already said that the Gene Technology 
Regulator cannot consider matters of commerce or marketing, but that commonwealth legislation recognises 
states’ rights. Section 21 of the Gene Technology Act 2000 recognises areas within the states that the states 
might designate GM-free or an area for preserving the identity of GM crops. That section of the commonwealth 
act was so important that it was put into the terms of reference for an inquiry by the Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs—an excellent committee that is still doing excellent work with some excellent 
members of Parliament from this side of the house. The reference to that section of the commonwealth 
legislation was made a term of reference for the inquiry. The committee reported in July 2003 and the title of the 
eighth report, if anybody wants to look it up, is “Report of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs in relation to the Gene Technology Bill 2001 and the Gene Technology Amendment Bill 2001”. The 
committee’s second term of reference states — 

The Committee is also specifically considering the implementation of the proposed powers under 
section 21 of the Gene Technology Bill 2001 which may recognise State legislation designating areas 
for the purposes of preserving the identity of one or both of the following: 

(i) GM crops; 

(ii) non-GM crops; 

for marketing purposes 

The fact that that legislation is still there means that the commonwealth wants to recognise exactly what 
Western Australia did with the act that the government wants to repeal. There is national recognition of what we 
were trying to do, and that was to look after our own interests, our own markets and our own supply chains, not 
be forced into a position in which we would close off options by taking that step, presumably unintentionally, 
that led to us losing markets and to people not being interested in our product because they stopped being clean 
and green or, indeed, identifiable as particular species, because that is the whole point about the question of 
identity. The commonwealth recognises that that is an important consideration, yet this government wants to get 
rid of the legislation. It is just a crazy move. 

I want to refer to a couple of other parts of this report because it is very interesting. Paragraph 8.153 states — 

The GMCFA Bill — 

That is the act we are trying to repeal — 

will allow the State Government to designate areas of the State, or the whole of the State, as areas 
where specified GM food crops may not be grown. This will be done by Ministerial order. The intention 
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is that an order will be made if this is believed to be necessary to protect the State’s markets for 
non-GM crops and to protect the State’s reputation as a ‘clean and green’ source of agricultural 
products. 

The report then quotes the evidence of Hon Kim Chance to the committee — 
the statement relating it to marketing purposes will be made within the order. This will allow 
the areas designated by the order to be recognised by the policy principle issued under section 
21(1)(aa) of the Gene Technology Act 2001 … of the Commonwealth, as well as the State Act, 
when passed. 

There is a very interesting and intricate interplay between the state and federal legislation. Cynics may say that it 
is unusual to have that kind of mutual recognition in state and federal legislation, but the commonwealth 
legislation clearly recognises that states such as Western Australia may well want to do what Western Australia 
has done up to this point and that it is legitimate to do that, and their right to do that is specifically recognised in 
the commonwealth act. 
Hon Kim Chance was also reported as saying in his evidence to the committee — 

The [GMCFA] Bill operates from the premise that a legal mechanism was required by which to enable 
the cultivation of GM food crops to be prevented, if necessary. The mechanism chosen was a ministerial 
order. 

Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am glad members opposite found that hilariously funny. I did not see anything 
particularly funny about that, but I will read it again — 

The mechanism chosen was a ministerial order. If necessary, an order will be made to operate until 
such time as adequate processes are in place to ensure that the cultivation of a particular GM crop 
does not affect the integrity or marketing of non-GM varieties of that crop. That is the unspoken 
premise of the Bill. 

What sounder principle could a piece of legislation be based on than that? It has every nuance in terms of the 
speed of a response from a minister who was implementing those regulations and approvals. What the Labor 
minister put in place at the time was a mechanism whereby he could respond quickly and in an emergency 
situation or he could engage in community consultation if that was appropriate. When we think about the sad fact 
that happened with the Marsh–Baxter situation, that is exactly what the legislation was put in place to manage. 
As I have said, the entire emphasis of the act is to prevent adverse impacts on the marketing of this state’s 
agricultural produce. Why farmers and regional members on the other side of this chamber would allow this to 
happen absolutely defeats me. I cannot see that there is any sense or sound argument underlying this. 
If members opposite listened to those extracts from the transcript of evidence given by Hon Kim Chance to the 
committee at the time, they would have heard that the legislation gives the minister the ultimate flexibility. This 
is not to claim, and nobody would claim, that the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act is perfect; it is 
certainly not perfect. A number of criticisms were made in the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs report, remembering that the committee was considering the legislation. The Standing Committee on 
Environment and Public Affairs would have liked the legislation to contain some stronger measures in some 
areas. The report lists eight points under which the committee believed that the legislation could be made 
stronger. It is not my understanding that those aspects of the committee report resulted in any substantive 
changes to the bill. Any member of that committee in 2003, looking at the way the act has operated over the past 
few years and how it has worked in practice, would have been pretty satisfied with the way everything worked. 
Hon Kim Chance called this the best committee report he had seen during the many years he had been in this 
place. It is well worth reading. It is very thorough, well balanced and considered. The committee did its own 
empirical research into attitudes to Western Australia’s GM-free market overseas. The committee went through 
a number of trade posts, high commissions and embassies throughout South East Asia and did its own research. 
A lengthy questionnaire was put out, and a quite impressive number of responses were received. That is how this 
report was put together, and it makes very interesting and sound reading. 
The basis of my argument about why this repeal is wrong is that it actually removes choice and control. We have 
in place at the moment a system under which, if somebody makes a good argument and convinces the minister, 
the minister can allow them to go ahead. We are removing those controls, and in doing that we not only remove 
the whole question of choice to use or not use GM crops, which most people have at the moment, but we also 
remove the controls on where particular types of crops are grown. 
I was going to spend some time going through the second reading speech, because we can find in it any number 
of reasons why the legislation should not be repealed, but in the three minutes left to me I do not really have time 
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to do that. I refer anyone who is interested in developing the argument further to the second reading speech, 
because it is full of assumptions and misstatements about how the legislation is working and about what choice 
ought to consist of that I think are very seriously misplaced. 

I want to end with a reference to the whole notion of what a crop is when it is not a genetically modified crop. 
This goes to the heart of what I was trying to suggest to Hon Jim Chown earlier. The problem with what we are 
doing now is that, if this legislation is repealed, we will be left basically with no concept of GM-free produce. It 
will be replaced by non-GM. At the moment, we have three categories of food crops: genetically modified 
produce; GM-free produce, which has no genetically modified material in it; and non-GM produce. The 
definition of non-GM crops is almost always done by designating an acceptable percentage of genetically 
modified material. It is like having an acceptable percentage of cockroach in all chocolate, because we 
physically cannot separate chocolate and cockroaches, so there is actually a permissible level of cockroach in all 
chocolate, so much so that it is not even noted on the label, because it would be a little off-putting. However, this 
is what will happen to the GM-free produce that we currently have. When I say that the designation of 
non-GM is usually done by regulating a percentage, I note that in the European Union the threshold is 
0.9 per cent presence of GM material. If the content of GM material is 0.9 per cent or below, it is designated 
a non-GM product. However, in the United States—I note that in the second reading speech the first three 
paragraphs are all about the United States, and why we would be looking to the place that has produced 
Donald Trump I do not know, but clearly the government does not agree with me—there is no threshold for 
non-GM, as long as “appropriate steps are taken by the producer to comply with organic production methods”. 
That is not what we want in Western Australia. We do not want a less black and white standard. It is not 
acceptable to industry, consumers or the wider community. We do not need grey standards in this vital area of 
our food production. 

HON PAUL BROWN (Agricultural) [9.35 pm]: As the lead speaker for the Nationals on the Genetically 
Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015, I would love to have spent the appropriate amount of time to 
deliver — 

Hon Jim Chown interjected. 

Hon PAUL BROWN: It is okay, Hon Jim Chown; do not panic! I thought I would blow a bit of wind up 
Hon Jim Chown! 

I would love to have spent an inordinate amount of time contradicting and commenting on the fallacious and 
erroneous comments made by Hon Darren West in his contribution. Unfortunately, Hon Darren West has wasted 
four days of this Parliament’s time. It has cost approximately $160 000 of taxpayers’ money, given that this 
chamber costs about $40 000 a day to run. He has placed this burden on taxpayers, to have a bit of fun and poke 
a bit of fun at the other side of the chamber on an issue that I do not think his side fundamentally believes in. It is 
a case of the Green tail again wagging the red dog. The case that has been put up on numerous occasions—too 
many to count over the past five, six or seven hours of diatribe, which is what it is—fundamentally misses the 
point of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act. We have heard about health, and we have heard about 
Judy Carman. The only thing that we have not heard about is the Séralini study, which has been completely 
debunked on a number of occasions, along with Judy Carman, whose peer review has not completely covered 
her in glory either. I will not go into the hours and hours of scientific debate, talking about how mothers and 
families are fearful of the spectre of GM. I would love to speak to Hon Sally Talbot, but she has obviously just 
left on very urgent parliamentary business. 

The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill 2003 was for one purpose only—market protection. It was not 
for health, environment or any reason other than market protection. The Office of the Gene Technology 
Regulator is the federal body that approves, after rigorous and strenuous assessment, GM products for release in 
Australia. Here we are talking about the two that have been released in Western Australia—cotton, which is no 
longer grown, and canola, which has had a remarkable expansion in five years. It has gone from zero to 
something like 337 000 hectares last year. That is a remarkable explosion, and all I can say is that the farming 
communities of Western Australia have given it the tick of approval. In the northern agricultural area, where they 
were getting one tonne to the hectare with conventional canola, they are now getting 1.3 to 1.5 tonnes 
per hectare, based on the same input costs. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon PAUL BROWN: I am sorry, Hon Darren West, I am not taking one interjection from you, except for that 
one, which I am completely ignoring. 

Not only are farmers getting 1.5 tonnes to the hectare, they are getting more dollars a hectare by using 
GM canola—it is fundamentally a fantastic tool to increase productivity in farming communities across regional 
Western Australia—and they are also getting higher oil content, so they are getting paid another premium 
because of the higher oil content. 
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The premise of the original bill back in 2003 was for market protection. Have we seen markets lost? No, we have 
not seen one market lost. Have we seen market expansion? Yes, we have seen massive market expansion in 
Japan and China. Hon Darren West stood up and told us that China is moving away from GM crops, but if we 
look at the figures, we can see that China has approved seven different horticultural and agricultural crops for 
GM production and is actually expanding its GM production and GM technology to other crops as well. The 
only other GM crop that we grew in Western Australia for a little while was cotton, but it is grown in the rest of 
Australia. Ninety-five per cent of Australian cotton is GM. Anyone who is sitting in this chamber at the moment 
who is wearing a shirt, underwear or anything else is probably wearing GM cotton—it is rubbing up against you! 
Let us just take a little breath and understand that this is not some Frankenstein organism that is taking over the 
planet. This has gone through rigorous and robust testing by the Office of the Gene Technology Regulator, 
which has released only two GM crops for commercial production. How many are we growing in WA? My 
goodness: two! They are not taking over the world. The federal department is not taking over Australia. We have 
approval to grow two and we are growing two. How many GM production crops have been approved in 
Australia? Two have been approved for agriculture and one for horticulture, being carnations. I say to those who 
are opposing this bill that they should get their facts right. They should stop pandering to the Green tail, which, 
as I said, is wagging the red dog continuously. They should stop worrying about the votes in Fremantle and the 
votes in the inner-city and get on with actually representing this state properly and getting out of the way. 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral) [9.41 pm]: I am very pleased to rise this evening to make 
a contribution to this debate on the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015. I thank 
Hon Darren West for his fantastic contribution to this debate. It certainly was enlightening and he did a good job 
in prosecuting the case and in putting his views on the record. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Like a broken record at times. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That might be Hon Simon O’Brien’s view, but it is not mine. 

We know from the minister’s second reading speech, which was made some time ago in this place, that it is now 
over 30 years since the first genetically modified crops were grown anywhere in the world. It is very interesting 
that even after those 30 years, a large number of consumers are still very concerned about the safety and use of 
GM crops. The minister also told us in his second reading speech that the first GM crops were approved for 
commercial use about 20 years ago, in about 1996. New South Wales and Victoria in particular started growing 
GM canola in about 2008, which is about eight years ago. As other members have said, in Western Australia the 
then Labor government brought to Parliament the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Bill 2003 to enable the 
minister to designate an area in the state in which genetically modified crops could be grown. In his second 
reading speech to this place in 2003, the then Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries, Hon Kim Chance, 
said he would not support the commercial release of a genetically modified food crop in Western Australia 
unless he was satisfied that there would be no detrimental impact on the markets for WA’s conventional crops. 
As other members have said and as Hon Sally Talbot may have even mentioned, the Labor government had 
previously announced in May 2001 a five-year moratorium on the commercial production of GM food crops. 
The minister stated at the time that that moratorium would allow issues associated with market impacts, identity 
preservation and feasibility and the risks and benefits of establishing GM and GM-free zones to be fully debated 
in the community. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

ROB RILEY MEMORIAL LECTURE 
Statement 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [9.45 pm]: I do not rise often to speak on functions that 
I have been to but I was very privileged on Friday night to attend the 2016 Rob Riley memorial lecture, a tribute, 
at the Tim Winton Lecture Theatre at Curtin University with my colleague Rachel Siewert. This year marks the 
twentieth anniversary of the death, unfortunately by suicide, of one of Australia’s most prominent Indigenous 
statesmen and leaders, Rob Riley, who left an incredible legacy at both Curtin University and within the 
Aboriginal community more generally. The Rob Riley memorial lectures began in 2004 and have been 
a recurring event for the last 12 years to remember and honour Mr Riley’s work within the university. The 
welcome to country was delivered by Associate Professor Simon Forrest, the Curtin elder-in-residence, with 
a smoking ceremony. The Baldja Moort dancers then paid tribute with a performance in honour of Rob Riley, 
but also spoke about their own cultural journey that they were making through their dance. Vice-Chancellor 
Professor Deborah Terry opened the forum and the keynote speaker was Ben Wyatt, MLA, member for 
Victoria Park, who paid tribute to Rob Riley and the connection between his father, Cedric Wyatt, and Rob, and 
discussed the importance of the social justice issues that had been raised by both men during their lives. The first 
speaker then to pay tribute to Rob Riley was Professor Patricia Dudgeon of the National Mental Health 
Commission, who reflected on Rob Riley’s work within the mental health sector and also within the social 
justice sector. Jim Morrison, a friend of mine and co-chair of Bringing Them Home WA, then paid a further 
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tribute to Rob Riley as his brother-in-law, and relayed some of the more personal relationships he had with him 
as the husband of his sister. Darryl Kickett also reflected on his close relationship with Rob Riley, and Peter Yu, 
via video connection, remembered the times that both he and Rob Riley had spent at the Noonkanbah 
confrontation. Professor Quentin Beresford, author and academic, discussed his book Rob Riley: An Aboriginal 
Leader’s Quest for Justice, and paid his own tribute to Rob Riley. 

The inaugural Rob Riley memorial lecture was held on 7 May 2004. The event was arranged to honour the 
memory of one of Western Australia’s most prominent Indigenous statesmen and one who had a long association 
with Curtin University. Rob Riley was an Indigenous statesman and leader for his people whose untimely death 
was mourned throughout Australia. Inspired by his conviction that Australia had to confront the history of 
dispossession of Aboriginal people from their lands and all that has flowed from it, Riley worked tirelessly to 
advance social justice and reconciliation with non-Indigenous Australians. The Centre for Aboriginal Studies 
established the Rob Riley memorial lecture to uphold the memory of Western Australia’s key Indigenous figures 
and the late Rob Riley. Jim Morrison, as I have already said, related his relationship with Rob Riley but also 
added that he attended many rallies where the famous chant, “What do we want?” and “When do we want it?” 
emerged, and finished with the remark: Rob Samuel Riley—20 years gone and not forgotten.  

SAFE SCHOOLS PROGRAM 
Statement 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [9.50 pm]: In an act of solidarity, I would like to express my 
concurrence with the remarks of the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Sue Ellery. Let me take us back two months 
to 17 March this year. I quote Hon Sue Ellery’s remarks from Hansard. The Leader of the Opposition said — 

Accurate and timely information to Parliament and its transparent dissemination is essential. Secrecy, 
obfuscation, avoidance and inaccuracy, whether deliberate or not, and dishonesty, are in fact the 
enemies of our parliamentary democracy. 

Those were Hon Sue Ellery’s remarks on 17 March 2016. I recall those remarks well because I had the 
opportunity to be in the chamber at the time. As those words were expressed, I thought to myself that 
Hon Sue Ellery is not only expressing a good principle—it is an aspiration for every honourable member of this 
place—but also, it is an important principle that needs to be followed by all members. Let me take us forward to 
two months later on 12 May 2016. This is perhaps where Hon Sue Ellery and I disagree about the 
implementation of the principle that she so well espoused on 17 March. On 12 May, Hon Sue Ellery moved the 
following motion, which I quote — 

That the house recognises that the report commissioned by the federal government into the Safe Schools 
resources, conducted by eminent Professor Bill Louden, found that the material provided encourages 
schools to develop their own plan for choosing among and implementing the resources in accordance 
with normal teacher professional judgement. 

At the end of the day on Thursday, 12 May 2016, after a brief contribution by me, Hon Sue Ellery saw fit to 
table a paper and leave was granted to table it. I have obtained a copy of that paper—number 4094. It is the 
review by William Louden of 11 March 2015. As I foreshadowed last week, I had already had an opportunity to 
consider that review, but I indicated to the honourable member that if I was wrong and there was actually 
a finding as she indicated to the house, I would stand and apologise. I have now had the opportunity to read the 
tabled paper. As I flagged last week, there is no such finding; it is an invention by Hon Sue Ellery to suggest to 
this house that there is any such finding in the Safe Schools review by Bill Louden. As I said, I agree with 
Hon Sue Ellery’s remarks on 17 March, which I will repeat — 

Accurate and timely information to Parliament and its transparent dissemination is essential. 

Let me stop there for a minute and restate my position that the motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery, which sought 
to suggest to us that there was a finding along those lines by Bill Louden, was inaccurate. Hon Sue Ellery’s 
statement of principle goes on to say — 

Secrecy, obfuscation, avoidance and inaccuracy, whether deliberate or not, and dishonesty, are in fact 
the enemies of our parliamentary democracy. 

It is absolutely plain that Hon Sue Ellery’s suggestion to the chamber that that is what the finding in the review 
by Bill Louden says is inaccurate. Hon Sue Ellery had the opportunity, on Thursday, 12 May last week, to 
correct the record and she chose not to. Earlier today, for reasons unknown to me, the Leader of the Opposition 
saw fit to make further mention of this fact and restate her position. Once again, she chose not to correct the 
record. 

Either we think that the statement of principle by the Leader of the Opposition is something worthy of us 
following or, alternatively, it is meaningless and we can simply ignore it and put these things into practice when 
we deem fit. I will go back to 17 March. On that occasion, Hon Sue Ellery told us that there is a certain way in 
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which these types of inaccuracies ought to be dealt with. This was her suggestion to the house on 
17 March 2016 — 

It has ever been thus that the people who give the answers in this place are responsible for them. It also 
has ever been thus that there is a provision that recognises that from time to time they might unwittingly 
give answers that are incorrect, so there is a provision in our standing orders and a longstanding 
convention that states that the minister has the right, as soon as they find out that an answer they have 
given is incorrect, to take the next available opportunity correct it, and if they do that, they cannot be 
judged harshly. 

Hon Sue Ellery, on that occasion, was talking about a minister giving an answer in this house. By analogy, the 
same principle applies to all of us. It cannot be a principle that applies only to ministers. Do ministers have some 
kind of higher duty whereby they have to provide accurate information but the rest of us can just say whatever 
we like and we do not have to worry about whether it is accurate? I do not think that is what Hon Sue Ellery was 
suggesting. It is certainly not my position and I would like to think that it is not the position of anyone in this 
chamber. We all have that obligation to aspire to, implement and follow the principle that Hon Sue Ellery said 
herself was important on 17 March 2016. In fact, she went so far as to say that if we do not do it, then those 
things are “the enemies of our parliamentary democracy”. It seems to me, Mr President, that there is a standard 
for some and not a standard for all. Once again, I invite Hon Sue Ellery to correct the record. We are not asking 
for much. It is plain that an error was made last week by the Leader of the Opposition. With a little bit of good 
grace, it requires the member only to rise, apologise to the house and say that a mistake was made. It does not 
really matter whose fault it was. It might have been somebody in her office; it might not have been her. At the 
end of the day, as Hon Sue Ellery made it plain to us on 17 March, members of this house are responsible for the 
information they provide. Last week, the honourable member suggested to all of us that we should debate the 
motion with respect to the finding by Bill Louden. That was inaccurate; it was an invention by the Leader of the 
Opposition, whether it was deliberate or otherwise. There is an opportunity, once again, for the honourable 
member to do the gracious thing and correct the record. That will be the end of this matter. 

Statement 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [9.58 pm]: I feel that there might be 
a slightly unnatural obsession happening here because this is the third time that the honourable member has 
suggested that I have done something that requires me to apologise to the house. 

Hon Nick Goiran: The second time. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is not; the member did it again in his interjections in my response to the budget speech 
this afternoon. 

Hon Nick Goiran: We will check that tomorrow, won’t we? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Do members see what I mean by an unnatural obsession? This is the point: a difference of 
opinion does not constitute an event that requires a correction of the record or an apology. 

We have serious rules in this place. If the member believes that I have misled the house intentionally or 
otherwise, he should stand and raise that as a matter of privilege and ask the President to rule on it. If the 
member wants to continue a debate about the substance of the Safe Schools motion, bring it on. Let us have 
a debate about what I suspect is a fundamental difference of opinion between us about that subject. I have not 
misled the house. I have a difference of opinion with Hon Nick Goiran about that report. That does not constitute 
any reason for me to apologise to the house. 

I invite you, Mr President, to perhaps give some advice to Hon Nick Goiran about making those allegations and 
the seriousness with which this house treats them. I again invite him to do this: if the member believes that 
I have misled the house and that something I have said needs to be corrected, he should stand and raise that as 
a matter of privilege. He should put his case and ask the President to determine whether there is a serious matter. 
If not, this is a bit of silliness and a waste of time. 

The PRESIDENT: Members, the standing order to which the Leader of the Opposition has indirectly referred is 
standing order 93. That course of action is open to any member to take at any stage if they wish.  

House adjourned at 10.01 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

GROUNDWATER — WEST CANNING BASIN 
3907. Hon Robin Chapple to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 
I refer to recent statements made by the Minister in Parliament on 16 March 2016 regarding the identification 
of 100 gigalitres of sustainable, high-quality groundwater in the West Canning Basin, and ask: 
(a) what proportion of the 10,000 square kilometre (sq km) footprint referred to by the Minister in relation 

to the West Canning Basin underlies the Fitzroy River catchment; 
(b) how many aquifers are included in this 10,000 sq km footprint and what are their names; 
(c) how many, and which, of these aquifers are replenished by surface water inflows; 
(d) how many, and which, of these aquifers discharge water into rivers, streams, pools and wetlands during 

the dry season; 
(e) when the Minister stated that, “Up to this point, we have proven up a sustainable 100 gigalitres of 

resource a year” from this Basin, does the Minister mean that this water is now available for allocation 
to industry or other users; 

(f) what assessment methodology, including environmental and cultural impact assessment, was used to 
arrive at the figure of 100 gigalitres of sustainable water; 

(g) was any independent advice or input sought in arriving at this figure; 
(h) have the Traditional Owners of the lands covering the West Canning Basin been advised of this 

potential new water resource and its allocation; 
(i) will there be any open and transparent process involving the public, Traditional Owners and 

independent experts before any allocations of this water are made; 
(j) if no to (i), why not; 
(k) is the Minister aware of recent reports from the Bureau of Meteorology and the 

Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organisation highlighting the impacts of climate 
change on northern Australia, including the Kimberley–West Canning, which conclude that it is likely 
there will be higher temperatures, more extreme weather events (for example, heatwaves, floods), 
greater variability in rainfall and increased evaporation; 

(l) has this climate change information been used in arriving at the 100 gigalitres of sustainable water 
figure; 

(m) if yes to (l), how has it been incorporated; 
(n) if no to (l), why not; 
(o) is the Minister aware of the severe drought currently affecting large parts of the Fitzroy River/West 

Canning area; 
(p) has this drought and the potential for such droughts to be more common in the future been incorporated 

into the calculation of the 100 gigalitres of sustainable water; 
(q) if yes to (p), in what way; and 
(r) if no to (p), why not? 
Hon Col Holt replied:  
(a) None. 
(b) Two – the shallow Broome aquifer and the deeper, artesian Wallal aquifer. 
(c) None. 
(d) Two – the Broome and Wallal aquifers. 
(e) No. 
(f) The current groundwater allocation limit of 50 gigalitres per year was determined following 

Department of Water and private hydrogeological investigations, including the work undertaken in 
preparation of the Pilbara Groundwater Allocation Plan 2013, using flow data from bore completions 
(both Government and private) prior to 2012, and supported by water chemistry data.  Bores drilled 
since 2012 have been incorporated into the ongoing analysis and the modelling for the current study. 
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(g) No. 
(h) Yes. 
(i) Yes. 
(j) Not applicable. 
(k) Yes. 
(l) No decision has been made to increase the allocation limit for the Wallal aquifer in the West Canning 

Basin. However, climate information, seasonal variation and drought risk will be assessed through the 
aquifer modelling and review of the allocation limit. 

(m) Not applicable. 
(n) Not applicable. 
(o) Yes. 
(p) No decision has been made to increase the allocation limit for the Wallal aquifer in the West Canning 

Basin. However, climate information, seasonal variation and drought risk will be assessed through the 
aquifer modelling and review of the allocation limit. 

(q) Not applicable. 
(r) Not applicable. 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER — 
COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF AUSTRALIA — MEMBERSHIP 

3909. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 
I refer to the Department of Water’s membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia, and 
ask: 
(a) why is the department a member of the Committee for Economic Development of Australia; 
(b) who made the decision to have the department become a member of the Committee for Economic 

Development of Australia; 
(c) how much does the membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia cost the 

department; and 
(d) what tangible benefits has the membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia 

delivered to the department? 
Hon Col Holt replied:  
(a) The Department of Water supports Western Australia’s growth and development by managing the 

availability and quality of water.  Membership of the Committee for Economic Development enables 
departmental staff to participate in direct and targeted discussions, engage and network with 
stakeholders, launch regional technical reports and access published materials on economic 
development including the management of water resources in Western Australia.  The Department has 
been a member since 2006 and membership is re-evaluated every 12 months to determine if 
membership is still valuable to the organisation. 

(b) Director General. 
(c) $6 820 per year including GST. 
(d) See response to (a). 

DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE — 
COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF AUSTRALIA — MEMBERSHIP 

3913. Hon Kate Doust to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Finance: 
I refer to the Department for Finance’s membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia, 
and ask: 
(a) why is the department a member of the Committee for Economic Development of Australia; 
(b) who made the decision to have the department become a member of the Committee for Economic 

Development of Australia; 
(c) how much does the membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia cost the 

department; and 
(d) what tangible benefits has the membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia 

delivered to the department? 
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Hon Peter Collier replied:  
The Department of Finance advises: 
(a) The Department of Finance is a member of the Committee for Economic Development of Australia to 

maintain awareness of trends and challenges in the Western Australian economy that inform the 
development of policies and regulations. 

(b) Director General. 
(c) $6, 930. 
(d) Membership entitles the Department’s staff to a discount when attending events that provide 

information relevant to the Finance portfolio, such as diversifying the WA economy, best practice in 
infrastructure delivery and improving productivity. 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING — 
COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF AUSTRALIA — MEMBERSHIP 

3915. Hon Kate Doust to the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to the Department of Planning’s membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia, 
and ask: 
(a) why is the department a member of the Committee for Economic Development of Australia; 
(b) who made the decision to have the department become a member of the Committee for Economic 

Development of Australia; 
(c) how much does the membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia cost the 

department; and 
(d) what tangible benefits has the membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia 

delivered to the department? 
Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
(a)–(d) The Committee for Economic Development of Australia (CEDA) is an independent organisation with 

broad representation that promotes Australia’s economic development by informing its members on 
long-term economic, business and policy issues.  As the Department of Planning (DoP) is responsible 
for advising and assisting the Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC) on planning matters, 
the Director General of the Department of Planning has approved a CEDA annual membership at a cost 
of $7,830 (valid until the end of October 2016). 
The Department’s external engagement through CEDA helps inform policy and strategy development 
of the State’s cities and towns, transport networks, parks and recreation reserves, and a range of social 
and physical infrastructure. 
In the past twelve months WAPC and/or the DoP have been involved in a range of CEDA led initiatives 
including regional development, infrastructure planning, gender equality and leadership development. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE DEVELOPMENT — 
COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF AUSTRALIA — MEMBERSHIP 

3918. Hon Kate Doust to the Leader of the House representing the State Development: 
I refer to the Department for State Development’s membership to the Committee for Economic Development of 
Australia, and ask: 
(a) why is the department a member of the Committee for Economic Development of Australia; 
(b) who made the decision to have the department become a member of the Committee for Economic 

Development of Australia; 
(c) how much does the membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia cost the 

department; and 
(d) what tangible benefits has the membership to the Committee for Economic Development of Australia 

delivered to the department? 
Hon Peter Collier replied:  
The Department of State Development advises: 
(a)–(d) Benefits for the Department of State Development have included: the development of staff leadership 

capability (five Department of State Development staff have participated in the Copland Leadership 
Program since   2009); increased staff awareness and understanding of current economic issues 
particularly for junior staff; opportunities for the Department of State Development to convey its views 
on Western Australia’s development and its activities to support Western Australia’s development 
through presentations at events; and opportunities for staff to understand the perspectives of industry 
and academia. 
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(b) The Department of State Development became a member of the Committee for Economic Development 
Australia in 2009 with the approval of the Director General of the time. 

(c) The current annual subscription is $7 200 for the year ending 31 January 2017. 

WATER — FARMLANDS WATER SCHEME 

3921. Hon Darren West to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 
I refer to question without notice No. 1250 regarding the Farmlands Water Scheme, and I ask: 

(a) was a business case prepared for the work required in this scheme; 

(b) if no to (a), why not; and 

(c) if yes to (a), will the Minister table a copy of the business case and, if not, why not? 

Hon Col Holt replied:  
(a) Yes. 

(b) Not applicable. 

(c) A summary of options considered is provided. 

Option 3 was approved by Water Corporation management on the basis that over a five year period it 
would deliver superior financial, environmental and social benefits in the form of reduced customer 
interruptions, reduced reactive repairs and reduced non-water revenue across the Goldfields and 
Agricultural farmlands area. 

Option Description 

1 Continue ‘as-is’ maintaining current investment levels 

2 Increased capital renewal investment spread equally over five years 

3 Increased capital renewal investment over three years with out-years maintained ‘as is’ 

MINISTER FOR FORESTRY — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3923. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Forestry: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Col Holt replied:  
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4114.] 

(b) Fine Wood Work Association. 

 (i) $2 000. 

 (ii) Sponsorship in the student category of the “Out of the Woods” competition and exhibition at 
the Perth Wood Show provides the opportunity to promote Western Australia’s unique timbers 
and the Forest Products Commission’s sustainable forest management practices.  

MINISTER FOR SPORT AND RECREATION — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3924. Hon Kate Doust to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 
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(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Peter Collier replied:  
Combat Sports Commission 

(a) Nil. 

(i)–(ii) Not applicable. 

(b) Nil. 

(i)–(ii) Not applicable. 

Department of Sport and Recreation 

(a) [See tabled paper no 4115.] 

(b) Nil. 

(i)–(ii) Not applicable. 

VenuesWest 

(a)–(b) [See tabled paper no 4115.] 

MINISTER FOR WATER — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3925. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Col Holt replied:  

(a)–(b) [See tabled paper no 4116.] 

MINISTER FOR VETERANS — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3926. Hon Kate Doust to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Veterans: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
The Department of the Premier and Cabinet advises, in relation to Veterans matters: 

(a) Nil. 

(a) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 

(b) Nil. 

(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
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MINISTER FOR SMALL BUSINESS — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3927. Hon Kate Doust to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Small Business: 

For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 

Answer as at 23 March 2016: 

(a) Corporate membership of the Institute of Public Administration Australia (IPAA) WA. 

 (i) $693.60. 

 (ii) Membership of IPAA provides opportunities for training and development, networking across 
public sector agencies and the celebration of achievements. 

(b) The Small Business Development Corporation (SBDC) sponsors (or plans to sponsor) 18 regional 
organisations through the Western Australian Regional Small Business Awards program 
(funded through Royalties for Regions): 

Northam Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Broome Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Business South West  

Derby Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Esperance Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Exmouth Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Women Empowering Business  

Kalgoorlie Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Karratha and Districts Chamber of Commerce  

Katanning Regional Business Association  

Kununurra Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Manjimup Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Margaret River Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Mid West Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Onslow Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Peel Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Port Hedland Chamber of Commerce and Industry  

Wheatbelt Business Network   

 (i) Each program receives an average of $3,500 in sponsorship, with additional ‘seed funding’ 
provided to support new programs. It is estimated the SBDC will spend $74,500 in 
sponsorship costs in a 12 month period. 

 (ii) Entering business awards has been found to bring significant benefits to small businesses, 
beyond just the accolades. It has a direct impact on their ability to develop business plans, 
attract staff and boost sales. This is particularly important in building and sustaining WA’s 
regional communities and employment opportunities. The sponsorship provided by the SBDC 
helps to establish new regional award programs and to fund existing ones. 
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MINISTER FOR CORRECTIVE SERVICES — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3928. Hon Kate Doust to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Corrective Services: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
(a)–(b) [See tabled paper no 4102.] 

MINISTER FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3929. Hon Kate Doust to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Emergency Services: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services advises: 
(a)–(b) [See tabled paper no 4103.] 

MINISTER FOR HERITAGE — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3930. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Heritage: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
State Heritage Office 
(a) [See tabled paper no 4108.] 
(b) None. 
(i)–(ii) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3931. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 
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(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4109.] 
(b) The Botanic Gardens Australia and New Zealand Congress (Horticultural Segment) held in 

Wollongong NSW in October 2015. 
(i) Amount was a contribution to support this one off Congress event – to the value of $4,250. 
(ii) Tangible benefits were promotion of WABG and our conservation activities nationally; raising 

the profile of WA, the Botanic Garden and activities in Kings Park; advertising in national 
newsletters and magazines for one year; one free registration to the congress; opportunity to 
include promotional material in conference delegate packs. 

Department of Environment Regulation 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4109.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Keep Australia Beautiful Council (KABC) 

Michael Filby 
$1500 
KABC promotion and support for 100 kilometres roadside clean-up for Walpole. Benefits 
include environmental clean-up and promotion of KABC programs. 
Vulture Culture 
$1500 
Rottofest September 2015 – Promotion of anti-litter message and merchandise at a weekend 
event. Also promotion on website and in publications, and promotion of KABC programs to 
a young audience. 
Toodyay Tidy Towns Committee 
$1000 
This was a workshop sponsorship for one year to promote KABC programs and national 
prominence. 
Michael Filby sponsorship is the only annual sponsorship. Vulture Culture and Toodyay Tidy 
Towns Committee were one-off sponsorships. 

Department of Parks and Wildlife 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4109.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Collie Visitor Centre 

$352 
By sponsoring the website of the visitor centre, visitors can access the Department’s website to 
book camping areas and obtain information and alerts. 
Harvey Visitor Centre 
$517.64 
By sponsoring the website of the visitor centre, visitors can access the Department’s website to 
book camping areas and obtain information and alerts. 
International Mammalogical Congress (IMC) 
$7,000 
Perth has been selected as 2017 host of IMC, which occurs once every four years. For its 
one-off sponsorship, the Department will receive recognition as a silver sponsor, logo 
provisions, two complimentary registrations, single exhibition space, and half page colour 
advertisement. 

Office of the Environmental Protection Authority 
(a) None. 
(i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
(b) None. 
(i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
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Office of the Appeals Convenor 
(a) None. 
(i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
(b) None. 
(i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
Zoological Parks Authority (Perth Zoo) 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4109.] 
(b) None. 
 (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR YOUTH — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3932. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Youth: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3935 

MINISTER FOR SENIORS AND VOLUNTEERING — PORTFOLIO — 
MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3933. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Seniors and Volunteering: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3935 

MINISTER FOR COMMUNITY SERVICES — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3934. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Community Services: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 3935. 
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MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3935. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Local Government: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
Metropolitan Cemetery Board 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4110.] 
(b) Nil. 
 (i)–(ii) Not applicable 
Department Local Government Communities 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4110.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) The Department does not sponsor groups, only events and conferences. 

MINISTER FOR CITIZENSHIP AND MULTICULTURAL INTERESTS — PORTFOLIO — 
MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3936. Hon Kate Doust to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Citizenship and 
Multicultural Interests: 

For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Peter Collier replied:  
(a) (i)–(ii) The Office of Multicultural Interests is administratively supported as part of the Department of 

Local Government and Communities and, as such, the response will be included in the 
Department’s response under the Minister for Local Government; Community Services; 
Seniors and Volunteering; Youth. 

(b) (i)–(ii) The Department does not sponsor groups, only events and conferences. 
MINISTER FOR ENERGY — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3937. Hon Kate Doust to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Energy: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Peter Collier replied:  
[See tabled paper no 4101.] 
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MINISTER FOR MINES AND PETROLEUM — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3938. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
As at 23 March 2016: 
Department of Mines and Petroleum (DMP) 
(a)–(b) [See tabled paper no 4104.] 
Minerals Research Institute of Western Australia (MRIWA) 
(a) Austmine. 

(i) $2,255 (GST inclusive). 
(ii) Access to Austmine allows senior executives to develop joint initiatives (e.g strategy), industry 

surveys, ability to attend members-only events, ability to attend events at member’s discount 
rate, support for MRIWA to contact selected groups of Austmine members and publicity of 
formal relationship. 

(b) No groups are currently sponsored. 
(i) Not applicable. 
(ii) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR FINANCE — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3939. Hon Kate Doust to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Finance: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Peter Collier replied:  
The Department of Finance advises: 

(a) (i) (ii) 

Australian Institute 
of Architects (AIA) 

$4,768 Provides access to a local professional network and counsellor 
services, forums, committees, and professional development 
programs 

Australian 
Sustainable Built 
Environment 
Council (ASBEC) 

$6,270 The Australian Sustainable Built Environment Council regularly 
circulates advice to members on new Federal regulations relating 
to buildings, planning studies and general issues impacting on 
built environment procurement 

Australian 
Procurement and 
Construction Council 
Inc. (APCC) 

$64,200 The Australasian Procurement and Construction Council Inc. 
(APCC) is the peak council whose members are responsible for 
procurement, construction and asset management policy for 
Australian State and Territory Governments.  
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The Australian and New Zealand Government Procurement 
Agreement is administered by the APCC. Responsibility for 
which lies with the responsible Ministers. Membership of the 
APCC facilitates WA’s participation in support mechanisms of 
the Agreement. 

Membership also allows the Department of Finance to contribute 
to policy development, confidential open discussions on matters 
of State and national importance, intelligence exchanges with 
a national networks of procurement leaders, and insight into 
national leading practices, solutions for delivering savings and 
efficiencies, and offers access to publications and resources. 

The annual jurisdictional membership fee is $85,600, which is 
divided equally between goods and services procurement and 
construction and asset management. The latter is shared equally 
between the Department of Finance’s Building Management and 
Works and the Department of Treasury’s Strategic Projects and 
Asset Sales. 

Australian Oracle 
User Group 
(AUSOUG) 

$1,499 Knowledge sharing forum 

Bunbury Chamber of 
Commerce and 
Industry 

$515 Provides networking and training opportunities. Ability to 
promote business free in newsletter 

Committee for 
Economic 
Development of 
Australia (CEDA) 

$6,930 Membership entitles staff to a discount when attending events that 
provide information relevant to the Finance portfolio, such as 
diversifying the WA economy, best practice in infrastructure 
delivery and improving productivity 

Government 
Property Group – 
Australasian 
Procurement and 
Construction Council 

$15,000 Participation in the Government Property Group gives an 
opportunity to engage with other jurisdictions across Australia 
and New Zealand about the best practice management of 
government office accommodation 

Green Building 
Council Australia 
(GBCA) 

$4,100 Provides support, in-house briefings and member-only events, 
networking, assistance with green building business case, and 
allows use of the Green Building Council Australia (GBCA) 
logo.   Provides a platform to influence industry direction (join 
a working group, participate in State industry or local government 
groups, contribute to rating tools, present at events, influence 
advocacy agenda) 

Institute of Public 
Administration 
Australia (IPAA) 

$2,448 Offers access to publications and resources as well as discounts 
on training courses and seminars 

Master Builders 
Association of 
Western Australia 
(MBA) 

$945 Allows access to MBA advisory services, training, newsletters 
and industry information. Provides the ability to contribute to 
articles in Master Builders Association magazines, contribute to 
Women in Building and Construction initiatives and be involved 
in the annual apprentice awards 

Midwest Chamber of 
Commerce and 
Industry 

$603 Provides networking and training opportunities, discounted 
advertising. The website links in all Midwest tenders from, 
among other things, TendersWA 

Property Council of 
Australia Ltd (PCA) 

$9,960 Provides: 

· an important avenue for engagement with the property industry 
across a number of different sectors; 

· a range of market intelligence and information on the latest 
issues affecting the industry; and 
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· networking events and professional development courses at 
reduced prices. 

Records and 
Information 
Management 
Professionals 
Australasia 

$990 Knowledge sharing forum 

(b) Leadership WA: 
(i) $11,000. 
(ii) The Department of Finance is publicly recognised and acknowledged as a funding partner in 

Leadership WA marketing and promotional materials and at Leadership WA events, including: 
leadership program experiences (Perth and regional); end of year dinner for graduates, 
sponsors and VIPs; and alumni events. 

The Office of the Government Chief Information Officer advises: 
(a) Nil. 
(b) Nil. 

MINISTER FOR ROAD SAFETY — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3942. Hon Kate Doust to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Road Safety: 

For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
(a) (i) (ii) 

Australasian New Car 
Assessment Program 
(ANCAP) 

$199 455.28 Membership of ANCAP Council, input into vehicle safety 
rating standards, detailed reports on new vehicle crash 
performance and reports on new Safety Assist 
Technologies. 

Australian College of 
Road Safety 

$483.64 Professional networking, research sharing and issue 
aggregation. 

(b) None. 
 (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR CULTURE AND THE ARTS — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3944. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 

For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 
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Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
Art Gallery of Western Australia  
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4111.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
Department of Culture and the Arts 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4111.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
Perth Theatre Trust 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4111.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
ScreenWest 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4111.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
State Library of Western Australia 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4111.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
State Records Office 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4111.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
Western Australian Museum 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4111.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR HEALTH — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3950. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 
Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
Department of Health 
(a) (i)–(ii) [See tabled paper no 4112.] 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
Health and Disability Services Complaints Office 
(a) Membership with WA Association for Mental Health (WAAMH) 
(i) $395.00 including GST 
(ii) The membership provides opportunities for engagement with a peak mental health body and associated 

members, and also increased opportunities to participate in mental health events through membership. 
(b) (i)–(ii) Not applicable. 
Healthway 
(a) Public Health Association of Australia; and Australian Health Promotion Foundation 

(i) $890.00 including GST; and $500.00 (no GST) 
(ii) Healthway is able to access key peer reviewed public health research and professional 

development relevant to its core business. 
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(b) (i) [See tabled paper no 4112.] 
 (ii) All sponsorships are approved on the basis that they deliver against Healthway’s objectives: 

effective promotion of health messages relating to Healthway priority areas  
reducing, wherever possible, the promotion of unhealthy messages or brands which undermine 
Healthway objectives  
facilitating structural and policy change to create healthy environments  
increasing opportunities for priority populations to participate in healthy activities  

DEPUTY PREMIER — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3951. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Deputy Premier: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
There are no agencies, departments or government trading enterprises directly associated with the 
Deputy Premier portfolio. 
(a)–(b) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR STATE DEVELOPMENT — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3953. Hon Kate Doust to the Leader of the House representing the State Development: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Peter Collier replied:  
The Department of State Development advises: 

(a) (i) (ii) 

Membership Annual 
Cost 

Benefits 

Malaysian Australian Business 
Council 

275 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australian Alumni Singapore 210 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australian Chamber of Commerce, 
Singapore 

440 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

International Enterprise Singapore 410 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australia–Latin America Business 
Council 

720 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 
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Committee for Economic 
Development of Australia 

7200 Corporate membership to economic policy group 

Singapore Chamber of Commerce 1000 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Korea Importers Association 175 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australian Chamber of Commerce, 
Korea 

410 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Indonesia Australia Business Council 435 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Jakarta Foreign Correspondents 
Association 

175 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australia China Business Council 800 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Indo–Australian Chamber of 
Commerce 

195 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australian and New Zealand Business 
Association of India 

430 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Indonesia Australia Business Council 520 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australian Chamber of Commerce, 
Shanghai 

1750 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australian Institute of International 
Affairs WA 

90 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australia Library and Information 
Management Association 

610 Corporate Membership for Departmental information 
management staff. 

Indian Merchants Chamber 75 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australia Indonesia Business Council 900 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australian Institute of Management 3250 Access to leadership and management training 
Austmine Limited 2050 Corporate Membership of mining industry association 
Institute Of Public Administration 
Australia 

1410 Access to leadership and management training 

West Australian–German Business 
Association 

600 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Singapore Mining Club Ltd 500 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

All India Association of Industries 110 Promotion of Western Australian trade development 
opportunities. 

Australian Mineral and Petroleum 
Law Association 

440 Corporate Membership for Departmental legal branch 

      
(b) (i) (ii) 
Sponsorship Annual 

Cost 
Benefit 

Singapore Hockey Association 25000 Promoting strategic partnership between WA and 
Singapore hockey associations. 

In The Zone Conference 50000 Contribution to event promoting Western Australian 
trade opportunities to Asia 

The Inspiring Entrepreneurship 
Luncheon 

2700 Contribution to event promoting women in 
international trade 

LNG Fund Sponsorship 87500 State’s contribution to joint Australia/China fund 
promoting education and training in the LNG industry 
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MINISTER FOR RACING AND GAMING — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3954. Hon Kate Doust to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Col Holt replied:  
Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor 
(a) Australian Institute of Management 

(i) $4,015 
(ii) Up to 50% discount for seminars and training programs; and provides Professional 

Memberships for up to 7 staff members valued at $299–$399 per person. 
Institute of Public Administration of Australia 
(i) $1,550 
(ii) Up to 30% for training courses, events, seminars and conferences; and 20% discount on the 

delivery of any in-agency training course. 
(b) Nil. 
Burswood Park Board 
(a) Sports Turf Association. 

(i) $100.00. 
(ii) Provides updates on turf management. 

(b) Nil. 
Western Australian Greyhound Racing Association 
(a) Australian Hotels Association (WA) 

(i) $2,703 
(ii) Provides updates on: industry training and education; workplace relations and human resources 

and industrial advocacy; and advice on future opportunities. 
Australian Greyhound Racing Association 
(i) $1,000. 
(ii) As it is the national body, membership permits participation in the Australian Group Racing 

Calendar and, therefore, entitlement to hold major races attracting interstate visitors.  
(b) Nil. 
Racing and Wagering Western Australia 
(a) AusContact 
 (i) $300. 
 (ii) Call centre and contact centre industry body with access to industry best practice. 
 Australian Racecourse Managers Association 

(i) $110. 
(ii) Assists racecourse managers in the provision of race and training tracks of the highest standard 

through research and development and compilation of data on racecourse management 
practices and effects; 
a. Conducts conferences and forums; and 
b. Represents racecourse managers on racing industry matters and facilitates the 

maintenance of race and training tracks. 
(b) Nil. 
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MINISTER FOR HOUSING — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3955. Hon Kate Doust to the Minister for Housing: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Col Holt replied:  
The Housing Authority advises to see tabled paper no 4117. 

MINISTER FOR FISHERIES — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3956. Hon Kate Doust to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Fisheries: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
[See tabled paper no 4105.] 

MINISTER FOR COMMERCE — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3958. Hon Kate Doust to the Minister for Commerce: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
(a)–(b) [See tabled paper no 4106.] 

MINISTER FOR CHILD PROTECTION — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 
3960. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 
(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 
(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 
(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 
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Hon Donna Faragher replied: 

(a) The Department for Child Protection and Family Support currently holds the following corporate 
memberships: 

Corporate membership Annual cost Benefit 

Institute of Public Administration 
Australia (Western Australia) 

$3,364 The Department is able to access high level partnering, 
networking, strategic advice and leadership 
development and support, as well as training and 
professional development programs to enhance the 
capability of departmental staff. 

Australian Institute of 
Management 

$9,000 Corporate membership provides access to training, 
professional development and leadership programs at 
discounted pricing. 

(b) In the last 12 months, the Department had sponsorship arrangements with the following organisations: 

Sponsorship Annual cost 
(ex GST) 

Benefit 

Children Western Australia – 3rd 
National Conference on 
Prevention of Child Abuse and 
Neglect – ‘Children: A Resource 
Most Precious – 2015 
Conference’ 24 – 26 June 2015 

$5,000 This national conference comprised a range of 
international and national speakers focussing on 
collaborative prevention strategies, initiatives and 
programs for minimising harm to children. The 
conference was attended by a wide range of 
Western Australian government agencies and members 
of the community services sector involved in child 
safety and protection services. 

Secretariat of National 
Aboriginal and Islander Child 
Care (SNAICC) – 6th SNAICC 
National Conference (Secretariat 
of National Aboriginal and 
Islander Child Care) 

15–17 September 2015 

  

$5,000 A national conference for people working in 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander children and 
family services to discuss the challenges and share 
knowledge and experiences in raising happy, healthy 
and confident children in Aboriginal communities. 

World Society of Victimology –
 15th International Symposium of 
the World Society of 
Victimology 

5–9 July 2015 

$5,000 This international conference provided the opportunity 
for Western Australians to receive information from 
international experts in the broader discipline of 
victimology, together with Australian presenters at the 
forefront of victim services in Australia. 

Australian Association of Social 
Workers – Western Australia 
Social Worker of the Year 
Awards 

8 June 2015 

$6,000 The Awards recognise the positive contribution that 
social workers have made to the lives of vulnerable 
children and families in Western Australia. 

National Aborigines and 
Islanders Day Observance 
Committee (NAIDOC) – Perth 
Awards 

12 June 2015 

$4,545 The Awards celebrate Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander history, culture and achievements and is an 
opportunity to recognise the contributions that 
Indigenous Australians have made to Australian 
society. 

Constable Care Child Safety 
Foundation Inc 

  

$23,827 Partnership with the Working with Children Screening 
unit to deliver credible child safety harm prevention 
education sessions, public messaging to raise child 
safety awareness and joint community engagement 
activities. 
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MINISTER FOR MENTAL HEALTH — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3962. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Minister for Mental Health: 

For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 

Mental Health Commission: 

This answer includes the Mental Health Commission (MHC) and the former Drug and Alcohol Office but 
excludes independent entities within the Mental Health portfolio. 

(a) Institute of Public Administration;  

WA Network of Alcohol & Other Drugs Agencies; 

Australian Library and Information Association Ltd; 

Crisis Prevention Institute; and 

Alcohol and Drug Support Service Library 

(i) Institute of Public Administration – $1,409.09; 

WA Network of Alcohol & Other Drug Agencies – $800.00; 

Australian Library and Information Association Ltd – $426.36; 

Crisis Prevention Institute – $175.00; and 

Alcohol and Drug Support Service Library – $18.18 

(ii) Institute Of Public Administration  

Membership provides for access to professional development workshops, seminars, briefings 
and customised programs for staff training. 

WA Network Of Alcohol & Other Drug Agencies 

WANADA is the peak body representing Alcohol and Other Drug Non-Government 
Organisation’s in Western Australia. Membership provides access to the newsletters, 
information resources and services that are produced by WANADA. 

Australian Library and Information Association Ltd 

Next Step has a small library and part time librarian. The Australian Library and Information 
Association is the national professional organisation for the Australian library and information 
services sector. This association provides information and professional support to the librarian 
at Next Step. 

Crisis Prevention Institute 

CPI provides training for Next Step’s staff in the management of violence and aggression. 

Alcohol and Drug Support Service Library 

Alcohol and Drug Support Service (ADSS) provides 24/7 telephone counselling, information, 
support and referral to anyone in Western Australia concerned about their own or another 
person’s alcohol or drug use. The membership provides access to current information and 
research which informs the evidence base from which ADSS operate. 

(b) (i)–(ii) The MHC does not provide annual sponsorship for groups. 

Office Of The Chief Psychiatrist: 

(a)–(b) Nil. 
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Mental Health Tribunal: 

(a) The Mental Health Tribunal belongs to the Council of Australasian Tribunals (“COAT”). 

(i) The subscription for 2016 was $200.00. 

(ii) Tangible benefits include free access to reports written as a result of research conducted by 
judicial and other members of the Council in areas relevant to the work the Tribunal does, and 
subscription to a Tribunal Practice Manual which provides readily accessible information 
about the practical application of the law in the Tribunal’s day-to-day work.  

(b) The Mental Health Tribunal does not sponsor any group. 

Mental Health Advocacy Service: 

(a) Western Australian Association for Mental Health (WAAMH) 

(i) $98.75 for 2015/2016. 

(ii) WAAMH is the peak body for the community managed mental health sector and membership 
provides information about sector issues from service providers’ perspective, notice of events 
and discounted access to mental health specific training. 

 Consumers of Mental Health WA Inc (CoMHWA) 

(i) $100 for 2015/2016. 

(ii) As associate members of CoMHWA, MHAS keeps abreast of issues and membership 
facilitates the working relationship with a key stakeholder to achieve real and positive changes 
from a consumer’s perspective in mental health service delivery. 

(b) None. 

ENVIRONMENT — PRESCRIBED BURNING — SHIRE OF AUGUSTA MARGARET RIVER 

3968. Hon Adele Farina to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to prescribed burning in the Shire of Augusta Margaret River, and I ask: 

(a) when was bushland along Caves Road in the Shire of Augusta Margaret River last subjected to 
prescribed burning; 

(b) are there any areas of bushland in the Shire of Augusta Margaret River that have not been subjected to 
prescribed burning for ten years or more; and 

(c) if yes to (b): 

(i) where are these areas of bushland; 

(ii) why have there been no prescribed burns in these areas for ten years or more; and 

(iii) when will these areas be subjected to prescribed burning? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 

The Minister for Environment has provided the following response. 

The Department of Parks and Wildlife does not manage all bushland in the Shire of Augusta–Margaret River. 
The following answers to the Hon Member’s questions are therefore restricted to department-managed land 
within the Shire. 

(a) The lineal length of Caves Road in the Shire is approximately 66 kilometres. For approximately 
17 kilometres there is Parks and Wildlife-managed land on both sides, and for another 13 kilometres 
Parks and Wildlife-managed land is on one side. Approximately 11 kilometres of the total frontage has 
been prescribed burnt in the last 10 years. 

 Prescribed burning and bushfires on Parks and Wildlife-managed land adjacent to Caves Road is as 
follows: 

Block Burn ID Year since last burn Area Tenure 

Biljedup BWD_043 1 149.6 National Park 

Boranup BS_225 4 106.6 National Park 

Leeuwin BS_267 5 101.8 National Park 

Contos Blackwood Fire 29 10 1496.6 National Park 
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Conto BS_236 10 448 National Park 

Ellenbrook BS_240 11 465.9 National Park 

Leeuwin BS_202 12 322.92 National Park 

Bilgedup 999 

(Unknown historical fire) 

16 133.95 National Park 

Fuel ages on other department-managed lands adjacent to Caves Road areas are 18 years or more. 

(b) Yes. Parks and Wildlife has management responsibility for approximately 109,000 hectares of land 
within the Shire of Augusta–Margaret River. The department has undertaken prescribed burning 
on 32,233 hectares and bushfires have impacted 4,072 hectares of department-managed land since 
2006 (inclusive). 

(c) (i) [See tabled paper no 4113.] 

(ii) There are a range of contributing factors as to why more prescribed burning has not been 
conducted by Parks and Wildlife in the last decade including: 

the continuing drying trend in the south-west of Western Australia that restricts the periods of 
suitable conditions for prescribed burning; 

an increase in the number of urban-rural developments in the Shire adjacent to areas of 
Parks and Wildlife-managed land, which has increased the complexity of prescribed burning; 

the effort made by Parks and Wildlife to minimise impacts on regional industries 
(e.g. viticulture) and events (e.g. Margaret River Gourmet Express); and 

the prescribed burning system and process changes required to be implemented by Parks and 
Wildlife to address the recommendations regarding prescribed burning in the Keelty Special 
Inquiry report ‘Appreciating the Risk – Margaret River Bushfire Special Inquiry 
January 2012’. 

(iii) Parks and Wildlife prepares a six-season prescribed burn program which aims to reduce 
bushfire-related risk to communities, and built and natural assets, and achieve specific 
biodiversity conservation, forest management, research and other land management objectives. 
However, the amount of burning achieved in any year will vary with the factors mentioned 
above. 

Additional Royalties for Regions funding of $20 million allocated to the department over four 
years from 2015/16 for the enhanced prescribed burning program is already delivering an 
increase in prescribed burning across the south-west forest regions, including the Shire of 
Augusta–Margaret River, with approximately 157,000 hectares burned this financial year to 
date. 

WATER — LAKE KEPWARI AND COLLIE RIVER 

3972. Hon Sally Talbot to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 

(1) Which departments and/or agencies have management responsibilities for Lake Kepwari and to the 
south branch of the Collie River? 

(2) What is the current management plan between the State Government and Premier Coal in relation to 
Lake Kepwari and the south branch of the Collie River? 

(3) What licences, conditions and other agreements are current between the State Government and 
Premier Coal in relation to Lake Kepwari and the south branch of the Collie River? 

(4) What plans have been developed between the State Government and Premier Coal in relation to 
managing river flows, water direction, the replenishment of downstream pools, and recreational use in 
relation to Lake Kepwari and the south branch of the Collie River? 

(5) Which elements of any current management plans are the responsibility of the State Government and 
which are the responsibility of Premier Coal? 

Hon Col Holt replied:  

(1) The Collie Coal Mines Environmental Committee. Membership of this Committee is the departments of 
State Development; Mines and Petroleum; Fisheries; Parks and Wildlife; Environmental Regulation; 
Water and the Office of the Environmental Protection Authority. 
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(2) Management arrangements are defined in the operating strategy approved as part of Premier Coal’s 
surface water licence. 

(3) The primary agreement is through the State Agreement.  Premier Coal also has licences and other 
agreements with the Departments of Mines and Petroleum and Environment Regulation and the 
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority. 

(4) The operating strategy of the surface water licence. 

(5) The implementation of the operating strategy is the sole responsibility of Premier Coal. 

TREASURER — PORTFOLIO — MEMBERSHIPS AND SPONSORSHIPS 

3973. Hon Kate Doust to the minister representing the Treasurer: 

For each agency, department and government trading enterprise within the Treasurer’s portfolio of 
responsibilities, I ask: 

(a) what memberships are currently held: 

(i) how much does each membership cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the membership provide; and 

(b) what groups are currently sponsored: 

(i) how much does each sponsorship cost annually; and 

(ii) what tangible benefits does the sponsorship provide? 

Hon Michael Mischin replied: 

[See tabled paper no 4107.] 

ENVIRONMENT — NATIONAL PARK IMPROVEMENTS — SOUTH WEST REGION 

3991. Hon Adele Farina to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

In 2015–2016 what improvements have been completed in South West national parks, including the name of the 
national park, the improvements completed and the total cost of each improvement? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 

The Minister for Environment has provided the following response. 

The following table summarises the name of the national park, the improvements made and the total cost of each 
improvement. 

Location Improvements 2015–16 Expenditure to 
3 May 2016 

Lane Poole Reserve Nanga Brook campground upgrade $9,481 

Lane Poole Reserve Baden Powell day use area upgrade $747,860 

Lane Poole Reserve New park signs installation $26,693 

Lane Poole Reserve Bobs Crossing bridge upgrade $8,565 

Serpentine National Park Sealed path to falls $86,469 

Plavins forest block Murray Road bridge replacement $63,122 

Chandler forest block Coronation Road bridge replacement $46,287 

Randall forest block Randall Road bridge replacement $41,424 

Leeuwin–Naturaliste National 
Park 

Jarrahdene new campground $101,342 

Bramley National Park Mountain bike trails development $351 

Catterick forest block Jolly Road bridge replacement $51,108 

Gregory forest block Whetherly Road bridge replacement $126,046 

Milyeannup National Park Blackwood Road bridge replacement $41,818 

Clarke forest block Logue Brook new campground $44,296 

Wellington National Park Potters Gorge new campground $912,880 
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Wellington National Park Mountain bike trails $12,767 

Leschenault Peninsula 
Conservation Park 

Visitor facilities upgrade $53,807 

Clarke forest block Saddleback picnic area upgrade $58,000 

Chalk Forest Block Bibbulmun Track Possum Springs 
campsite shelter and toilet replacement 

$111,500 

Wellington National Park Lennard Drive bridge replacement $540 

Benger Swamp Nature Reserve Benger Swamp Road bridge 
replacement 

$75,025 

Clarke forest block Honeymoon Road bridge replacement $29,018 

Western forest block Stockton Dam toilet replacement $15,000 

Shannon National Park Shannon campground upgrade $47,227 

Graphite Forest Block Suspension bridge replacement $25,000 

Yanmah Forest Block Gregory Road bridge 7203 replacement $0 

Boorara Forest Block KTC Road bridge replacement $159,081 

Shannon National Park Nelson Road bridge replacement $53,164 

Boorara Forest Block White Road bridge replacement $42,873 

Wheatley Forest block Tom Road (7196) bridge replacement $99,423 

Wheatley Forest block Tom Road (7195) bridge replacement $24,550 

D’Entrecasteaux National Park Bibbulmun Track Gardner campsite 
shelter and toilet replacement 

$9,100 

Shannon National Park Bibbulmun Track Dog Pool campsite 
shelter and toilet replacement 

$9,500 

Shannon National Park Bibbulmun Track Dog Pool bridge 
replacement 

$140,200 

Walpole–Nornalup National 
Park 

Tree Top Walk enhancement project $52,545 

Walpole–Nornalup National 
Park 

Walpole town jetty replacement $625,000 

William Bay National Park Site investigations for road, car park 
and facilities upgrade 

$8,438 

Mt Frankland National Park Caldyanup Road bridge replacement $23,724 

Mt Frankland South National 
Park 

Elsey Road bridge replacement $60,902 

Mt Frankland National Park Munda Biddi Trail Yirra Kaarta 
campsite shelter repair 

$53,353 

Torndirrup National Park Gap–Natural Bridge upgrade $2,500,372 

Two Peoples bay Nature 
Reserve 

Refurbishment of ranger’s house $1,727 

Stirling Range National Park Site investigation for ranger’s new 
house 

$6,124 

TOTAL for 15–16   $6,605,702 

The locations listed in the table include improvements made in the Department of Parks and Wildlife’s 
Warren Region and the parts of the Department’s Swan Region, South West Region and Albany District that fall 
within the South West Region electorate boundary. The Department’s regional and district boundaries do not 
align with the South West Region electorate. 
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DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND WILDLIFE — EMPLOYEES — SOUTH WEST REGION 

3992. Hon Adele Farina to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

(1) How many Department of Parks and Wildlife employees (frontline firefighters), by headcount and FTE, 
are employed in the departments three South West forest regions? 

(2) For each forest region in (1), how many of these employees, by headcount and FTE, are: 

(a) permanent full–time; and 

(b) seasonal? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 

The Minister for Environment has provided the following response. 

(1) Head Count: 278 

 FTE: 242.4 

(2) (a) 

  Head Count FTE 

South West Region 64 64 

Swan Region 74 74 

Warren Region 51 51 

 (b) 

  Head Count FTE 

South West Region 25 15.0 

Swan Region 28 16.8 

Warren Region 36 21.6 

ENVIRONMENT — LESCHENAULT INLET AND ESTUARY — CONSERVATION INITIATIVES 

3993. Hon Adele Farina to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to the election commitment to invest $3 million in science and conservation initiatives at the 
Leschenault Inlet and Estuary and I ask, what initiatives have been implemented to date? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 

The Minister for Environment has provided the following response. 

The proposed investment is to be implemented as part of the creation of the new headquarters development for 
the Department of Parks and Wildlife with initial works to commence in the second half of 2016. 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND WILDLIFE — BUNBURY OFFICE — ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES 

3994. Hon Adele Farina to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to the new Department of Parks and Wildlife (DPAW) office to be located on Koombana Drive in 
Bunbury, and I ask: 

(a) have the environmental studies for the been completed; 

(b) will the Minister table the studies; 

(c) if no to (b), why not; 

(d) has the Environmental Protection Authority considered and approved the proposal to build the DPAW 
office at this location; 

(e) has the concept master plan been approved by Government; 

(f) when can we expect the concept master plan to be approved by Government; 

(g) when can we expect construction of the offices to commence; 

(h) has a business case been completed for the project; and 

(i) if no to (h), when can we expect the business case to be completed? 
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Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
The Minister for Environment has provided the following response. 
(a)–(i) The environmental studies and building concepts are in the process of being finalised as part of 

a Business case for consideration of the Government. Works on the site are expected to commence in 
the second half of 2016 with office construction commencing in early 2017. 

ENVIRONMENT — PRESCRIBED BURNS — SOUTH WEST REGION 
3995. Hon Adele Farina to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
(1) In 2015, how many prescribed burns were completed by the Department of Parks and Wildlife in the 

South West electoral region? 
(2) What was the total area burnt through prescribed burns? 
(3) What is the total area in the South West region that has not been subject to a prescribed burn: 

(a) in the last 10 years; 
(b) between the last 10 and 20 years; and 
(c) for more than 20 years? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
The Minister for Environment has provided the following response. 
(1) The Department of Parks and Wildlife undertook 102 prescribed burns that were either fully or partially 

within the South West electoral region in 2015. 
(2) A total of 127,380 hectares was prescribed burnt by the department in 2015 in the South West electoral 

region. 
(3) Of the total area of 1,716,083 hectares of Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 (CALM Act) 

land in the South West electoral region: 
 (a) 929,923 hectares was not prescribed burnt in the period 2006 to the present (10 May 2016). 
 (b) 978,251 hectares was not prescribed burnt in the period between 10 and 20 years ago 

(1996–2005 calendar years). 
 (c) 439,708 hectares has not been prescribed burnt for more than 20 years. 

 VOLUNTEER FIREFIGHTERS — INJURY INSURANCE — SOUTH WEST REGION 
3998. Hon Adele Farina to the Attorney General representing the Minister for Emergency Services: 
I refer to the Minister’s answer to part three of question on notice No. 3070, dated 6 May 2015 and I ask, what is 
the current status in relation to investigations by the Government to ensure injury insurance is consistent across 
the different volunteer groups? 
Hon Michael Mischin replied: 
The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises: 
On 11 May 2016 the Minister for Emergency Services second read the Firefighters and Emergency Volunteers 
Legislation Amendment (Compensation) Bill 2016. 
This bill is designed to equalise insurance coverage for emergency services volunteers acting under the Fire and 
Emergency Services Act 1998, the Bush Fires Act 1954 or the Fire Brigades Act 1942. 

SOUTH WEST REGIONAL CHILDREN’S SERVICES PLAN — 
REGIONAL COMMUNITY CHILDCARE DEVELOPMENT FUND REPORT 

4017. Hon Adele Farina to the minister representing the Minister for Community Services: 
(1) What actions in the South West Regional Children’s Services Plan have been successfully implemented 

to date? 
(2) Will the Minister table the Regional Community Childcare Development Fund implementation report 

that was due on 31 December 2015? 
(3) If no to (2), why not? 
Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
(1) Actions successfully implemented to date: 

assessed the availability of local training courses and access to qualified relief staff to meet the 
National Quality Standard requirements;  
investigated the development of a model to provide professional resources;  
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developed information and resources to increase access across the early years sector;  

undertook an advocacy coordination role through awareness-raising of issues and factors that impact on 
South West regional service providers with relevant agencies and peak bodies in the South West;  

initiated on-the-job professional coaching and development in education and care services;  

published a summary document relating to the early years and children’s services to raise awareness of 
issues in each Local Government Area in the South West Region;  

supported networking between education and care services to develop a professional community;  

fostered stronger collaboration between education and care service providers and other professions 
through interagency and networking forums; and  

tested and refined a professional support and resource model in Nannup, Walpole, Northcliffe and 
Collie.  

(2) No. 

(3) Reports of this kind acquit the contractual obligations of the funding recipient and are not routinely 
tabled.  

CHILDCARE SERVICES — SOUTH WEST REGION 

4018. Hon Adele Farina to the minister representing the Minister for Community Services: 
(1) In 2015, how many childcare services were operating in the South West region? 

(2) Of the services in (1), how many were assessed by the Education and Care Regulatory Unit in 2015? 

(3) In relation to (1), how many childcare services in the South West: 

(a) have achieved a quality rating under the National Quality Framework; 

(b) are meeting the national quality standards; and 

(c) sought waivers under the National Quality Framework for staffing waivers? 

(4) In 2015, how many of each of the following were completed in the South West: 

(a) assessment and rating of a childcare service; 

(b) investigations of compliance issues; 

(c) monitoring activities; and 

(d) responses to requests for support and/or advice from a childcare service? 

Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
(1) As at 31 December 2015, 71 approved education and care services were operating in the South West 

Region. 

(2) By the end of 2015, 20 education and care services in the South West region had been assessed. 

(3) (a) Forty two of the services that were operating in the South West as at 31 December 2015 have 
achieved a rating to date. 

Forty of the services that were operating in the South West as at 31 December 2015 had 
achieved a rating as at 31 December 2015. 

(b) Nine of the services that were operating in the South West as at 31 December 2015 are 
currently exceeding the national quality standards. 

Twenty one of the services that were operating in the South West as at 31 December 2015 are 
currently meeting the national quality standards. 

Twelve of the services that were operating in the South West as at 31 December 2015 are 
currently working towards the national quality standards. 

(c) Eighteen staffing waivers were sought by services that were operating in the South West as 
at 31 December 2015 during 2015. Of the 18 waivers sought, 16 were approved. 

Twelve services operating in the South West as at 31 December 2015 sought staffing waivers 
during 2015. 

Some services sought more than one waiver during the year 

(4) (a) During 2015, 20 services in the South West region were assessed and rated. 
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(b) Twenty seven investigations were commenced against services that were operating in the 
South West as at 31 December 2015. 
Twenty services operating in the South West as at 31 December 2015 had investigations 
commenced against them. 
Some services had more than one investigation against them in 2015 

(c) Every approved education and care service in the South West was visited by an authorised 
officer in 2015. 

(d) Not possible to determine. Contact made by Service Providers, such as phone 
calls/emails/visits/applications, are recorded but not in a way that enables those that may have 
been for support/advice to be distinguished. 

SAL SALIS — ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT AND APPROVAL — NINGALOO COAST  
4067. Hon Robin Chapple to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to question without notice No. 151, regarding marine turtles in the Ningaloo Coast World Heritage Area, 
asked on 25 February 2016, and I ask: 
(a) given that the nearest point of the development footprint (compacted footpath) is 15 metres to the 

vegetation line, and that the nearest structure is 23 metres to the vegetation line, can the Minister please 
clarify the references points used in question without notice No. 151 when stating that this distance 
is 50 metres; 

(b) what is the distance from the nearest point of the development footprint/leased premises 
(whichever is shorter) to the highest tide mark; 

(c) what percentage of turtles in the Ningaloo Region nest landward of the highest tide mark; 
(d) what is the distance between the highest tide mark and the 50 metres boundary of allowable light 

impacts of the leased premises boundary; 
(e) given that the project’s environmental performance conditions allows light to encroach over 

a significant amount of the turtle rookery contradicting Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) 
Environmental Assessment Guidelines No. 5, Environmental Assessment Guideline for protecting 
Marine Turtles from Lighting Impacts, can the Minister please explain why this project was not referred 
to the EPA; 

(f) were the Conservation Council informed of the use of the adjoining beach by protected marine turtles 
for nesting prior to their assessment; 

(g) were the Conservation Council informed of the distance of the development footprint to the vegetation 
line (15 metres) prior to their assessment of the Sal Salis extension; 

(h) has there been contact from the Commonwealth Department of Environment to the Western Australian 
Department of Parks and Wildlife regarding the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation 
Act 1999 assessment process of Sal Salis extension; 

(i) if yes to (h), when was this contact made; 
(j) has there been any correspondence from the Ningaloo Coast World Heritage Committee regarding an 

interest in environmental assessment or impacts of the Sal Salis expansion; 
(k) if yes to (j), when was this contact made; and 
(l) does the Ningaloo Coastal Strategy support an ecolodge of this size at this site? 
Hon Donna Faragher replied: 
The Minister for Environment has provided the following response. 
(a)–(i) The Hon Robin Chapple asked a Question without Notice on Thursday, 25 February 2016 (Q151) 

regarding the environmental assessment and approvals process for the extension of Sal Salis eco-retreat 
in Cape Range National Park. 
In part of the answer to that question, the Hon member was advised that the shortest distance between 
the development and the area used for marine turtle nesting (the vast majority of turtles nest above the 
high water mark) was 50 metres, as depicted in the site plan, which was endorsed by the 
Conservation Commission of Western Australia. 
Subsequent site inspections and review by officers of the Department of Parks and Wildlife have 
revealed that the northern most tent site, site 1, was not located in accordance with the site plan, and is 
situated approximately 25 metres from the nearest turtle nesting site. Additionally, path and access 
ramps to the tent are within 15 metres of the turtle nesting site. 
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Parks and Wildlife discussed the matter with the Commonwealth Department of the Environment and 
was advised on 14 April 2016 the Department considers that the expansion of Sal Salis has not resulted 
in a contravention of the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act 1999. 

Sal Salis has agreed to relocate tent site 1, approximately 200 metres south south east of its current 
location, well away from the turtle nesting area. 

Additionally a review of the light spill from the tent sites, eco-lodge and pathways will be conducted 
with the view to obtain natural ambient light conditions beyond 50 metres from artificial light sources 
during the turtle breeding season of November to April. 

(j) Yes. 

(k) 3 February 2016. The Director for Parks and Visitor Services provided a written explanation to all 
members of the Ningaloo Coast World Heritage Area Advisory Committee on 8 April 2016 subsequent 
to meeting with the Chair. 

(l) The Ningaloo Coast Regional Strategy – Carnarvon to Exmouth states that the final location of any 
eco-lodge site within the national park will be determined in the Cape Range National Park 
management planning process. The Sal Salis eco-lodge at South Mandu is consistent with the 
Cape Range National Park Management Plan No. 65 2010. 

__________ 
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