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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust) took the chair at 1.00 pm, and read prayers. 

RECOVERY COLLEGE 
Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [1.02 pm]: I rise to inform 
members that, as part of its recovery college election commitment, the McGowan government has appointed an 
expert panel made up of members with various backgrounds in mental health, alcohol and other drug services to 
progress the development of a recovery college model for Western Australia. A Western Australian recovery 
college will complement existing mental health, alcohol and other drug support services, by delivering 
self-directed recovery and learning opportunities in a safe and welcoming environment. The model will aim to 
help an individual’s recovery through an education-based platform and by reducing stigma related to mental health, 
alcohol and other drug issues. The panel will be co-chaired by Mr Joe Calleja, the former chief executive officer 
of Richmond Wellbeing, and Ms Tandi Kuwana, a registered mental health nurse. Both have over 10 years’ 
experience working in the mental health sector. Together they will oversee the development of the recovery college 
model of service for Western Australia, in conjunction with stakeholders including the Mental Health Commission. 
I expect the expert panel and development process will drive change and fresh thinking into a new recovery college 
model of service for Western Australia. The state government is committed to providing more options to 
individuals experiencing mental health and co-occurring alcohol and other drug issues. The Mental Health 
Commission has hosted four community information sessions, with the last of those sessions occurring today. 
I table more information about recovery colleges, and that information is also available on the Mental Health 
Commission website. 

[See paper 1255.] 

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

BUILDING AND CONSTRUCTION INDUSTRY TRAINING FUND 
Amendment to Motion 

Resumed from 28 March on the following motion moved by Hon Martin Aldridge — 

That this house — 

(a) notes that the introduction of the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund has 
supported the training and employment of more than 48 000 apprentices and trainees and has 
helped over 340 000 industry workers to upgrade their skills; 

(b) notes the “Review of the Operation and Effectiveness of the Building and Construction Industry 
Training Fund and Levy Collection Act 1990” of June 2014 that recommended the amendment 
to regulations to withdraw the current exemption from the payment of the levy applying to 
engineering construction projects in the resources industry; 

(c) supports the amendment of regulation 3AA of the Building and Construction Industry Training 
Fund and Levy Collection Regulations 1991, therefore requiring construction projects in the 
mining and petroleum industry to contribute to the training and skills development in the 
building and construction industry; and 

(d) calls on the government to immediately amend the regulation to support local job creation and 
skills development across the building and construction industry. 

to which the following amendment was moved by Hon Donna Faragher — 

To delete paragraphs (c) and (d) and substitute — 

and that — 

(c) a select committee is to be established to consider and report on — 

(i) whether the exemption from the definition of construction work and connected 
work granted by regulation 3AA of the Building and Construction Industry 
Training Fund and Levy Collection Regulations 1991 should continue, or be 
removed in whole or in part; 
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(ii) the financial and other consequences arising from the status quo and any 
alteration to the current exemption; 

(iii) whether any new laws need to be enacted as a consequence of any alteration 
to the current exemption; and 

(iv) any other related matter; and 

(d) the select committee shall consist of five members; and 

(e) the select committee is to report by no later than 12 months after the committee has 
been established. 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [1.08 pm]: I stand up to 
enthusiastically support the amendment proposed by Hon Donna Faragher. I understand that there is not much 
appetite for this amendment, which is a bit disappointing, but I have been around this place long enough to know 
what the numbers are. Having said that, ye of little faith do not appreciate my persuasive debating skills. I am sure 
that after I have finished, I will be able to convince those sitting on the fence that this motion needs to be referred 
to a committee for assessment. 

Hon Colin Holt: That is what the debate is for. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: Absolutely, mate, absolutely. 

I am mindful of the fact that this debate is constrained by the necessity for me to speak to the amendment, and 
I have no intention of spending too much time on the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund itself. 
Suffice it to say that I was the training minister for almost five years. It was a wonderful role, and I am very mindful 
of the significant role that the BCITF plays. It is a tremendous organisation for stimulating and promoting the 
building construction industry through grants to trainees and apprentices. Ian Hill was the chair when I was 
minister, and he still is. He is a very good leader and does a great job there. One of the biggest issues that has 
always existed around the BCITF levy has been whether the resources sector should pay it. I think the levy is 
0.2 per cent of construction cost from around $20 000, unless it has changed. It provides support for trainees 
et cetera, particularly on construction projects. That is the important part; it is for the construction industry. One 
of the big issues has always been who should pay the levy. I think the construction industry is very supportive of 
the BCITF because it stimulates employment in the training and apprenticeship area. That is vital in areas where 
there has been an economic downturn. 

An issue for the construction industry has always been whether the resources sector should contribute to the levy. 
During all my years as Minister for Education and Training it was a vexed issue. I heard very, very succinct but 
compelling arguments from both sides of the ledger. It was very difficult. It is always important for ministers to 
listen to try to ascertain the best outcome. I have to be honest, as training minister I always edged towards the 
construction industry. I felt its point was valid—this is why I feel this needs to go to a committee—in that in a lot 
of instances when the construction industry pays the levy it goes towards the training of apprentices and trainees, 
and as soon as they qualify off they go to the resources sector and get the big bucks in the north of the state. That 
was the argument. I am not prosecuting an argument for or against; I am giving the argument the construction 
industry has used ad infinitum. The information provided to me was quite compelling. A committee would be 
perfectly placed—from an impartial perspective, putting all politics aside—to decide whether that argument is 
sufficient. It could determine whether the arguments put forward by the building and construction industry are valid. 

Madam President, I am sure you are well aware that the most expensive time of an apprentice’s training is in the 
first year or two, so the construction industry needs support in that area. More often than not, particularly when 
there is a booming economy, after 12 months apprentices will decide it is much easier to go up north and drive 
a Haulpak for up to $100 000 than to be on the menial wage they get in the first year or two of their apprenticeship. 

The construction industry has some valid arguments. It feels it invests all this money into trainees and apprentices, 
although supported by the BCTIF and other grants and subsidies from various government avenues. 
Fundamentally, the construction industry is saying it is doing all the hard yards. The construction industry used to 
tell me that. I am sure it tells the current minister. I am sure it has told successive ministers because it has been 
such a vexed issue. Having said that, we have to ask whether that is fair. It is hard for ministers to take a totally 
impartial view, and whether we have all the facts and figures is debatable. A parliamentary committee with a broad 
cross-section of this chamber could come in with, ideally, open minds on this. It would be able to exactly ascertain 
the costs of first-year apprentices and trainees on projects and construction. It could ascertain firstly whether the 
levy was appropriate, and secondly whether the resources sector should contribute. That is one side of the ledger. 

I have honestly said that my sympathies have always tended to be on the construction industry’s side of the 
ledger—that the resources sector needs to contribute to the levy. On the other side of the ledger is something 
a committee could forensically investigate—that is, whether the resources sector arguments were equally as valid. 
I have some sympathies for that as well. Personally, and as a former minister, I have some very strong sympathies 
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for the resources sector around what it already contributes to the economy in royalties and taxes, but also what it 
contributes to the training sector. I spent a fair bit time as minister over almost nine years going to the north of the 
state. I know for a fact that companies like Rio Tinto and BHP have very, very good training packages, particularly 
for Indigenous youth. I remember a wonderful training program up in Karratha with Rio that I went and visited at 
one stage, and the benefits were for those young kids were phenomenal. That is another argument that the Rios, 
BHPs and all the resources sector prosecute. They say they do an enormous amount in promoting apprenticeships 
and traineeships. That training has specialist requirements that are unique to resources sector workers. That is 
a quite compelling argument. I have also listened to that argument. Honestly, it would be almost bordering on 
frustration because I could see both sides of the story and very valid arguments. It would take a very brave person 
to say in this chamber that there are not attributes to both arguments. There are definitely reasons for and against 
the resources sector paying the levy. I have said that a minister in isolation, quite frankly—no disrespect to the 
current minister or those who preceded or came after me—really does not have the same, dare I say, resources and 
opportunities of a parliamentary committee to look at it from an impartial perspective. The committee could have 
representatives from both sectors coming in to prosecute their argument and give the reasons. Then we would 
really, really know. We would not be given some embellished figures or facts from either side, we would actually 
get the real facts and figures in terms of the construction industry, the costs of the construction industry for trainees 
and apprentices, and the cost to the construction industry of apprentices and trainees who left the industry 
immediately upon qualification. Equally, the committee could be told by the resources sector how much it already 
contributes to trainees and apprentices across the board. 
The only way that can really be done, with all due respect, is through a parliamentary committee. A parliamentary 
committee would have the opportunity to call witnesses from all over the state—from unions, employer groups, 
the resources sector, construction industry, representative groups, the Housing Industry Association, the 
Master Builders Association and all across the board; all the groups I used to listen to. I am sure the current 
minister listens to those groups constantly and relentlessly. 
I understand there has been a bit of movement in this space, and the resources sector is not as intransigent as it had 
been on this issue. It is willing to compromise somewhat on this issue and to play ball, for want of a better term. 
I do not mean that in a patronising sense towards the resources sector; I am saying it has gone past the point of 
saying it is resolutely opposed to it. It is now talking to the government, and I understand that the government is 
about to make a decision on this issue. Having said that, that is not a reason to not send this to a committee. If there 
is one issue that should go to a committee—it does not hold the same emotive elements that some of the other issues 
have—it is this one. Yes, we can feel strongly. I know that Hon Robin Scott has some views on this and I have had 
some discussions with him, but I will allow him to make some comments if he feels free. I certainly will not speak 
for him. Some members of this chamber have some very strong views on this issue. I am not resolute. I have always 
been edged towards the construction industry. I have always felt its arguments have been more compelling than 
those of the resources sector. Because there were such strident views one way or another with the resources sector 
and the construction industry, that is why fundamentally we did not make that move. I am sure he would not mind 
me saying this: we also had in our government at the time Hon Norman Moore, who is a very strong advocate for 
the resources sector and was very strongly opposed to the levy being imposed on the resources sector. 
We have a unique opportunity on behalf of this chamber to deal with this issue the way it should be dealt with—
through a parliamentary committee that can forensically assess this issue. The political emotion that exists will be 
taken from it. We can actually look at the issue for what it is. We can look at the real, hard facts, not just those that 
are presented to us from either side, which really do have a conflict of interest. We can look at it and then say as 
a committee, as a broad cross-section of views from this house, “Yes, the views are quite valid. We feel that the 
recommendation will be to include the levy onto the resources sector” or, alternatively, to retain the status quo. 
I will leave my comments there, suffice to say that I am strongly supportive of the Building and Construction 
Industry Training Fund. The levy itself serves a very real constructive purpose. I think what it does with the 
building and construction industry is very positive, particularly for start-ups or those projects that are struggling, 
particularly during times of economic downturn. I am also mindful of the resources sector and its contribution to 
the training and apprenticeship sector. Having said that, this motion should most definitely be sent to a committee. 
I support the amendment moved by Hon Donna Faragher. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [1.22 pm]: I rise to say that I do not support the referral to a committee. If 
a committee were to be set up, it should look more into whether we in fact need a levy. As I alluded to in my 
substantive speech, it increases the cost of doing business in Western Australia. I do not know that it creates any 
further jobs. At the end of the day, business activity is what drives jobs. If there is business and employment, those 
businesses as a rule will train their staff as required. 
Notwithstanding that, the act itself provides for a statutory review every five years—the last one being in 2014. 
By my calculation, we are due for another one next year. The 2014 report recommended consultation with the 
resources sector. I am unaware of any consultation that has taken place with the resources sector. As 
Hon Peter Collier alluded to, sniffing the breeze, I think there could be some quite fruitful discussions with the 
resources sector if the government were to enter into those negotiations. 
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I feel that we would probably be doubling up by having a select committee set up for this levy. Other options are 
available for the government to enter into discussions with the resources sector. As I say, they may prove fruitful. 
I will not be supporting the amendment. 

HON ROBIN SCOTT (Mining and Pastoral) [1.23 pm]: I would like to comment that I am very much against 
any committee being formed to discuss this. As I said earlier, the Construction Training Fund is supposed to 
support and employ 48 000 apprentices and trainees. That is all it does. It does not train 48 000 apprentices. The 
training of apprentices in the building and construction industry is very, very poor. Hon Peter Collier mentioned 
that first and second-year apprentices are the most expensive for employers. That is not true. I will again focus on 
the electrical industry. After three months of working with a tradesman wiring up the same project over and over, 
first and second-year electrical apprentices then wire homes on their own or with another apprentice. The employer 
gets the full price for wiring a house, but instead of using a tradesman, they use an apprentice. 

I am all for training. The mining industry is very, very particular about training. Apprentices in the mining industry 
are exposed to everything electrical, whereas in the building industry they are not. Once some apprentices have 
finished their time, they try to get jobs on mine sites, saying that they have instrumentation tickets—which they 
got through the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund—but when they are asked to look at an 
instrument to find out why it is not working, they have not got a clue. It is similar to a driver’s licence. The majority 
of people do not know what goes on underneath the bonnet. That is exactly how it is with the training that these 
apprentices get. They get the theoretical side of it but they do not get the exposure. They do not get the comfort 
and the encouragement from a tradesman to understand exactly what is going on. 

Hon Alison Xamon said she understands that when electricians from the construction industry move to a mine site, 
they have to be trained up to work on higher voltages. She has obviously missed the point completely because 
240 volts will kill just as quickly as 22 000 volts. It is getting the exposure and being shown the fundamentals of 
electricity—it can be controlling, it can be refrigeration, it can be high voltage, it can be motor control PLC and 
all those sorts of things. None of that happens in the construction industry. In the construction industry, people are 
either pulling in wires or building a cable ladder. 

I would love to think that the construction industry could expose apprentices to everything that is required for the 
electrical industry. They may do good jobs with carpentry and perhaps plumbing, but the higher-type trades in the 
construction industry fall very, very short. I would love to think that every apprentice was exposed to everything, 
but that is not happening. This is why I ask members to reject this amendment to form a committee. 

Amendment put and negatived. 

Motion Resumed 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [1.27 pm]: I am pleased to rise to speak on 
this issue. As I indicated in my contribution to the amendment that was just dealt with, this is an interesting time 
to be debating this because the issue is live; that is, it is under active consideration by the government. The 
Building and Construction Industry Training Fund, as we heard from the mover of the motion and from the other 
speakers who have spoken since, is highly regarded. It is a very successful organisation. It is one of my favourite 
agencies because it does not ask for money! It brings its own money, so it is one of my favourite agencies. It plays 
a critical role in the training sector and, indeed, in the economy more broadly because of the key role that 
construction plays in our state. I note that there is a representative from the Housing Industry Association listening 
in the public gallery today. I welcome him to the Parliament. The HIA is a big supporter of the fund. The fund is 
chaired by Ian Hill, who is well known to many people here, and the executive director is Alan Jackson. Between 
them, they do a fantastic job, bringing people together to work on the objective of improving training opportunities 
and therefore building the future of the construction industry in WA.  

I think Hon Donna Faragher mentioned in her contribution that one of the outstanding things that has been 
developed over the last couple of years is the Construction Futures Centre, which is a centre in Belmont set up for 
excursions for not just young people, but predominantly school students and young people considering a future in 
construction. It is, as has been described, the Scitech of the construction industry. There are all sorts of movable 
parts and virtual reality gear that people can use to operate all sorts of machinery and get a sense of what they 
would be doing if they were working in the construction industry. I congratulate everybody involved in getting 
that in place. 

A critical and important element of the fund is its history, and Hon Martin Aldridge set that out for us quite well. 
It is important to note that this was not a government idea. It was not a government policy imposed on industry; it 
literally came out of industry working closely with the union movement to solve a problem. It was not an initiative 
imposed by government. In the late 1980s, when industry and unions were talking to each other about how they 
might better address skills shortages, this proposal came around. It was based in part on what had happened in 
Western Europe, in Germany in particular, when industry worked closely with the labour movement to put together 
a partnership around setting up training for the future. It is a collaborative project, and I think that is why it is so 
successful and widely supported. At the time the fund was introduced, it set a precedent for the nation; there was 
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nothing else like it back then. It is still driven by industry and unions working together. By providing a continuous 
source of funding for training in building and construction, the fund continues to contribute to improving 
productivity and stability in the industry, and allows industry to plan for the future and know where it needs to 
focus to ensure that it can meet skills and labour market demands. Currently, the fund offers employers wage 
subsidies of $10 000 per apprentice to help meet the costs of employing an apprentice, but that can go as high as 
$19 000 depending on the particular criteria the apprentice falls within. The fund supports employers of apprentice 
bricklayers, electrical mechanics, carpenters, joiners, plasterers, plumbers, painters and decorators, wall and 
ceiling fixers, and wall and floor tilers. About 12 to 15 traineeships in civil construction are also supported. In 
2013–14, for the first time, the board endorsed providing funding for the delivery of pre-apprenticeship programs 
in schools through the Vocational Education and Training in Schools program to encourage young people to think 
about construction as an important career opportunity. 
Whichever way we look at it, the work done in the first place to set up the fund has been highly successful. Today 
the fund is highly successful. As mentioned, there has been a debate for a long time about the extent to which the 
resources industry contributes, particularly around the issue of engineering construction. There is no question that 
the resources industry does its own training and that it contributes to training. The issue is around the extent to 
which it contributes to formal, portable, recognised qualifications. In that engineering construction area of work, 
I think there is an opportunity to look beyond the contribution that industry has made to date. 
I want to talk about a great example of the resources industry working closely with training and government in 
recent times. When we were elected to government, as training minister, I had a series of meetings with all the 
major employers, medium and large, in the resources industry about training matters. I had some really good 
conversations, particularly with the bigger employers, about the nature of our geography and how the size of the 
resources industry in Western Australia has meant that industry has had to innovate. Industry had to come up with 
its own set of bespoke, if you like, training packages for staff because there is a big desert on one side and a big 
ocean on the other. If the resources industry wants to build its own workforce and use local workers as well, it 
needs to invest in training, and it does. I told employers that there seems to be a gap in the training market in the 
provision of a core set of skills around automation. Each of those big companies uses automation to a greater or 
lesser extent and they have all developed a particular set of skills that they require. But for a young person looking 
for a job in that area—members can visit any school and they will find that the most engaged part of that school is 
the robotics class—or qualifications in automation or robotics, not one core set of skills is available through 
a training provider that they could present to a prospective employer and say, “Here is a set of qualifications that 
I already hold in a core set of skills that you require. You should offer me a job and you can add your bits to the 
top.” I raised the issue with each of the companies that I met with. I said that I thought work needed to be done 
between TAFE and some of the industry players to get in place a portable—that is, it can be taken from job to 
job—recognised, high-quality training qualification in automation. Each company could then employ that person 
and, if needed, they could top up that skill base with their own bespoke, specific company requirements. But it 
would be an entry level qualification. I am pleased to say that Rio Tinto came to the table pretty quickly with 
$2 million and is now working in partnership with South Metropolitan TAFE on that core set of skills. 
In addition, Rio Tinto contacted all the other major players in the resources industry and just last week at Scitech 
we announced an industry collaboration. The other significant players in the resources industry are interested in 
being part of that work and extending those skill sets into schools. We will look at developing, very early on, 
vocational training in automation skills. Last week, we announced an industry collaboration and the establishment 
of a board to be chaired by Jim Walker, chair of the WA State Training Board. As some people would know, he 
is ex-WesTrac. That will bring together all the major players in the resources industry. The Chamber of Minerals 
and Energy will be deputy chair of that collaboration. I think there is really exciting work to be done there. 
The consideration of getting the resources industry to contribute to this fund is not based on the proposition that 
the resources industry does not contribute to training—of course it does. It is about recognising that for that 
particular bit of the industry’s work around engineering construction in particular, it currently does not contribute 
to formal qualifications, and when the economy is at its peak, it takes the best workers out of the construction 
industry, which the civil construction industry has paid and committed its training dollars to, and those people do 
not come back once they have gone to the resources industry. I think it is an equity issue and recognising that an 
element of the resources industry’s work requires formal qualifications and apprenticeships, and currently the 
industry is not pulling as much weight as it could in that area. Getting the resources industry to contribute to the 
training fund for that kind of work is worthy of serious consideration. That is why I welcome today’s motion. It is 
under active consideration because it is important to recognise that everybody should pull their weight. The 
conversations, discussions and negotiations that I have had to date have been really positive and I am really hopeful 
that we will get an agreed outcome in the not too distant future. 
The other point that needs to be made is that this is a really difficult time for training. I want to put two elements 
on the record. I say this at each of the awards events that I attend. I know that there will be people in the 
construction industry who will follow this debate. I do not know whether enough of them are as geeky as some to 
come and watch the debate live. There might be people watching it on their computers, I do not know—you might 
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be the only geek, mate—but I know that they will follow the debate in Hansard. They will have heard me say this 
before. We need to recognise that in the last couple of years in particular, when the economy has been really tight, 
those companies in the construction industry that have continued to invest in training need to be recognised for the 
contribution they have made to our economy. One of the easiest things to do when the economy is not going well 
and the books are not looking good is to ditch the commitment to invest in training. On behalf of the government, 
I place on the record my appreciation for the contribution of those companies that have continued to invest in 
training over what has been a very difficult time for the construction industry. The two things that are easy to walk 
away from are marketing and training. One will diminish business in the short term, and if companies walk away 
from training, they will diminish their business in the long term because they are not ensuring they have the skill set 
they need in the future by bringing new blood into their industry. I commend companies like the Housing Industry 
Association, for example, the membership of which has continued to contribute to training in that field. 
The other point I want to make about why this is an interesting time for the training sector is what is happening 
federally. Last year the federal government announced in its budget that it would not renew the existing format of 
national partnerships for training, but that it would replace those with a new scheme called Skilling Australia. 
Skilling Australia was to be funded through a levy system introduced via legislation on foreign workers. It was to 
fund apprenticeships, pre-apprenticeships and traineeships only. The difference between the new system and the 
system that was in the national partnership prior to that was that the commonwealth was walking away from the 
component of funds it would provide to the state for general training. The sections of the labour market that need 
skilled workers but do not necessarily rely on an apprenticeship, a pre-apprenticeship or a traineeship are the areas 
where in the economy the labour market is growing; namely, in disability, health, aged care, hospitality and 
tourism. However, there is not necessarily a whole suite of qualifications in those areas around apprenticeships, 
pre-apprenticeships and traineeships. The federal government has walked away from funding general training. 
That is a structural shift. I am not sure whether the federal government understands the consequences of that 
decision, but every state is having to grapple with a black hole in their training commitment because the feds have 
walked away from funding general training. That is a really serious issue. It is even more serious in a state like 
Western Australia where for the feds to walk away from funding general training at a time when we have the worst 
set of books since the Second World War means that we really have to scrabble hard to find ways to continue to 
prop up general training because we know that that is what our economy needs. 
Of course, we need the range of qualifications for which apprenticeships, pre-apprenticeships and traineeships will 
continue to exist, like the construction and manufacturing industries and others, but we desperately need to build 
our workforce in those other areas of the economy. The fact that the federal government has walked away from 
that $54 million commitment—the difference between what it funded in 2016–17 and 2017–18—is dependent on 
a piece of legislation that it said would be through by January this year. It is not; it is due to be debated in the 
Senate in, I think, May. The negotiations with the federal government on this have been really difficult. It started 
by saying, “Come to us with a project—any project. We will think about any project. Put up any project and we 
will fund it, because we want to spend money on this.” This was before it had any money. It still does not have 
any money because the legislation to pay for it has not passed the Senate. States like Western Australia dutifully 
put together proposals to be considered, but then it was like an episode of Utopia. What was the program before 
Utopia, done by the same group of people and set in Canberra? 
The PRESIDENT: That would be The Hollowmen. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you, Madam President, for your interjection. It was like an episode of The Hollowmen 
and Utopia combined because I think someone had a great idea, but they did not think about the consequences or 
about how they would make the projects work. Every proposal that has been put up by Western Australia has been 
rejected. When we ask what the goalposts are and what kinds of projects the federal government will fund so that 
we can develop projects to match them, we are told, “No, that is not up to us to tell you; it is up to you to keep 
coming to us with requests for projects.” It is really, really frustrating. I know I am not the only minister for training 
in Australia who feels that way; every single jurisdiction is as frustrated. We have had to take measures, like some 
of those we have already announced for payroll tax and others to find ways to fund training. That is hanging over 
us, so any opportunity we have to ensure that we can increase the pool of funds that is available in 
Western Australia for training will be looked at very closely. The feds have done a seismic shift in what they will 
fund and every state has had to grapple with how we come to terms with that. Giving consideration to making sure 
that the full scope of construction work is contributed to by every sector that undertakes that full scope of 
construction work is an important part of those considerations. 
I welcome the motion moved by Hon Martin Aldridge because, as I said, for a range of reasons—those that have 
existed historically and the new situation we find ourselves in—this is an important matter to be considered by 
government right now, and it is being considered by government right now. I would like to support the motion, 
but I would like to amend it, to have the effect that we note the changes made in the funding agreements. Paragraph 
(c), which will become new paragraph (d), currently states “supports the amendment”. I propose it states 
“supports in principle”, and the motion be renumbered accordingly. The effect of my amendment is basically to 
recognise what is happening at a commonwealth level, but also to ask this house to support in principle the 
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amendment because this is a matter under live consideration. People have raised some of the matters that need to 
be taken into account. I am very comfortable with a motion that states that in principle we support amending the 
regulation. What I do not want to do is commit to a decision that has not been made yet and that is still under active 
consideration. I am pleased that I was able to have discussions behind the Chair with the mover of the motion. 
I think there is agreement from him to my amendment. 
I am pleased to support the substantive motion, with the amendment that I will move in a minute. I reiterate the 
points that I have made already. This fund has done outstanding work and it is to be congratulated, and all those 
who have contributed to it are to be congratulated. It is an appropriate time, before the next peak in our economy 
comes, to ensure that everybody who uses the broadest scope of construction industry skills contributes to that 
fund. It is an appropriate time to do that.  

Amendment to Motion 
Hon SUE ELLERY — without notice: I move — 

That the motion be amended as follows — 
(1) To insert after paragraph (b) — 

(c) notes the changes to the commonwealth funding agreements for funding 
training places which have resulted in $54 million less for Western Australia 
in 2017–18, compared to 2016–17; 

(2) To insert into paragraph (c) after “supports” — 
in-principle 

(3) In paragraph (d) delete “immediately” 
The PRESIDENT: Members, the Leader of the House has moved the amendment standing in her name. I flag 
that there are three parts to this amendment; therefore, members will be able to speak to the whole amendment. 
However, when we put the amendment to a vote, because two parts of the amendment deal with inserting words 
and one part deals with deleting words, I will put each component separately. The question is that the amendment 
be agreed to. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [1.50 pm]: I confirm the view put by the Leader of the House that 
the words of the amendment moved by the Leader of the House have been agreed to by me and the National Party 
behind the Chair. The amendment is reasonable and it reflects—to use the words of the Leader of the House—the 
active consideration that the government is giving to this matter, which we have known about for some months. 
I do not believe the substantive motion is overly prescriptive, and nor will be the motion as amended if that is 
accepted by the house. However, I hope the amendment will provide an opportunity for the majority of members 
of this house to support the motion, in light of the government’s position that this issue is under active 
consideration. I refer members to what will become new paragraphs (d) and (e) of the motion. They contain the 
words “supports the amendment of regulation” and “calls on the government to amend the regulation”. In my view, 
that will give the government sufficient flexibility to do a range of things, not the least of which is decide what the 
landing point on this matter should be. It will also enable the government to consult. I understand that consultation 
is active and has been ongoing for some time, and that will give the government the opportunity to fully understand 
all the industry positions that are involved. 
If the majority of members of this house support this amendment to the motion, and also the motion as amended, it 
would give the government confidence in dealing with the members of this chamber, who represent no less than seven 
parties, in any decision it might make in the future. Obviously, amendments to regulations, or any new regulations, 
would be subject to disallowance by either house of the Parliament, as has occurred on previous occasions in this 
term and in probably every term of the Parliament. That would send a policy signal to the government that would 
give it some confidence in making a decision that the principle of extending the Construction Training Fund levy 
more broadly across the building and construction sector is supported by this place. With those few words, the 
National Party will be supporting the amendment as put by the Leader of the House. 
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [1.53 pm]: I also do not intend to speak for long on the 
amendment moved by the Leader of the House, except to say that it is clear from the minister’s contribution to the 
debate on this motion, and from the discussions I have had with all the respective industries that have an interest 
in this fund, that the government is engaging in active discussion on the removal of the exemption, whether that 
be in part or in full. As I stated in my contribution to the substantive motion, the opposition still takes the view 
that there are different perspectives on this issue. However, we also appreciate that there is merit in considering 
this issue more fully. The opposition took the view that in order for this matter to be considered more fully, it 
should be referred to a parliamentary committee. However, I accept that the house has voted on that and did not 
take that position. It is clear that this matter is being actively considered. We simply request that the government 
consults properly and appropriately, not just with the resources sector but with the construction industry, and also 
with the Housing Industry Association of Western Australia, some members of which are in the gallery this 
afternoon, to ensure that any unintended consequences are appropriately considered and dealt with. Any change 
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to the exemption will affect not only the resources industry, but also the construction industry. In the long term, 
the government may change the way in which the fund is operated, and maybe also how it is administered. Those 
matters should be properly canvassed and considered and should not be rushed. Either way, we recognise that this 
issue is being actively considered by the government, and it is the purview of the government to do that. 
Notwithstanding what the minister has said about the federal government, I am not sure whether the amendment 
to paragraph (c) is needed, because this motion is very specific to the fund. I just make that point, and that is an 
argument that could be had at another time. 
We support the amendment moved by the Leader of the House, because, as Hon Martin Aldridge indicated, it will 
provide flexibility for the minister and the government to consider this issue. We simply ask that it is looked at 
carefully and thoughtfully. We will be very interested to see the final make-up. We need to consider a range of 
options. We know that the resources industry does not support the wholesale removal of the exemption but is 
prepared to look at modifications. Ultimately, that will be through discussion and negotiation with the minister. 
The minister has not at all times shown a great record on consultation in her portfolio. 
Hon Sue Ellery: You’re nasty! 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is true, minister. The minister knows that. She does not have a strong track record. 
But let us see whether in this instance the minister can demonstrate good consultation and reach an outcome that 
is supported by all the industry groups that have an interest in this matter. 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [1.58 pm]: I rise on behalf of the Greens to indicate that the 
Greens will also be supporting this amendment. It is important that the debate on this motion includes what has 
happened with the federal government funding, because that is part of the overall context of the strain that our 
training system has come under. It is important that we in this chamber continue to draw attention to this issue, 
because it is a very serious matter. 
I am also pleased that the proposed amendment to the motion will provide a degree of flexibility in how the 
negotiations with the resources industry will proceed. It is pleasing to hear that those negotiations have progressed. 
I note that at the time this motion was put on the notice paper by Hon Martin Aldridge, those of us who are not in 
government did not have knowledge of the government’s intention around the future of the Building and Construction 
Industry Training Fund and whether progress would be made to include the resources industry as a contributor to 
this very important fund. I share the views expressed by the minister with regard to ensuring that the resources 
industry starts to contribute a bit more of its fair share, because it has been a net beneficiary of the training paid 
for by so many other areas within the construction sector. That is very important. 
Nevertheless this has, on the whole, been a really useful debate. It is a really important issue and this motion has 
turned out to be quite timely, unlike many other motions on notice that we end up debating in this place. There is 
a benefit, in this instance, of having the debate come on so long after the motion was put on the agenda because 
we are able to note that there has been progress made by the government in this area. I will be very keen to continue 
to hear regular updates on the progress of the negotiations and what the outcome is likely to be. I share the concerns 
raised about the consultation and hope that it will be effective and comprehensive and that all parties that should 
be consulted on this matter are consulted. Even if they do not end up with the outcomes they might prefer, I hope 
they at least feel as though they have had a fair hearing and that their concerns have been duly considered. 
This is an important amendment that probably helps to round out what was already a good motion in the first place 
and to reflect where events have landed since the motion was first put on the notice paper. 
HON ROBIN SCOTT (Mining and Pastoral) [2.01 pm]: I have been a member of this house for more than 
10 months now, and for the first eight months I listened to all the wonderful speeches; everybody sounded so 
intelligent and like they really knew what they were talking about, and I thought, “I’m never, ever going to be as 
good as them.” Then along came this motion on the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund, the one 
thing I know about. I have been in this industry for more than three decades. I started my apprenticeship in 1970, 
earning $12 a week. I know exactly what goes on in the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and 
I am not against it, but I am certainly against asking the resources industry to contribute to it. 
The Leader of the House said that she really likes the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund because 
it does not ask her for money. It does not need to ask her for money; if she were to go to its offices and open the 
cupboards and drawers, they would be stuffed with hundred-dollar bills. It is making a lot of money from a lot of 
companies. On behalf of the crossbench, we will oppose all amendments and the motion. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, I am now going to put separately each part of the amendment moved by the Leader of 
the House. The Leader of the House has moved to amend the motion moved by Hon Martin Aldridge as follows — 

(1) To insert after paragraph (b) — 
(c) notes the changes to the commonwealth funding agreements for funding training places 

which have resulted in $54 million less for Western Australia in 2017–18, compared to 
2016–17; 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 
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The PRESIDENT: The next part of the amendment moved by the Leader of the House is — 

(2) To insert into paragraph (c) after “supports” — 

in-principle 

Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 

The PRESIDENT: The third part of the amendment moved by the Leader of the House is — 

(3) In paragraph (d) delete “immediately” 

Amendment (deletion of words) put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
The PRESIDENT: Finally, members, the question is that the motion, as amended, be agreed to. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.04 pm]: Sorry, Madam President. If any 
member wants to speak to the substantive motion, now is their opportunity. 

The PRESIDENT: Thank you; sorry, I was jumping the gun there. There may have been people who wanted to 
come back to speak to the main motion who might have missed the opportunity earlier. The question is that the 
motion, as amended, be agreed to. 

HON MATTHEW SWINBOURN (East Metropolitan) [2.04 pm]: I am pleased to have the opportunity to speak 
to the amended motion and to thank Hon Martin Pritchard for bringing forward the substantive motion. Sorry, my 
mistake; Hon Martin Aldridge. He is one of the Martins in this house! 

Hon Robin Scott has indicated his connection to the construction industry. I cannot attest to being either as old or 
as well connected to the industry in terms of time as he is, but I have a long connection with the industry as well. 
My father is a trade-qualified carpenter who ran a construction business for many, many years in Perth and the 
south west. I also worked for the Construction, Forestry, Mining and Energy Union for almost a decade, 
representing the trade-qualified construction workers that Hon Robin Scott has been very eager to demean, defame 
and talk down in respect of their skills — 

Hon Robin Scott interjected. 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Well, it came across that way, honourable member, and I think it is really 
disappointing to cast such a slur across so many trade-qualified people in this state and say that they were not good 
enough — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon Robin Scott interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, member! I am speaking. When I speak, you do not. There is one member on his feet. 
You are not able to interject. You have had an opportunity to speak. This member has sought the call and he is on 
his feet. Allow him to make his contribution in silence, please. 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The union I represented for many years — 

Point of Order 
Hon COLIN TINCKNELL: Madam President, he was misrepresenting what our member said. 

The PRESIDENT: No, Hon Colin Tincknell. There is no point of order. Hon Matthew Swinbourn was on his 
feet, delivering his speech. Another member made an unruly interjection. I called that member to order and that is 
the end of it. I have asked him to sit and listen quietly while the member who has been given the call has the 
opportunity to speak. There is no point of order; please take your seat. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The union I worked for represented the occupations of carpenters, bricklayers, 
crane operators, engine drivers, painters, plasterers, glaziers, tilers, riggers, scaffolders and, of course, builders’ 
labourers. Although it did not represent electricians, I certainly have had my fair share of contact with electricians, 
and members of my family have been trained as electricians in both the mining and construction industries. I would 
also like to acknowledge the presence in the gallery today of a representative from the Housing Industry 
Association, an organisation that heavily supports the training of construction workers in the construction industry. 
I am also proud to say that the CFMEU was part of the collaborative push with industry in the 1980s to establish 
the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund. It continues to support the fund and its objectives. 

I have had the privilege of attending the Construction Training Fund’s Construction Futures Centre in Belmont, 
which is part of my electorate. It was formally opened in December last year. For those members who have not 
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had an opportunity to visit the Construction Futures Centre, I strongly encourage them to take up that opportunity; 
I am sure it could be facilitated through the minister’s office. There is some great material there, including a virtual 
reality crane. People put VR goggles on and get an idea of what it is like to work in a tower crane, 25 to 30 metres 
in the air. By all accounts, it is actually a bit scary for some because it creates a feeling of vertigo, so it weeds out 
those who might not be genuinely interested in being a crane operator! 

The Construction Training Fund, through its training centre and other initiatives, which include providing rebates 
to employers who contribute to the fund for the purposes of training, has many innovative ways of delivering value 
to the industry and the community through the resources it collects. In my view, the act remains a forward-thinking 
piece of legislation, and the small proportion of 0.2 per cent of the value of a construction project remains a small 
but significant contribution towards the training of future construction workers. The act is the product of 
a collaborative approach during the 1980s in the construction industry, which included the employers in the 
industry, the unions and the government of the day. In its initiation, it was explicitly stated that the fund would be 
used to improve the quality of training and increase the number of skilled persons in the building and construction 
industry. It was accepted that the growth of our economy continued to be tied to the success of the construction 
industry, and thus a sufficiently trained workforce is paramount. The agreed levy rate was 0.2 per cent, which 
remains the current rate, and is comparable to other levies payable across the commonwealth. 

This brings me to the point about levies paid in other jurisdictions, and the exemptions that might exist in those 
jurisdictions. I note that in Tasmania, where the levy rate is 0.2 per cent, with a floor of $20 000, there are no 
resources-specific exemptions. Tasmania is obviously not a resources state on the scale of Western Australia, but 
its levy still collects a significant amount of money. In 2017, it collected over $3.3 million. In Western Australia 
we have a levy rate of 0.2 per cent with a $25 000 floor, with a number of exemptions, including, effectively, the 
oil and gas and mining sectors. Queensland also has a levy, and its levy for the resources sector is 0.1 per cent. 
The levy does not exclude the resources sector, and Queensland, although not at the same volume as 
Western Australia, is a significant resources and oil and gas producing state. In that state the resources industries 
contribute to the training levy. The ACT also has a training levy, but I am not sure whether it has any mining and 
resources industry. The levy in other states includes mining and oil and gas projects, which are construction 
projects, quite importantly. 

The fund contribution is entirely appropriate and reasonable. It is for the benefit of the Western Australian 
community, specifically those engaged in the construction industry. Most of us during our lives, whether we have 
family connected to the industry, or we build a house, or we are part of a business that builds, will have some 
contact with the construction industry. If I recall correctly, it employs about 10 per cent of our workforce, so it is 
a significant part of the Western Australian economy. The value of training and vocational education is beneficial 
not just for the worker and employer but also for the state at large. The worker gains ability, understanding and 
capacity for a broader range of tasks, and the industry gains from having a better trained pool of workers. 

The economic powerhouses of our mining and oil and gas sectors have been prolific contributors to the growth of 
our state, and that is to be acknowledged. They are positive contributors to the state of Western Australia, and this 
is not an exercise in beating up the mining and oil and gas industries. However, they have evaded contributing to 
the levy since the Court Liberal government exempted them from the reach of the act in the 1990s. It is to be 
remembered that those industries were originally included in the scope of the levy. The exemption is not there on 
the basis of economic merit. It is in place through mere historical fact, through the workings and appeasements of 
a previous government. Given its dependence on skilled construction workers, one might assume that the mining 
and oil and gas sector would be one of the first to support a statewide training initiative that would help to ensure 
a qualified and available local workforce, able to build its very large construction projects. Unfortunately, the then 
Liberal Premier, Richard Court, was committed to undermining the future of the fund, and subsequently the 
training of Western Australian construction workers. 

A review of the act in 1994 by Len Hitchen suggested the discontinuation of the fund in its entirety on the basis of 
concerns of a philosophical and ideological nature. The suspect claims about the efficacy, effectiveness and 
efficiency of the fund were as much smoke and mirrors as anything else, engineered to remove the liability of large 
companies for supporting the training of the local construction workforce. The current opposition is to be 
commended for its support of the fund. It also supported the fund when it was in government, so it would be fair 
to say that, notwithstanding the previous Liberal government—I am talking about the Court government—there is 
now a consensus amongst most groups and major political parties of the benefits of the fund. The Hitchen report 
took a blinkered ideological view on the mining and petroleum industries. It was claimed that the levy operated as 
a distortional tax on economic development. Not only was the levy seen as inappropriate, it was argued by the 
mining and petroleum industries that they were in a highly competitive environment that is not helped by a levy 
imposed for training, when the industry already contributes significantly to training for its own industry purposes 
in many of the areas covered by the BCITF act. 

It is interesting to note that the industry has not really developed its arguments against being included in the fund 
very far from what it was offering back in 1994. These two points show the true intention of this view—to change 
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the act to unfairly advantage the mining and petroleum industries at the expense of other industries that are required 
to contribute. More importantly, the claim that this levy would be detrimental to the economy at large highlights 
the review’s short-sighted and ideologically driven motives. It is eminently clear that the first point about the levy 
being a distortional tax is not true. Investing in the ability of the workforce prepares us, as a state, to make the 
most of economic opportunities as they arrive. It has also not been uncommon for representatives of the resources 
industry and its peak bodies to raise the issues of skills shortages and call on governments of either persuasion to 
do something about them. However, the adequate training of the workforce could have lessened the skills shortages 
that existed, particularly during the construction phase of the mining boom. Having lobbied to not contribute to 
the BCITF, resources industries themselves bear some responsibility for the consequent skills shortages that arose 
during the construction phase of the mining boom. Unfortunately skills shortages are nothing new in 
Western Australia. In fact, one of the reasons for the development of the fund was to help alleviate skills shortages 
in the building and construction industry. 

In 2005, before the most recent mining boom, the Australian Bureau of Statistics saw the trend of increasing 
shortages of skilled workers in the Western Australian economy. Between 2002 and 2005, the number of people 
employed in skilled positions rose by 18 per cent, which was 79 per cent of the total employment growth over that 
period. The point is that there were indicators leading up to the skills shortage experienced in the construction 
phase of the mining boom, and we could have been better prepared. The second part of the ABS investigation into 
skills shortages in Western Australia, which was published in 2006, showed that the period between 2002 and 
2005 was marked by some of the strongest economic growth in the state to that date, and that economic growth 
continued for some time. It made the key point that the demand for the state’s resources commodities placed 
significant pressure on labour supply. The labour supply placed pressure on not only people employed by the 
mining and petroleum companies to perform mining and oil and gas work, but also the construction workforce that 
arose from the need to build the plants, the trains and all the sorts of things necessary for us to extract our minerals 
and oil and gas. That is the part that is excluded from the levy. 

Between 2006 and 2008, a review by the ABS into Australian economic indicators noted that, in the context of an 
Australia-wide review, Western Australia in particular had relatively extensive skills shortages throughout 
2006 and 2007. It is eminently clear that the lack of skilled labour was more distortional to economic development 
than the levy itself could ever have been. We have here an example of base self-interest holding back our state, by 
the refusal to contribute to the training of construction and building workers. 

Of course, it is incumbent on us to learn from lessons of the past, and to ensure that the fund achieves its true 
intention—that is, to provide a sufficiently trained construction labour force so that our state has the capacity to 
capitalise on the economic opportunities afforded it. Other members have spoken on the history of reviews of the 
act and the consistency in the position since the insertion of the exemption from payment for construction in the 
resources sector. Discussion on the removal of exemptions has been going on almost since it was implemented, 
but in 2002 a ministerial review, chaired by Mr Norm Marlborough, the then training minister, raised the issue of 
exemptions and concluded with a substantive recommendation that there should not be any provision — 

Hon Donna Faragher: He’s a blast from the past! 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: He is. 

The recommendation was that there should not be any provision for levy reduction or exemptions, except for work 
being undertaken for charitable purposes. Key to the push for the removal of exemptions were the reviews of 
2008 and 2014, chaired by Mr Robert Stratton. The 2008 review recommended that the levy continue, with the 
change that the resources sector be required to pay a levy of 0.1 per cent on all engineering work that was not then 
subject to the levy. I note that that is still half what construction industry participants have to pay. 

What was the justification for that recommendation? It appears that the justification was more comprehensive than 
one founded on the concerns of a philosophical or ideological nature. It was shown that submissions to the review 
by independent consultants could be summarised by the following comments. Firstly, the resources sector hires 
from an existing pool of building and construction workers, but avoids contributing to their training; secondly, the 
movement of skilled workers towards the resources sector has placed significant pressure on housing prices, due 
to migration and lack of construction workers in the non-resource construction sectors; and, thirdly, there are 
construction levies in other states where the resources sector is not exempt. Central to the reasoning presented by 
the 2008 Stratton review was that the strong growth of the resources sector and its expected continued growth 
beyond 2008 would place a high degree of stress on the labour market and subsequently affect the labour market 
outside of the resources sector. 

There have been claims made regarding the size and degree to which the resources sector engages in training. To 
say that the resources sector trains all the workers it relies upon independent of the Building and Construction 
Industry Training Fund is simply misinformation and misleading. It undoubtedly trains its own direct employees 
engaged in the production phase, which is absolutely in its self-interest. But the workers it uses to build and 
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construct its projects are not trained by it in terms of their trade qualifications. It is known that the resources sector 
pays its construction workers well, but it is also commonsense that high wages are designed to attract workers 
from other industries and companies and other areas of the state. Indeed, the resources sector has contributed to its 
employees’ training, but so do other industries in Western Australia. 

Perhaps this is a good time to give an example of how illogical the exemption is. If we consider the building of 
a hospital by a private enterprise like St John of God, if it commissions the building of that hospital, it is required 
to paid a 0.2 per cent levy like everyone else except for those who are excluded. St John of God—just to pick on 
it—also engages in significant training of the people it uses for the operation of that hospital. That includes the 
doctors, nurses, physiotherapists, managers, administrative staff, other health professionals and cleaners—all those 
workers. It pays for the training of those workers and engages in copious amounts of training, including on-the-job 
training and off-the-job training—a massive amount of training. It is expensive. But we do not hear the health 
sector arguing for an exemption from the levy when it builds a hospital. I am sure it understands the benefit it gains 
by contributing to the building and construction levy when it pays for a new building such as a hospital. Its position 
is as logically consistent as that in the resources industry, which claims the opposite: it pays for its own training 
and therefore it does not need to contribute to the fund when it builds its projects. 

It should be kept in mind that the 2008 Stratton review made a recommendation of a 0.1 per cent construction levy 
prior to the bulk of the mining boom. A levy of half the levy of every other industry was proposed, with the 
expectation that from 2008 to 2013, 40 000 new workers would be required. But yet again the recommendation of 
that 0.1 per cent levy on resources-related construction projects was never imposed on that sector. I have previously 
said that it is in its own interests that construction work be adequately skilled to support the large projects often 
seen in the resources sector. In the last construction phase of the boom there was a lack of skilled construction 
workers to work on those big projects up there—Gorgon, Pluto, Wheatstone. What did we see? We saw the 
bringing in of skilled foreign labour because we did not have sufficient locally trained people to do the work. We 
also saw construction workers having to be flown from all over the country to do construction work. The cost of 
that was felt environmentally, because we have to pay for them to fly, and the impact that that has on the 
environment, but also locally when we have levels of unemployment in other areas that we could address through 
further training, was significant. So the lack of a readily available skilled construction workforce would have 
certainly been contrary to its interests. Had the fund been extended and there had been more money in the system 
to extend the training, that would have been ameliorated to some degree—probably not completely, given the size 
of it—but there still would have been a greater focus on those local workers and giving them the opportunity to 
earn that money, rather than shipping workers in from all over the place. 

We again find ourselves asking why the resources sector continues to not contribute to the fund. The language of 
the 2014 Stratton review strengthened, calling the exemption an anomaly, and noting how fundamentally 
inequitable it is. The review went on to recommend the withdrawal of the exemption then applying to engineering 
construction projects in the resources sector, and to consider applying a tiered levy based upon project value. Even 
a tiered system would be a step in the right direction. This segregation is similar to the example of Queensland, 
where the levy is paid on the value of construction up to $5 billion, but not above that amount. 

Clearly, review after review has stated that the exemption of the resources sector from contributing to the BCITF 
is inequitable and anomalous amongst the commonwealth; that drives home the idea of fairness. We have an 
exemption in our state that is unfair and implemented not on the basis of an economic rigour, but on ideological 
economic dogmatism and base self-interest. It has led to the hindrance of our great state during the boom times, 
leaving us wanting for skilled labour. To my mind, central to the solution of an unfortunately cyclical occurrence 
of a skilled worker shortage is the BCITF; however, the BCITF should be supported by giving no exemptions, as 
everyone in the state who utilises skilled construction workers benefits from the state-based training of those 
workers. It is vital that Western Australia has a workforce able to undertake a wide range of roles in the future, 
and it starts with training. 

Hon Robin Scott made a number of comments in our last sitting period and today. Central to my contention with the 
statements of Hon Robin Scott is the conflation of two important but separate issues—operational training, which is 
typically firm-specific, and construction training, which is general in nature. The Building and Construction Industry 
Training Fund is intended to improve the outcomes of training in the building and construction industry, not the 
outcomes in the mining industry. It is targeted as such, with the levy applying to construction projects. 

It is great that members of the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western Australia—namely, Rio Tinto, BHP 
and Alcoa—train their employees. It is what we would expect them to do. It is the implied directive of the 
competitive market that they find themselves in. However, the examples given by Hon Robin Scott appear to be 
examples of this inappropriate conflation of operational training and construction training. The example used of 
Rio Tinto’s commendable allocation of $2 million towards vocational education and training is not relevant to the 
debate because Rio Tinto has shown that this funding will be used for operational training. More specifically, the 
$2 million will be used for programs such as autonomous truck control, pit control, plant control, robotics, and 
data analytics. 
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As needed, interesting and forward thinking as this skill development is, it is not relevant to construction training 
and thus not relevant to the debate about the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund. The same could 
be said about the reference to Alcoa. It is commendable that Alcoa has taken on a cohort of 25 new apprentices. 
These apprentices have been allocated to operational roles at the refineries or mines at Kwinana, Pinjarra, 
Wagerup, Huntly and Willowdale. These refineries or mines have been in operation for substantial periods and 
thus their conflation in a debate about construction projects seems somewhat askew. To the best of my knowledge, 
BHP has not publicly specified the details of its apprentice uptake, but I believe it would be safe to assume the 
story would be similar to that of Alcoa. Nevertheless, I would like it to be noted that the uptake of trainees and 
apprentices at Alcoa and BHP is a fundamentally good thing. Unfortunately, I fail to see the relevance to a debate 
about the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund. It is similar to talking about the uptake of training 
doctors and nurses in a hospital. 

I do not think that we should be excluding one particular industry that engages in construction work to the detriment 
of all those who contribute to it. It is as simple as that. They are not especially special from the other industries in 
this state. They are important, but they are not a special case. For me, it is a question of fairness. I think this is 
ultimately what it comes down to. It is fair for them to contribute to the Building and Construction Industry 
Training Fund because they are a consumer of building and construction work, as are all those other entities that 
contribute to it. It is unfair to place the burden on those who participate in that system and who benefit from the 
rest of us. I commend the motion and thank Hon Martin Aldridge for the opportunity to speak on it today. I was 
also pleased to hear from the Leader of the House that this is a live issue for the Labor government. I very much 
look forward to the developments as they occur. 

HON ROBIN SCOTT (Mining and Pastoral) [2.33 pm]: I would like to respond to some of the remarks made 
by Hon Matthew Swinbourn. I am certainly not degrading any of the tradespeople in the building industry. I was 
talking earlier about licensed trades such as electricians, plumbers and refrigeration mechanics. I was brought up 
in Scotland where a tradesman was treated as a highly respected man. I would often hear people say, when 
someone passed, “He’s a tradesman.” We did not know whether he was a painter, tiler, roofer or glazier. We only 
knew him as a tradesman; so he was an upstanding person in our community. Here in Australia, the same thing 
applied when I first came here. I take exception to the statement that I was denigrating these trades—I certainly 
was not. The building and construction industry does a good job when it comes to the manual trades, particularly 
carpenters and roofers. They do an excellent job because that is what they do—they build roofs, put in window 
frames, doors and cupboards, and all that sort of thing. It is a great thing. The only thing I am pushing is this: in 
the resources industry, the licensed trades do not just get operational training. There is no such thing. That is just 
a made-up term. I do not know where “operational training” came from. People trained up in the resources industry 
can work on any machinery and, as long as they have a schematic diagram, they can fix it or at least find out why 
it is not working. This idea of operational training is absolute rubbish. We have to get away from the idea that the 
resources industry is trying to train its own people to do its own type of work. People who have trained in the 
resources industry can travel the world, particularly if they were trained in the Australian resources industry. In 
Scotland, we were taught about how important the Western Australian School of Mines was. It was a very famous 
school. I had heard about it before I even came to Australia, along with Wave Rock by the way! 

After listening to Hon Matthew Swinbourn, he got what I was saying so wrong. I wonder what else he and other 
members of the government have got wrong. The whole point here has been missed. I am all for training. Training 
is the most important thing for a young person. I am a perfect example. The first job I had in Australia paid 
$66 a week for laying drains in Langford before the first house was ever built there in 1970. I got the opportunity 
of an electrical apprenticeship that I had been wanting since the age of 12. After leaving Scotland at the age of 16, 
I was on the scrap heap. There were no jobs. I came to Australia and got an apprenticeship at the age of 16. My 
pay went down to $12 a week. I can tell members now that I would have done my five-year apprenticeship for 
nothing—all I wanted was my electrical trades certificate. I was very fortunate to get it. Fortunately, the company 
I did it with trained me in the whole gamut of the electrical industry. Nowadays I see young apprentice electricians 
coming out, particularly from the construction industry, who have not got a clue about anything, not even the 
fundamentals of electrics. They wire up houses day after day after day. 

I want to ensure that the resources industry is represented here correctly. I am not rubbishing the Building and 
Construction Industry Training Fund. I want every member in here to understand that there is a place for the 
training fund, but the resources industry can look after itself. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.37 pm] — in reply: If no further members wish to speak, I will 
use my opportunity to provide a reply. I would like to thank all members who have contributed to the debate that 
we have engaged in over the last two sitting weeks. It has been quite a constructive use of motions on notice time, 
albeit almost a year on from when I put the motion on the notice paper, which I think was late May 2017. I want 
to thank all members who contributed, even those I do not agree with. I thank them for expressing their views 
nonetheless. I want to reply to a few of the contributions. There does seem to be some confusion around what the 
Construction Training Fund levy applies to. I would encourage members who have not had the opportunity to 
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actually look at the levy and program guidelines that are published by the Construction Training Fund. It has put 
quite clearly in that document what is in, what is out, and how it defines building and construction. It is a succinct 
document that is quite easy to read and would help members understand what projects the CTF currently applies 
to and which projects it does not apply to. I know some members raised issues about mining equipment, such as 
bulldozers and cranes, being captured. That is simply not the case, if members are aware of the definition of 
construction work within the legislation and the regulations, but it is also contained in the program guidelines 
relating to the CTF.  

I also want to address some of the remarks made by members representing the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, 
which are the members of One Nation in this chamber. I want to speak about a few of the issues raised. 
Hon Robin Scott said that not much had changed since the creation of the Building and Construction Industry 
Training Fund. No substantiation was given to that comment about no change arising from the BCITF, but the 
member went on to say that he supports the BCITF. It is a rather odd argument. If nothing has changed, why would 
the member support the continuation of the Construction Training Fund? Hon Robin Scott’s and One Nation’s 
argument basically boils down to the CME argument that the resources sector pays enough. That is a very 
simplistic argument and one that does not go to the detail expressed by many other speakers who contributed to 
the debate over the last two sitting weeks. 

A comment was made about the sector employing more apprentices and trainees in the construction sector, which 
is an arguable point. Madam President may have heard of the line “Lies, damn lies and statistics.” I think that 
statistics can be skewed to suit the argument someone wishes to present. For interested members, I think some 
other sources suggest that the training rate for the resources sector in Western Australia is closer to three per cent, 
rather than the 13.4 per cent that the resources industry claims through the briefing note that Hon Robin Scott 
directly quoted. Indeed, the CME’s pre-budget submission for the 2018–19 budget, in its own briefing paper, 
admits that apprentices and trainees constitute around 3.7 per cent of the workforce of CME member companies, 
which is much closer to that three per cent figure I just mentioned. In comparison, looking at training rates, 
including trainees and apprentices, the BCITF annual report 2016–17 puts its training rate closer to 9.9 per cent. 
The training rate is the apprentice-to-tradesperson ratio. I think some of those figures have been misrepresented in 
the debate so far. 

Hon Robin Scott went on to ask how collecting a levy from the resources sector could benefit apprentices and 
trainees in the resources sector. I think that question goes to the fundamental flaw in his argument. This motion is 
about the building and construction sector; it is not about the resources sector. The resources sector is a consumer 
of the building and construction sector and its skills, just like hospitals, hotels, mums and dads building a house, 
or somebody building a road or a new freeway. It is no different. It is a consumer that is engaging the building and 
construction sector to do a job. In most cases, it is not the resources sector that is doing that building and 
construction. 

The issue before us has many planks, not the least of which is housing affordability. Members would know that 
particularly when we have economic booms, largely driven by sectors like the resources sector, pressure is put on 
a range of people, services and industries within our community. Housing affordability is one of those things. 
There is a direct relationship between the supply and demand of skills and the cost to construct. We saw that as 
we came off the last boom, when we were still in government. We actually saw construction projects coming in 
30 per cent cheaper than what was forecast or budgeted at the time for those projects. It is simple supply and 
demand. This motion is about jobs and skills for our youngest Western Australians hoping to enter the workforce. 
I certainly back those Western Australians over briefing notes supplied to me and other members by the 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy. This motion is about making sure that when we see that incline in building and 
construction activity, which is happening—and there are predictions that within the next four, five or six years we 
will probably see skills shortages again in Western Australia—that we are prepared for that and have made sure 
that we have a building and construction sector that is prepared to meet economic activity in the state at that time. 

Some members who spoke on the motion hold the view that the BCITF is flawed. Some members even advocated 
that it is not required. Obviously, those positions are not largely accepted by members of this place. I certainly do 
not accept them. Many speakers talked about equity. Hon Matthew Swinbourn gave some very good practical 
examples of the application of the training fund levy. There can be very major commercial projects—new hotels, 
new hospitals, new shopping centres—significant projects, significant employers and significant investors in 
training and skills within their organisations that are required to pay the BCITF levy, yet we have this historical 
occurrence, which was not proposed at the time of the passage of this legislation, that for some time has provided 
an exemption from the application of the training levy to the resources sector. Some members called this 
a government subsidy. It could not be anything further from a government subsidy. If they want to call it anything, 
they should call it a consumer subsidy, because it is the consumer who is paying the levy through their construction 
costs. I argue that if there was no training fund or a weakened training fund, it would lead to a need for government 
intervention to address market failure and for taxpayer-funded government subsidies. I think a strong construction 
training fund is in the interests of the Parliament, the government and indeed all Western Australians. 
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I want to conclude on one last point. Some members disputed that the resources sector will not benefit from 
payment of the levy. That is not true. Members who have presented those arguments have said lots of things, but 
many of them are unsubstantiated and many of them were taken straight from briefing notes provided to them from 
the Chamber of Minerals and Energy. Most of their addresses were delivered word for word from copious 
quantities of notes. I think the majority of members of this house have understood and respected the arguments 
put by most members, and I hope that they will very shortly support the motion before the house in its amended 
form. I think that the resources sector will benefit from a greater supply of a skilled workforce and the ability to 
more rapidly deploy a skilled workforce when there are economic upturns and more affordable construction. The 
resources sector, like the government, will benefit from the supply and demand of a skilled workforce in 
Western Australia. We saw government projects coming in at 20 per cent to 30 per cent less than was budgeted at 
the time of making the financial commitment because of the availability of that workforce. 

I think that this motion is sound and that those members who supported the Leader of the House’s amendment 
understand the issue. This motion will support future skills and the development of young Western Australians 
entering a bright and promising career in the building and construction sector. Improving the Building and 
Construction Industry Training Fund will benefit all Western Australians for many years to come. Unfortunately, 
this motion will not pass unanimously, and that is a shame. I thought we could reach a point in this place at which 
members could find a way forward to support this motion, but, unfortunately, some members have taken very 
simplistic and narrow arguments, falling behind organisations like the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, and they 
refuse to see the long-term benefits of having a strong Building and Construction Industry Training Fund in 
Western Australia. I commend the motion to the house and thank all members who contributed to what I think has 
been a very good debate over the last two sitting weeks. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (29) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Sue Ellery Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Diane Evers Hon Michael Mischin Hon Darren West 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Donna Faragher Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Adele Farina Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Pierre Yang 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Nick Goiran Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Laurie Graham Hon Tjorn Sibma  
Hon Peter Collier Hon Colin Holt Hon Matthew Swinbourn  
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Dr Sally Talbot  

 

Noes (4) 

Hon Rick Mazza Hon Charles Smith Hon Colin Tincknell Hon Robin Scott (Teller) 

Question thus passed. 

GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS FREE AREAS ACT — REINSTATEMENT 
Motion 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [2.55 pm]: I move — 

That given the government spoke so vigorously against the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas 
Repeal Bill 2015 when in opposition, that the government now reinstate the Genetically Modified Crops 
Free Areas Act 2003. 

I appreciate this opportunity to speak as I was not in the last Parliament to speak on this issue when it came up to 
be repealed in the first place. I understand from looking back through Hansard that there was vigorous debate 
about what we should do with this legislation. I would like to start with a story. This is the story of Di and 
Ian Haggerty. The Haggertys are farmers from Wyalkatchem and farm 12 000 hectares over a number of different 
sites. They call what they do “natural intelligence agriculture”. They do use glyphosate but they have greatly 
reduced its use. They have eliminated all but a little glyphosate under certain circumstances. It is just the opposite 
to what happens when farming with genetically modified Roundup Ready canola. They limit the amount of 
chemical they put on their property. The Haggertys’ weeds are not nitrogen engorged from excessive chemical 
fertilisers and are easier to knock down with glyphosate. They have no chemically resistant weeds. In addition, the 
abundant microbial life in the soil breaks down glyphosate quite rapidly when it is applied. The Haggertys have 
improved yield and product quality, robust disease resistance and extraordinary climate variability resistance, and 
they have largely eliminated costly industrial inputs and so have enhanced profitability while virtually eliminating 
synthetic chemicals. 

This story is just one of many in a recent book by Charles Massy, Call of the Reed Warbler. In it he discusses 
many different stories across Australia of people trying new things. The book is available in the Parliamentary 
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Library and I advise others to look at it. There is a story there for everyone. I am not a farmer. I do not have years 
of experience in the farming industry, but I come from the outside looking in, from a financial perspective and 
from a health and wellbeing perspective, and I would like to propose a new way of going forward in which we 
reinstate this act and again take control of what genetically modified crops are grown in Western Australia, because 
as it is, it is up to the federal regulator to determine what crops can be grown here. I do not feel that that is 
appropriate. 

The objective of the Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act 2003 was to allow the state government to 
designate areas of the state or the whole of the state as areas where GM crops may be grown in order to protect 
our GM-free markets until the industry was equipped to manage GM crops. The management included the 
segregation of GM and non-GM crops. This I will get to later. The important part is that we, not the federal 
government, can decide what crops are grown here. Through the federal government, the Office of the 
Gene Technology Regulator looks at certain aspects of whether the crop can be grown and whether we should or 
should not introduce it. It does not look at how that might affect our markets. That is an important point, because 
I want to maintain those GM-free markets, or any markets, for our farming communities, our farmers and our 
farming families. That is what we need to look at. Are the 70 per cent of farmers who are not growing GM canola 
protected? The issue of contamination is being considered through another process of this house. Contamination 
is real and it affects many farmers. 

I would like to read from the second reading speech for this bill from Hon Kim Chance in 2003 — 

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. The State’s markets and its good reputation 
could be seriously damaged if the introduction of GM crops is allowed before proven segregation and 
identity preservation systems are in place. The legislation will make it an offence to knowingly cultivate 
a GM food crop in an area designated as GM free for that crop, and will allow substantial penalties to be 
imposed. 

He goes on to say — 

The Gene Technology Regulator is currently considering applications for the commercial release of 
GM canola varieties by Monsanto Australia and Bayer CropScience. The regulator’s decision will be 
made after a comprehensive assessment of the risks to human health and safety, and to the environment, 
of the release of GM canola and the management of those risks. However, the regulator’s decision will 
not take into account any risks to agricultural production systems or markets from the commercial 
release of GM canola; yet these are matters of great concern to the State, the community in general and 
farmers in particular. 

As we know, South Australia still has a GM ban, and South Australian farmers are still able to sell their GM-free 
canola into markets such as the European Union. I will address this in greater depth at the next sitting of the house. 
There is a 0.9 per cent tolerance for genetically modified material. However, that does not apply to all countries in 
the European Union. In many of those countries the tolerance is set at zero, so that is what we would have to go 
with. Even for biofuels, the tolerance is zero. Therefore, there is a large market for GM-free canola. Much of Japan 
is also GM-free. Where will farmers go if they lose those markets because of the incursion of GM material? My 
concern is not so much with canola, although canola is a problem. If we introduce other GM crops, what will 
happen to farmers who want to sell into markets that want their products to be GM-free? 

The Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Act received royal assent on 24 December 2003. That was only one 
week after Monsanto Australia and five months after Bayer CropScience had received their authorisation from the 
Office of the Gene Technology Regulator for the intentional release into the environment of genetically modified 
canola. There it is—if we had not had that act, the market might have been opened sooner and even more GM crops 
might now be grown in this state. 

In May 2004, in accordance with section 4 of the act, by order of the minister and published in the 
Government Gazette, the whole of Western Australia was designated as an area in which GM crops must not be 
cultivated. The act enables the designation of areas of the state in which cultivation of GM crops is not permitted. 
Now that the act is in place, an exemption order must be provided before growers can introduce GM crops that 
have been approved by the Gene Technology Regulator. 

Following on from that, in 2009, commercial plantings of GM cotton were permitted in the Ord River irrigation 
area. In 2010, commercial plantings of GM canola were permitted throughout Western Australia. So we can see 
that this act did not restrict all GM crops. The act provides the state with the ability to limit the introduction of 
new genetically modified organisms that may impact on the non-GM crops that may be currently growing. Without 
this act, we would hand this ability to the federal government through the Gene Technology Regulator. 
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Let us take wheat as an example As far as I am aware, there are currently no commercial GM wheat crops. 
Although there have been GM wheat trials in Western Australia, these have not gone to full commercialisation. 
The United States still does not have commercial crops of GM wheat. I do not know about any other member of 
this place, but I do not see Western Australians being the guinea pig for GM wheat. If the Gene Technology 
Regulator says that it is okay to grow GM wheat in Western Australia, that would mean that people could plant 
GM wheat in this state. That could be a problem. Consumer research shows overwhelmingly that people do not 
want GM wheat in their bread. Currently, GM canola is used for oil. However, that oil does not contain the DNA 
of the canola plant. If we eat GM wheat, we are eating the genetically modified part of the wheat plant. Sure, there 
has been no peer-reviewed independent research that proves beyond doubt that GM wheat causes disease. 
However, there has also been no peer-reviewed independent research that proves beyond doubt that GM wheat 
does not cause a problem. We are yet to find out. Western Australians should not be prepared to be the guinea pig 
to find out whether this is the next cigarette smoke, the next asbestos, the next hydrofluorocarbon, or the next 
thalidomide. Many things are introduced, for a good reason, and we say we will see what happens, but they cause 
a lot of problems. We should not allow this to go ahead without giving the Western Australian Parliament the 
power to look into it and decide where we will go with it. 
In 2011, following the first GM canola trials, a petition was tabled in the Legislative Council by Hon Sally Talbot. 
Hon Sally Talbot’s submission to request the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs to inquire 
into the matters raised in the petition states in part — 

I am writing to indicate my strong support for the petition that I presented and tabled in the 
Legislative Council on Tuesday 21 June 2011. 
In 2010 the Minister for Agriculture and Food, Hon Terry Redman, signed an exemption order to allow 
the commercial production of approved GM canola trials from 2010 in Western Australia, thereby 
allowing the commercial release of genetically modified … canola, despite strong indications that the 
majority of West Australians were opposed to the moratorium on GM crops being lifted. 
In response to this exemption order, on Wednesday 18 November 2009 approximately 500 people 
attended a rally at Parliament House opposing the commercial production of both GM cotton on the 
Ord River, and trials of GM canola in Western Australia. 
Minister Redman told the rally that his Department was progressing both commitments and he had 
“requested the Department of Agriculture and Food determine a pathway forward for trials of GM—
canola in WA.” 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
COMMITTEE REPORTS — CONSIDERATION 

Committee 
The Chair of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the chair. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — First Report — 
“The efficiency and timeliness of the current appointment process for 
Commissioners and Parliamentary Inspectors of the CCC” — Motion 

Resumed from 28 March on the following motion moved by Hon Jim Chown — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: We have debated this report on a number of occasions and we have had a very 
entertaining contribution by Hon Nick Goiran, who has identified second-class members on this committee. 
I thought it would be interesting to go back in history and review what occurred at the time we considered the 
Corruption and Crime Commission Bill. As members will be aware, the Corruption and Crime Commission Bill 
in its first incarnation had a very different form of words. It stated at clause 9(4) — 

Before an appointment is made under subsection (3) the Premier is to consult with the Parliamentary 
leader of each party in the Parliament. 

Certainly from my point of view, that would have provided a bipartisan view on the appointment because the 
Premier would have actually consulted with the parliamentary leader of each party in the Parliament. As I have 
pointed out previously, it is fine for the government members on that joint standing committee; they know what 
their leader’s view is on the matter because the Premier makes a recommendation on the appointment to the 
committee. The members of the opposition on that committee, however, do not have the advantage of knowing 
the views of their colleagues throughout their party or their leader, because the deliberations of the committee are 
confidential and they do not have an opportunity to go and talk to the Leader of the Opposition to obtain his or her 
point of view. To say that there is bipartisan support through the process we currently have is, I think, a bit of 
a stretch. As I said, members of the government know their leader’s view, while members of the opposition do not 
have an opportunity to ascertain what that is. 
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At the time the Corruption and Crime Commission Bill was introduced in 2003, a decision was made to separate 
it into two parts—one for dealing with the establishment of the commission and the other for the detail of the bill. 
That bill was presented later in the form of the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment and Repeal Bill. 
It was referred to a parliamentary committee for consideration. The committee was chaired by Hon Jon Ford and 
the other members were Hon Peter Foss, Hon Kate Doust, Hon Derrick Tomlinson and Hon Giz Watson. The 
Greens were represented on that committee, which considered the provisions of the bill. 

I want to read from that committee report because I think it is quite interesting. I refer to page 97 of the “Report of 
the Standing Committee on Legislation in relation to the Corruption and Crime Commission Act 2003 and the 
Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment Bill 2003”. It states — 

6.73 The appointment of members of the Anti-Corruption Commission occurs in accordance with 
a recommendation of a committee consisting of the Chief Justice, the Chief Judge of the District 
Court and the Solicitor General. 

6.74 This process has not been adopted for the appointment of the Commissioner of the CCC. Instead, 
sections 7(3) and 7(4) of the CCC Act provide that the Commissioner is to be appointed by the 
Governor after the Premier has consulted with the parliamentary leader of each party in the 
Parliament. 

From the point of view of the committee, an issue arising from this was the meaning of the term “party”. The 
report continues — 

6.75 Although section 7(4) of the CCC Act requires the Premier to consult with the parliamentary 
leader of each party in the Parliament in appointing the Commissioner, the term “party” is not 
defined in the CCC Act or the CCC Amendment Bill. Further, the term is not defined in the 
Interpretation Act 1984. This creates a difficulty for the Greens (WA) as it is not 
a “parliamentary party” under the Electoral Act 1907 and does not have a leader. 

6.76 The Crown Solicitor’s Office advised the Committee that the requirement for consultation was 
included on specific instructions from the Attorney General and mirrors a provision in the 
Electoral Act 1907. 

6.77 The Crown Solicitor’s Office indicated that as the term is not defined in the CCC Act and the 
CCC Amendment Bill it would take its ordinary and natural meaning and it would be “left to the 
Premier to determine what that was at the time of consultation.” 

… 

6.78 The Anti-Corruption Commission submitted that the proposed appointment process for the 
Commissioner creates a political appointment, which it does not support. The Anti-Corruption 
Commission further submitted that the current process under the Anti-Corruption Commission 
Act 1988 is an appropriate procedure and was recommended by the WA Inc Royal Commission. 

The report goes on to state — 

6.79 The Chief Justice submitted that a provision for consultation with the Chief Justice should be 
incorporated particularly where, as is likely, the possible candidates will include a Judge of the 
Supreme Court or other judicial officer. 

The report then goes on to look at the appointment processes in New South Wales and Queensland. It continues 
with the following observations — 

6.83 The Committee considers that the appointment of the Commissioner should be apolitical and 
bipartisan and therefore does not endorse the appointment process contained in sections 7(3) and 
7(4) of the CCC Act. 

6.84 The Committee recommends that the CCC Act be amended to incorporate the appointment 
process in Recommendation 25. This Recommendation adopts the appointment process 
contained in section 5 of the Anti-Corruption Commission Act 1988 in order to compile a short 
list of nominations. Those nominations will be forwarded to the Premier who will then select 
a Commissioner. The Premier must have the bipartisan support of the parliamentary committee 
before the Commissioner is appointed. 

6.85 The Committee considers that the term “bipartisan support” should be defined to mean supported 
by a majority consisting of Members of both the party that forms the Government and of the 
party that provides the Leader of the Opposition. 

6.86 The Committee considers that the process contained in Recommendation 25 ensures that the 
appointment is apolitical and bipartisan. 
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I am sure there are members in this place who obviously will not agree with that, given the views that have been 
expressed so far in consideration of this committee report, but that was the recommendation of the 
Standing Committee on Legislation at that time, which comprised members of the government, the opposition and 
the Greens. There was no minority report. The committee considered the complexities of the issue and certainly 
looked into them, but it felt that the solution it provided was the best solution. I might just point out that at the time 
the Parliament was considering in detail the Corruption and Crime Commission Amendment and Repeal Bill 2003, 
the amendment recommended by the committee was put and passed without debate. 
The situation in which we find ourselves is one of our own making, after the bill had gone to a parliamentary 
committee for consideration of its ramifications. I am confident that the committee and the Parliament made the 
best decision they could under the circumstances and that they considered would deliver the best outcome. From 
my personal experience as a member of that committee in opposition, I can say that the initial words that had been 
proposed by the then Attorney General—which would have had the Premier consulting with the leader of each 
political party—would have actually produced a better result. Although I acknowledge that the definition of 
“political party” presents some challenges, I still think that is a much better outcome than saying that the bipartisan 
support of the committee delivered an apolitical and bipartisan view. As a member of the opposition on that 
committee, hindered by the standing orders that provide that the deliberations of the committee are confidential, 
I had no opportunity at all to discuss that appointment with the Leader of the Opposition to determine whether or 
not that was the opposition’s viewpoint. In the event, it was an appointment the opposition supported. Despite our 
best efforts in trying to come up with a solution to deliver an apolitical and bipartisan outcome, the reality is that 
the process that we have now delivers an outcome that suits the government of the day, because the government 
members of the committee know what their Premier’s views are, because the Premier has made the 
recommendation to the committee. 
Perhaps that is something that we need to review and have another look at to ensure that we are actually delivering 
what we intended.  
The CHAIR: Hon Adele Farina. 
Hon ADELE FARINA: Thank you very much. 
It is also important for us to understand that in all the consideration of those bills by the Standing Committee on 
Legislation and the Parliament, there was never an intention that the only members of the committee should be 
members of the government and members of the opposition. There was always an understanding that it would be 
made up from whatever the composition of the two chambers was. The only issue that was discussed was that 
there should be equal representation from both houses, and that is something we have honoured, and continue to 
honour to this day. It is interesting that, although there was never an expectation that only opposition and 
government members would be appointed to the committee, the wording of the provision, as it was adopted, creates 
some challenges for members of the committee who are members of neither the government nor the opposition. 
This gives rise to Hon Nick Goiran’s view that we have a second class of members on that committee whose views 
are not valued as highly as those of the government or opposition members. In my view, we have three classes of 
members on that committee. The government members know what their leader’s view is on an appointment, but 
opposition members do not know their leader’s view. It is wrong to suggest that the views put by opposition 
members on that committee represent the views of the opposition. They do not have any capacity to explore that, 
so it cannot be assumed that the view that they are putting is the view of the opposition. They are putting their own 
personal viewpoints, because they do not get to discuss it with the opposition. Members of the Greens or any other 
independent party on that committee do not make up the bipartisan viewpoint that needs to be obtained from the 
committee. This debate has highlighted the fact that perhaps we need to go back and have a look at the wording of 
that provision of the act, and that maybe the then Attorney General had it right when he included a very simple 
provision requiring the Premier to consult with the leaders of all the political parties. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I did not intend to speak on this. I have spoken on this so many times, and I do not want 
to harp on about it again. I take on board the comments of Hon Adele Farina. I have a great deal of respect for her, 
and her understanding of the parliamentary process is second to none. My issue with the composition of the 
committee is not with the membership from this place. It is good to get that history of the establishment of the 
committee in its original form. It is love all around today, but I have always supported Hon Alison Xamon on that 
committee. I have never had any issues with that. I have a great deal of respect for Hon Alison Xamon, and she 
was appointed to that committee with the unanimous support of this chamber. We put up our recommended 
candidate, Hon Jim Chown, and the government put up its recommended candidate, Hon Alison Xamon. There 
was no contest whatsoever. The issues of the composition of the committee stem from the other place. By 
convention, a member from the government and a member from the opposition would comprise the representatives 
from the other place. That was not the case in this instance. Two members from the government were appointed 
from the other place. 
The issue that aggravated me with the composition of the current committee is the Premier’s continued insistence 
that we had “stuffed up” in this chamber, and that it was our fault in that we appointed Hon Alison Xamon. 
Somehow we had committed a heinous crime by appointing Hon Alison Xamon. That is not correct, and I do not 
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think that is what he actually meant, but he used it as justification for appointing two members from the Labor Party 
in the other place. That is not the case, and the convention should have held firm, in that our nominee, John McGrath, 
should have been appointed, and the government would have made its appointment. I want to clarify again the point 
that no-one has any issues with the composition of the committee from this chamber’s perspective, and we are very 
supportive of Hon Alison Xamon. The issue stemmed from the other place, where the government basically 
thumbed its nose at the convention of bipartisan support. I take on board the comments of Hon Adele Farina but, 
whether it be a Liberal member and a Labor member, or a Labor member and a National member, or a Labor 
member and an Independent, or whatever it might be, the simple fact of the matter is that that convention was 
ignored and two members of the government were appointed from the other place. For a very sensitive committee 
like the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, which does some very forensic work, 
quite frankly, the convention should have been adhered to in this instance. As I said, I have said this so many times 
that I feel like I have gone around in circles, but the simple fact of the matter is that the committee appointments 
from this place are exactly what this chamber decided, and that includes the government. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I rise to make some comments in response to a really helpful contribution by 
Hon Adele Farina. Much of what she said in her contribution echoed a lot of the advice that was both reported 
back into this chamber in one of the committee reports and given by the Clerk of the Legislative Council. It was 
never envisaged when this committee was created that parties other than those of the government of the day and 
the official opposition would not have the opportunity to be represented on that committee. It is helpful to go back 
to what was intended with the make-up of that committee. I have stood in this place and quoted, from Hansard, 
my former parliamentary colleague Hon Giz Watson, who made it very clear in the course of debate in this place 
that it was intended that any representative of any party could potentially be included in this committee. As such, 
I share the comments made by Hon Peter Collier, in that I do not believe that any error was made in this chamber 
by anybody in how we proceeded with all our committee appointments. Although this particular committee 
appointment has been controversial, I feel that we got it right in the make-up of all our committees, and I feel it is 
important to make that point. 

One of the reasons I wanted to stand, though, was that I was very aware of the nature of the debate that occurred 
in the other place. I was disappointed that much of it was about me at the time. My name was used quite freely, 
yet I had no opportunity to respond. It is really important that this issue is made very clear for the parliamentary 
record once and for all so that hopefully, in the future, if a member of Parliament who is not a member of the 
official opposition or the government of the day is appointed to this committee, they do not have to go through the 
same questioning about the appropriateness of their membership that I have had to put up with. 

However, getting back to the issue of the report in front of us today that we have been talking about back and forth, 
which is the efficiency and timeliness of the current appointment process for commissioners and parliamentary 
inspectors of the CCC, these are really important appointments and worthy of us spending time to ensure that we 
get right. It is also pertinent to examine the comments put forward by Hon Adele Farina about the history of what 
was envisaged in having the leaders of parties play a role in the process of these appointments, which must be 
apolitical. The Corruption and Crime Commission can, without careful scrutiny and appointment, slip into 
politicised activity. I think Parliament should be constantly vigilant about scrutinising that. Likewise, it is essential 
that the parliamentary inspector, who oversees the activity of the CCC—who is the critical link between Parliament 
and the activities of the CCC—is above reproach and fully trusted. People need to feel confident in the competence 
of the parliamentary inspector. I hope Parliament always takes these appointments very, very seriously. It is 
concerning that the current make-up of the committee means that three out of four members are unable to receive 
specific guidance from their parties or to consult more widely and are left to try to make these really, really critical 
appointments. I said earlier that I hope we can have an overall review of the Corruption and Crime Commission 
Act. Making piecemeal amendments to the CCC act has perhaps not been an entirely effective exercise, and it is 
about time that we start an overall root-and-branch assessment. At the same time, I think there is scope to make 
sure that we look at the various amendments that need to happen sooner rather than later. Perhaps this is one of 
those amendments that should be contemplated sooner rather than later. 

The reply from the government does not really contain much commitment to progress this in any sort of meaningful 
way. I hope that will be revisited as this parliamentary term continues. Nevertheless, I remain hopeful about an 
overall review, as well as looking at a better way to make these appointments. We have a bit of time on our side 
because the parliamentary inspector has just been reappointed to a five-year term, and I understand that the CCC 
commissioner’s role will be up for appointment in about two years’ time. We have a bit of a window of not having 
to worry about affecting the individuals involved, and we can simply look at the whole process cleanly to ensure 
that the appointments are better carried out. I think the original intent of the committee, which was to ensure these 
appointments were truly bipartisan and apolitical, was absolutely the way to go. I add that that would have even 
more been the case if the current CCC committee had three members of three parties coming to agreement. I cannot 
talk about the deliberations of the committee, so I do not want members to read anything into that comment other 
than to say that I think the wider the consensus, the better the outcome. 

Question put and passed. 
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Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review — 112th Report —  
“Committee’s Treaty Function” 

Resumed from 27 March. 

Motion 

Hon ADELE FARINA: In the absence of a member of the committee standing to take the call, I am happy to 
move — 

That the report be noted. 

I make a contribution as a former chair of this committee who has had a fair bit of experience of the treaty function 
of the committee. This report is excellent. Who would have thought that Hon Michael Mischin and I would find 
something to agree on! 

The treaty function of this committee has been a longstanding issue. I first chaired the committee when it was 
established in 2002, and we had a treaty referral function then. Hon Simon O’Brien then took over the chair role, 
then I came back into it, and now the chair role is with Hon Michael Mischin. Throughout that whole period, it 
has been a consistent term of reference for the committee to review treaties. The problem is that by the time the 
committee receives notification of the referral and seeking of the advice of the committee on a particular treaty, 
the time for providing a response to the commonwealth has already passed. If it has not passed, the time remaining 
is so limited that there is absolutely no capacity for the committee to obtain the information it needs to provide 
informed advice to the commonwealth and this Parliament. Sadly, the process does not allow for the committee to 
perform that function. 

This concern has been raised by the committee on a number of occasions. This committee report details how many 
committee reports that raised this concern have been presented over the years to this Parliament. I think the first 
report was tabled on 18 November 2004; that was the twenty-third report of the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review when I chaired it. The nineteenth report was tabled in June 2007, under 
the chairmanship of Hon Simon O’Brien. Another committee report was tabled in August 2011, again under my 
chairmanship. This report has now been tabled under the chairmanship of Hon Michael Mischin. Everyone agrees 
that close examination of treaties is really, really important because they bind the country and all the states that 
form part of it, so it is important to get state consideration of those treaty arrangements before the commonwealth 
signs the country up to a particular treaty. The problem is that the time frame does not allow for parliamentary 
committee input into that process. 

Through the inquiries undertaken while I was chair of that committee, we found that there is extensive consultation 
between commonwealth and state officers in relation to the treaties, and particularly before Australia becomes 
a party to any treaty. That is excellent to know, and that consultation is quite thorough. However, it is consultation 
with just the executive of government; it does not provide a view that may be held differently if it had come from 
a parliamentary committee made up of members of the opposition and various independent parties in this place. 
So it is a little frustrating that the process does not allow the opportunity for parliamentary committees to make 
a contribution to the consideration of that treaty, but the reality is that they do not. Despite some former reports 
suggesting that that be looked into and that process be extended to provide the committee with an opportunity to 
make an input, that has never happened; or, if it is has happened, it has not been successful because there has been 
no change to that time frame. 

During one of the committee’s investigations into this treaty function when I was chair of the committee, which is 
covered in the sixty-eighth report tabled in August 2016, the committee had a hearing with various officers from 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to ask the standard questions asked when an inquiry of this nature is 
undertaken. The officers from the department told us that they could not answer any of our questions. The treaty 
negotiation and consultation process between the commonwealth and the state is confidential; therefore, they could 
not answer any of our questions. We all know that the committee has the power to force departmental officers to 
answer questions, and we surely could have gone down that path. But time did not permit us to go through the 
process that was required to compel the witnesses to answer the questions. The time frame did not allow us to 
comply with the time frame even if they willingly gave that information, much less having to go through a process 
of compelling them to give evidence. The whole process is just unworkable. Given the evidence that various 
committees have collected over time and the efforts by this committee over many, many years to try to actually 
implement its treaty function and the numerous reports that it has presented to this Parliament to say, “Despite our 
best efforts, we simply can’t implement this treaty function”, I am not at all surprised that we have yet another 
report from the committee saying exactly the same thing. 

This brings me to one of my frustrations about the committee report process in the Parliament. All we do is note 
the committee report; we do not adopt any of the recommendations. Once the committee report is noted, it falls 
away onto the shelves in Parliament and there is no further action. We understand from the committee’s report that 
we need the chamber to actually change the standing orders to remove the treaty function from the terms of 
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reference of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. That requires probably this 
matter to be considered by the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. This chamber had an opportunity 
when it reviewed the standing orders. The chamber at that time saw fit to limit the committee’s terms of reference 
in relation to uniform bills, to almost make its inquiry ineffectual from my point of view, and no consideration was 
given to remove this treaty function. In fact, I think from memory Hon Norman Moore savaged the committee for 
failing to implement that treaty function during that debate, without any real understanding that there had been 
very real efforts by the committee to implement that treaty function. Having missed that opportunity during the 
review of the standing orders, we really now need a mechanism by which this recommendation of this committee 
to amend the standing orders gets before the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 

Hon Michael Mischin: We have already done that by way of a corollary motion that was moved at the time that 
I tabled the report. It is order of the day 26. This is a useful debate to be able to foreshadow that in due course. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: I am grateful for that interjection. The problem with the procedures of this place is that 
it becomes an order of the day under the orders of business and it relies on the government to bring that order far 
enough up the notice paper so that it gets debated. My past experience is that sometimes those motions never get 
debated in this place. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I am happy to move them forward. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: When we were in opposition, I certainly had a number of motions of that nature pulled 
out of committee reports and put onto the notice paper, only to have those motions never debated by the house 
because they were never given sufficient priority by the then government to debate them in the house. All I can 
say is that I note that it is a motion that is on the notice paper for debate. I will certainly be happy to talk to the 
Leader of the House to try to lift it up. I am also a member of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
I am happy to take the matter up with the President directly to see whether we have to wait for the motion to be 
considered by this place or whether the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges can actually consider the 
recommendation by this committee and provide a report back to the house and we amend the standing orders. This 
issue has been going on now for decades. It really is time to address it. It is not through laziness that the committee 
does not perform this function; it is absolutely impossible for the committee to perform this function. Numerous 
committees have tried and they have all come up with the same position. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I will be characteristically brief! I want not only to provide some support to the view 
that the report be noted, but also to try to provide some support to the matters that have just been canvassed so 
very well by Hon Adele Farina in her capacity as a member of this committee over several Parliaments, and in no 
less than two of those Parliaments as Chair of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes 
Review. I also want to offer support to Hon Michael Mischin as the current Chair, who I know wants to further 
brief the Committee of the Whole about this matter. The support that I want to offer is indeed about the matter that 
was touched upon most recently by Hon Adele Farina, and that is the question of how do we take this forward, 
what happens now and, I think, without reading between the lines, an expression of fear that nothing will happen 
now as nothing has happened in the past on several occasions. 

I was in the thirty-sixth Parliament, I think it was, when the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review was first established with a treaty review term of reference, under the chairmanship of 
Hon Adele Farina. I recall we looked at this. That is recounted in the report that is currently before us. In the 
thirty-seventh Parliament, when I think it is fair to say that the uniform legislation committee had its full 
flowering and did marvellous things, with members such as Hon Donna Faragher, Hon Sheila Mills, 
Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm — 

Hon Michael Mischin: It was a golden age. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: It was a golden age. As for who the fourth pillar of that great committee was — 

Hon Darren West: Who was it? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Modesty forbids! 

Hon Michael Mischin: Wasn’t it you? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: All I know is that in reviewing the records of the day and the wonderful legacy that was 
bequeathed to the chamber by that particular committee, one can see that it certainly was a golden age. Even that 
committee, with all of its capacity, dignity, standing and expertise, could not get through the question that is before 
us now, even though we reported it as well. Hon Adele Farina again returned, with all her redoubtable skill and 
experience in this matter, to chairmanship of the next iteration of that committee. The committee again reported, 
as we have seen, and no changes were made. Now we have the current iteration, under the chairmanship of 
Hon Michael Mischin, that has provided this report. I have just reviewed the report in its entirety. It gives the 
whole history. I am sure all members have read it, so we do not need to go over that ground anymore. I want to 
take this forward. 
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I will pick up on what Hon Adele Farina said. May I say that I think the most recent committee’s decision not to 
compel state government witnesses to give evidence that they were meant to keep secret was a very sensible one to 
take in the end because of course it would have been counterproductive if such an imperative had been issued. But 
that is not what we are talking about today; it is about what happens next. Hon Michael Mischin has reminded the 
chamber that order of the day 26 relates directly to recommendation 1 of this report that we are currently considering, 
specifically recommending that that be referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges.  
I want to proceed to answer where we should go now. The appropriate thing to do when we have a recommendation 
from a standing committee report to vary a standing order is to refer it to the procedure and privileges committee. 
That is what is proposed quite rightly by the current committee’s report. We are all in furious agreement! Historical 
versions of this standing committee are all in agreement. A legacy has been repeated so often down the years that 
it is almost tribal law. It is so ingrained in the identical findings of successive iterations of the same committee, so 
that is what we ought to do. 
That brings us to the final point. What we are doing at this point is valid and useful. It also makes it easier for the 
house in plenary session, when the government is concerned about how time is allocated and so on, because in 
noting the report, we are canvassing all these matters, and I think we can probably bring that to a conclusion fairly 
soon, Mr Deputy Chair—possibly even today. The question then is how we get order of the day 26 to the top of 
the notice paper. I think it is not beyond the capacity of the various parties in the house to agree behind the Chair 
to deal with its dispatch—heck, we have just considered this report and all the history in some detail. We have had 
all the advice and all the debate we really need to bring it on and, as in the vernacular, knock it off pretty quickly 
and then let the PPC get on with it, because all these things take time. Let us hope that happens. Perhaps the 
government might take an opportunity to respond to that proposition. 
I probably said all the things that Hon Michael Mischin wants to say, but that is all right; he will get over it. It is 
now really in the government’s court to say that perhaps it is time to quickly bring on order of the day 26. If in 
agreement, we will just deal with it very quickly and off it will go to the PPC. That would be a good outcome. It 
should not be up to the current standing committee chairman to see about finding some non-government business 
time in a few months to deal with it. No, this is the business of the house and it should be done in plenary session. 
I look forward to that happening. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Laurie Graham): Hon Michael Mischin—no, Stephen Dawson has the call. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: There isn’t a Michael in his name. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chair. Actually, my confirmation name was Michael. 
On behalf of the government, in the absence of the Leader of the Government in the Legislative Council, who is 
away from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, I thank members for their contributions. I thank 
Hon Adele Farina and Hon Simon O’Brien, who have made contributions on this issue so far. I am very happy to 
bring this to the attention of the Leader of the Government to see how we might expedite it. I am certainly happy 
to have conversations behind the Chair if there is agreement from the various parties to bring this on quickly and 
send it off to a committee quickly as per the recommendation in the report. I am very happy to look at bringing 
that on as soon as possible. I do not want to say too much because I know Hon Michael Mischin wants to, and 
should, make a contribution as Chair of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review, but 
I wanted to indicate that briefly on behalf of the government. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you, Mr Deputy Chair. I am obliged to the Deputy Leader of the Government 
in the Legislative Council, Hon Stephen Dawson, for those comments—it is very encouraging—and also for 
Hon Adele Farina’s and Hon Simon O’Brien’s contributions on this point.  
I have a dream. I have a dream that the committee of which I am part can actually make a difference in this area. 
I know that if we happen to get a step or two ahead of the work that has been done by previous iterations of this 
committee, it is because we have managed to clamber up onto the shoulders of giants and jump ahead—by one 
step anyway. The way that we hoped to do that was by way of not only the self-referral of the matter—it was 
something that had become apparent to the committee during our work on legislation that was routinely being 
dealt with under its sovereignty function, if I can call it that—but also that correspondence would nevertheless 
arrive via either the President of the chamber or from other sources pointing out that treaties were being considered 
by the commonwealth, and it struck me that that was an area in which we were really not discharging the function 
we were charged with. I am obliged for the contribution of not only the advisers to the committee, but also my 
fellow members of the committee for dealing with this matter. 
There was not much to say in the report, because we relied essentially on distilling the problems that had been 
identified in the past, but what had become apparent is that the committee had been burdened with a function that 
it could not in practical terms discharge, not only for the time limit reasons identified by Hon Adele Farina, and 
which were expanded on in the report and the previous reports annexed to this one, but also if one steps back and 
thinks about what purpose is served by any recommendation or comment by the committee. If we look at it in 
a vacuum: a treaty that has been negotiated by the commonwealth, examined by its Joint Standing Committee on 
Treaties and the like, and adopted by the executive as one of its functions as a federal government binding the 
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nation is then examined by a committee of this house of this Parliament and it does so in isolation and out of 
context. Often these treaties may be, on the face of them, innocuous. Some might threaten parliamentary 
sovereignty theoretically, but the only way to find out is to have a statute that is based on them that we can look at 
to see whether it does infringe on this state’s sovereignty or on the sovereignty of this Parliament. Frequently that 
cannot be done with any sense of confidence until there is something in writing prepared by the commonwealth 
government and passed by the commonwealth Parliament. Even then, any comment that the committee makes is 
not a comment on the part of the state of Western Australia and it is not an observation or a recommendation on 
the part of this Parliament; it is one on behalf of a committee of this house of this Parliament. Even if it is noted in 
some fashion by this house, it has no more weight with the commonwealth than any other submission that the 
Joint Standing Committee on Treaties might consider. It will be considered amongst them and decided on its merits 
and whether it suits the commonwealth. In many respects, the exercise is an exercise in futility on a number of 
levels. First, it cannot be discharged in any sensible fashion. It cannot be done without the input and assistance of 
the government. It cannot be done in the absence of a context in which that treaty will be effected as part of the law 
of this country and it is not representative of the views of this Parliament, let alone the state of Western Australia. 
Although we recognise that there may be enormous merit in the idea of the state, which already gets the opportunity 
to consider treaties being negotiated by the commonwealth through various executive and administrative 
processes, considering it and the possible implications, without something tangible to work with, we cannot offer 
any sensible recommendation as a committee as to whether there will be an impact on state sovereignty, let alone 
parliamentary sovereignty. There may be other ways of going about this exercise, but as I mentioned in the 
statement by which I tabled this report, it is not conducive to the functioning of the committee or to the work of 
this place or to the dignity of this place that we are charged with a responsibility that goes nowhere, cannot be 
usefully discharged and has no effect in any event. 
We would urge the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to decide, firstly, the threshold question, 
which seems to have been assumed over the many years since it was called the constitutional affairs committee—
that committee was first charged with this responsibility something like 20-odd years ago—of whether there is any 
useful function for this place to perform in scrutinising commonwealth-entered treaties in a vacuum. But if there 
is thought to be merit in that, and putting in some submission to the state government on it, on behalf of this 
chamber or of the Parliament, a better mechanism should be established and put into effect, relieving this 
committee, which simply cannot do the job, with the best will in the world, of something that is an exercise in 
futility. We would not have got to this stage if it had not been for the work of previous committees. Hopefully, by 
placing the corollary motion on the notice paper, some further advance can be made in that area. This has been 
a useful debate in itself because it allows members to realise that there is from experienced ex-members and chairs 
of this committee a unanimity in approach, quite apart from their committee reports, which had we not made 
current in this fashion would probably have gone unnoticed. I am happy to participate in any discussions behind 
the Chair, as I am sure my fellow committee members may be, with those who want to have a better understanding 
of the implications of this suggestion. I would think it ironic that this chamber can bring on all sorts of things for 
debate and resolution when it is important to do so, but something as simple and straightforward as referring 
a committee function to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges could be bogged down endlessly, 
and perhaps for years, without having some action taken on it. What I would see as an ideal is if there could be 
some consensus whereby this standing order could be brought up at an appropriate time, dealt with by consent, or 
at least some consensus in the chamber, and referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges so it 
can do its stuff and advise the house in due course. Who knows? Maybe within this session of Parliament we will 
have a reform in this area and I can retire then from my position as chairman with some satisfaction, knowing that 
I have made a difference. 
I commend the report to the chamber. I thank members for their contributions on this report. Hopefully, we have 
summarised the issues satisfactorily. Our comments are at paragraphs 7.25 through to 7.28, again at 
paragraphs 7.36 through to 7.42, and at paragraph 8.11, and our conclusion summarises the problems and the 
futility of the process that we are currently involved in. I am very encouraged by Hon Stephen Dawson’s comments 
and I will discuss the matter further with him behind the Chair in due course. 
Question put and passed. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Seventh Report — 
“Unfinished business: The Corruption and Crime Commission’s response 
to the Committee’s report on Dr Cunningham and Ms Atoms” — Motion 

Resumed from 28 March on the following motion moved by Hon Alison Xamon — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: When we last considered this matter I had just mentioned that Dr Cunningham and 
Ms Atoms had successfully sued the three police officers and that damages in excess of $1.1 million were awarded 
in favour of Dr Cunningham and Ms Atoms. I also went on to say that although I do not know this for a fact, 
I would imagine that Dr Cunningham and Ms Atoms felt terribly let down by our integrity oversight systems and 
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felt that they had been denied justice. It is safe to assume that critical factors in their decision to sue the three police 
officers would have been the failure of the Corruption and Crime Commission to conduct a full independent 
investigation of their complaints against the police and the failure of the Parliamentary Inspector of the 
Corruption and Crime Commission to persuade the CCC to conduct a full independent investigation. When I say 
that, I make no judgement about the parliamentary inspector’s ability to persuade the CCC as the powers of the 
parliamentary inspector are limited by the Corruption and Crime Commission Act. Section 195 of the CCC act 
sets out the functions of the parliamentary inspector. They include a range of things. I will read out the most 
relevant ones: to assess the effectiveness and appropriateness of the commission’s procedures; to make 
recommendations to the commission, independent agencies and appropriate authorities; and to report and make 
recommendations to either house of Parliament and the standing committee. 

The CCC act provides the parliamentary inspector with extensive powers of investigation equivalent to the powers, 
protections and immunities of a royal commission. Section 198 of the CCC act provides that the parliamentary 
inspector is not to interfere with, obstruct, hinder or delay any lawful operation of the commission. The 
parliamentary inspector has the power to make recommendations only. When I refer to the failure of the 
parliamentary inspector to persuade the CCC to investigate the matter, I do not intend a criticism of the 
parliamentary inspector but, rather, seek to draw members’ attention to the fact that the CCC chose not to 
implement or comply with the recommendation of the parliamentary inspector. 

For the record, I will continue the time line that I was going through. The rest of the time line that I will run through 
is based on information contained in the report of the parliamentary inspector, Hon Michael Murray, QC, into this 
matter, titled “A complaint by Dr Robert Cunningham and Ms Catherine Atoms against the Corruption and Crime 
Commission”, dated 5 September 2017 and tabled in the Parliament under cover of the Joint Standing Committee 
on the Corruption and Crime Commission, report 4, dated 12 October 2017. I borrow heavily from 
Parliamentary Inspector Murray’s report. In that report, Parliamentary Inspector Murray states that on 
9 December 2016, Her Honour Judge Davis, DCJ, delivered her reasons for the decision, extending over 
241 pages. It was an extensive decision. As I have previously stated, her honour’s decision was scathing of the 
police. The findings of fact and of law considered relevant by Parliamentary Inspector Murray are detailed at 
pages 19 to 20 of the fourth report of the Joint Standing Committee on the CCC. It is important that these findings 
be read into Hansard because it is important that members understand the full history of what has happened in this 
matter. The parliamentary inspector says in his report — 

The findings of fact and of law by Her Honour that are relevant to this Report as are follows: 

1. Ms Atoms was an honest person and for the most part her evidence was generally credible and 
reliable; 

2. Dr Cunningham was an honest, careful and conscientious person who did not seek to embellish, 
exaggerate or reconstruct events. He was a generally credible, honest and reliable witness and his 
evidence was generally both truthful and reliable; 

3. Very little of the evidence given by police officer Traynor as to what occurred on the footpath at the 
time of the incident was supported by CCTV footage; on critical issues his evidence was manufactured 
… 

The CHAIR: Members, our time today for contemplation of committee reports has now expired.  

Consideration of report adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

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

INDUSTRIAL HEMP AMENDMENT BILL 2018 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Agriculture and Food), and read a first 
time. 

Second Reading 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [4.10 pm]: 
I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

Interest in industrial hemp in Western Australia has never been greater. There are a multitude of end uses for 
industrial hemp, including food, textiles, building material, paper, cosmetics and biofuel. I have been working with 
growers, prospective growers, processors and builders to maximise the significant opportunities and challenges 
currently facing the hemp industry. 
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The changes to be introduced through this bill will boost the fledgling industrial hemp industry in 
Western Australia by loosening a legislative barrier that has limited hemp production in this state. Industry 
strongly supports this change, and we are keen to support the development and expansion of this exciting 
job-creating industry. 
The Industrial Hemp Act 2004 provides a licencing system for the cultivation, harvesting and processing of 
industrial hemp—that is, “cannabis, the leaves and flowering heads of which do not contain more than 0.35% of 
tetrahydrocannabinol”, or THC. The term “cannabis” means plant of the genus Cannabis and therefore includes 
Cannabis sativa. 
In April 2017, the Australia and New Zealand Ministerial Forum on Food Regulation approved amendments to 
Standard 1.4.4, “Prohibited and restricted plants and fungi”, of the Australia New Zealand Food Standards Code 
to permit the sale of low THC cannabis seeds as food. Under amendments to the code, “Cannabis sativa is low 
THC Cannabis sativa if the leaves and flowering heads of the Cannabis sativa do not contain more than one 
per cent delta 9-tetrahydrocannabinol”. In line with this change to the food standards, the bill will amend the act 
to enable the cultivation, harvesting and processing in Western Australia of industrial hemp with a THC content 
of up to one per cent. This is simply done by amending the definition of “industrial hemp” to delete “0.35% of 
tetrahydrocannabinol” and insert “1% of tetrahydrocannabinol”. 
Although the immediate catalyst for this change in the allowable THC level was the change to the food standards, 
the Western Australian hemp industry has identified for some time that this change is needed. The current 
allowable level of THC is unnecessarily restrictive and out of step with the levels allowed in states such as 
Queensland, New South Wales, South Australia and Tasmania, in which THC levels of up to one per cent are 
already permitted. A consequential amendment to the same effect is made to the definition of “processed industrial 
hemp” in the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981 so that the defence provisions currently available under that act will 
continue to apply to processed industrial hemp with a THC content of no more than one per cent. This change will 
allow for a greater variety of industrial hemp crops to be bred and developed in Western Australia, under local 
environmental conditions and in different soil types, providing opportunities for increased yield, improved 
profitability, and options for integration into more established farming systems as a rotation or break crop. It will 
also reduce accidental exceedences of the current standards that can be brought on by external factors such as 
weather. This will reduce risk for growers. Although there are currently around 42 commercial hemp licences in 
Western Australia, focused largely on small-scale production, it is expected that this change will enable a scale-up 
in production to commercial levels, helping to create more jobs in agriculture and processing across the state. 
Given this bill’s connection with the amendment to the national food standards, the possibility had been raised 
with the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review that this bill may be a uniform 
legislation bill within the meaning of standing order 126. However, our advice is that this is not such a bill because 
it neither ratifies nor gives effect to a bilateral or multilateral intergovernmental agreement to which the 
government of the state is a party; or, by reason of its subject matter, introduces a uniform scheme or uniform laws 
throughout the commonwealth. The regulation of the industrial hemp industry throughout Australia does not take 
the form of a uniform legislative scheme. 
I commend the bill to the house and table the explanatory memorandum. 
[See paper 1256.] 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

OPTUS STADIUM — PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE 
243. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to question without notice 50, asked on Thursday, 15 March. 
(1) Has the minister now received commercial and legal advice relating to the tabling of the revised 

Swan River pedestrian bridge contract; and, if so, will he now table the contract; and, if not, why not? 
(2) If the minister has not received legal and commercial advice, when does he expect to receive that advice? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. I have signed off on this question, but it is 
not in my file, so hopefully it will come in during question time and I will provide the answer. 
[The following material was incorporated; see page 1779.] 
(1) No. The advice was being sought by Main Roads WA. 
(2) N/A. 
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DEPARTMENT OF JOBS, TOURISM, SCIENCE AND INNOVATION — ACTING DIRECTOR GENERAL 

244. Hon PETER COLLIER to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Public Sector 
Management: 

I refer to the agreement between the government and the director general of the Department of Jobs, Tourism, 
Science and Innovation to part ways. 

(1) Who has been appointed acting director general of the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and 
Innovation, and when will a permanent appointment be made? 

(2) Will the new director general of the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation also be 
appointed chief executive officer of the Department of Treasury? 

(3) Will the Premier be making any changes to the structure of the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science 
and Innovation as a result of the removal of Mr Wood? 

(4) What additional senior roles within the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation will be 
established to oversee the tourism portfolio? 

(5) Will the government appoint a separate chief executive officer of Tourism WA and excise it from the 
Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation to ensure that it receives the leadership and focus 
it apparently requires? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Mr Wood is still the current director general of the department. The acting Public Sector Commissioner 
has directed the director general of the Department of Transport, Mr Richard Sellers, to act in the position 
from next week. 

(2) No. Although Mr Sellers is a dedicated public servant, we will not require him to be the CEO of the 
Department of Treasury. 

(3)–(4) The acting director general will determine what changes are required to the structure, culture and 
operations of the department to ensure that it more closely meets the government’s expectations in relation 
to all of its important functions: defence, tourism, science and innovation, resources, international 
education, and trade. 

(5) The government brought tourism inside the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation 
because, unlike the previous government, this McGowan Labor government understands the importance 
of tourism to the state’s economy and future economic development, hence it is included in the 
government’s economic development agency. 

DOUBLEVIEW PRIMARY SCHOOL COMPLEX — OPENING 

245. Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN to the Minister for Education and Training: 
(1) When will the minister be officially opening the new Doubleview Primary School complex, given that it 

has been operating since the start of the school year? 

(2) Will the minister ensure that local members, including the member for Scarborough, Hon Liza Harvey, 
MLA, and the shadow Minister for Education and Training, Hon Donna Faragher, MLC, will be invited 
to that opening? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 

(1)–(2) I do not know what is in my diary, I am sorry. I do not know whether a scheduled opening has been 
determined. If the member is asking me whether I will extend an invitation to local members of 
Parliament, yes, I see no reason why I would not. I do not understand the point the member is making. 

COMMUNITY KINDERGARTENS 

246. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the 17 community kindergartens currently funded by the Department of Education. 

(1) Will the minister provide a breakdown of funding allocated to each community kindergarten in 2015–16, 
2016–17 and 2017–18? Given the minister’s answer yesterday, I presume that might now be by school 
year, but I will leave that up to the minister. 

(2) Will the minister provide a breakdown of enrolments for each community kindergarten for the 2015, 
2016, 2017 and 2018 school years? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1)–(2) The answer is in tabular form and I seek leave to have it incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. 

The following material was incorporated — 
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Albany Community Kindergarten 19 $ 127,533 18 $ 130,562 36 $ 239,220 34 $ 240,419 

Lockyer Community Kindergarten 74 $ 436,213 56 $ 340,660 83 $ 460,946 79 $ 463,243 

Lower King Com Kindergarten 16 $ 127,223 18 $ 130,352 20 $ 134,226 20 $ 135,316 

Spring Road Com Kindergarten 18 $ 127,429 19 $ 130,614 17 $ 134,091 21 $ 135,424 

Kindaimanna Com Kindergarten 20 $ 127,633 13 $ 130,092 12 $ 133,826 14 $ 134,669 

Mcdougall Park Com Kindergarten 16 $ 127,223 36 $ 232,404 35 $ 238,806 38 $ 240,851 

Byford Community Kindergarten 36 $ 226,864 37 $ 232,404 36 $ 239,114 0 $    - 

Hazel Orme Com Kindergarten 38 $ 227,070 40 $ 232,772 37 $ 239,071 40 $ 241,066 

Pineview Community Kindergarten 14 $ 127,017 15 $ 130,458 11 $ 133,455 15 $ 134,777 

Rossmoyne-Riverton Com Kin 41 $ 227,378 40 $ 232,772 39 $ 239,441 37 $ 240,743 

Bullsbrook Com Kindergarten 36 $ 226,864 19 $ 130,614 38 $ 239,475 19 $ 135,209 

Tuart Hill Com Kindergarten 11 $ 126,709 18 $ 130,562 19 $ 134,303 18 $ 135,101 

Chidlow Community Kindergarten 15 $ 127,121 18 $ 130,508 0 $    - 0 $   - 

Mount Helena Com Kindergarten 13 $ 126,915 0 $    - 0 $    - 10 $ 134,237 

Glen Forrest Com Kindergarten 19 $ 127,533 17 $ 130,456 14 $ 133,773 19 $ 135,209 

Nannup Community Kindergarten 15 $ 127,121 0 $    - 0 $    - 0 $    - 

Hillarys Community Kindergarten 30 $ 226,246 28 $ 231,779 29 $ 238,256 20 $ 135,316 

Mullaloo Community Kindergarten 26 $ 225,836 40 $ 232,510 36 $ 239,061 31 $ 240,095 

Padbury Community Kindergarten 11 $ 126,709 18 $ 130,508 11 $ 133,402 10 $ 134,237 

Seaview Community Kindergarten 38 $ 227,070 39 $ 232,664 38 $ 239,273 36 $ 240,635 
 

CHILD PROTECTION — CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE — ROEBOURNE 
247. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the minister’s answer to my question without notice 225 on 10 April 2018 in which she informed the 
house that the minister has asked the department whether any of the 184 victims of child sex offences in Roebourne 
are residing with a person either charged or convicted with one or more child sex offences. 
(1) When did this occur? 
(2) Who did the minister ask? 
(3) Who was present when the minister asked this question? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(3) On 6 November 2017, the minister’s office referred the specific question to the department’s office of the 

director general for advice on responding to Legislative Council question on notice 486. Since being 
appointed, the Minister for Child Protection has received regular updates regarding Operation Fledermaus 
from the director general and the assistant director general, child protection and family support. These 
updates have included information regarding the children affected by these offences. 
Promoting the safety and wellbeing of all Western Australians, particularly vulnerable children and 
families, is a whole-of-community responsibility and all Western Australians, including members of 
Parliament, must share this responsibility. Should the honourable member have any information about 
any child or children who may be at risk of harm, I trust he will take appropriate action to report these 
concerns to the Department of Communities and/or Western Australia Police Force. 
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EDUCATION ASSISTANTS — ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS FUNDING 
248. Hon JACQUI BOYDELL to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the minister’s comment during debate on a motion moved by me on 14 March that royalties for regions 
funding for the boarding away from home allowance was not a permanent arrangement and was a temporary 
measure. 
(1) Are education assistants employed using royalties regions funding a temporary measure? 
(2) If so, why has the minister not made those education assistants permanent by paying their salaries from 

the education budget? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
(1)–(2) The honourable member has asked a version of this question before and I gave the answer then that I am 

going to give her now. We made an election commitment and declared how we would fund it. We made 
that known to everybody. For eight years, the previous government was lobbied by the Isolated Children’s 
Parents’ Association and others to make the BAHA arrangements permanent and it did nothing. 

CAMP SCHOOLS — CLOSURE 
249. Hon COLIN HOLT to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the minister’s answer to question without notice 141, asked in the Legislative Council on 22 March 2018, 
in relation to camp school funding. 
(1) Can the minister outline how the operating deficits were calculated? 
(2) Do these figures include the salary and cash flow in, and the returned revenue from, for each camp school? 
(3) Do the figures in the table also include camp project programs? 
(4) If yes to (3), how were the 2017 operating deficits calculated? 
(5) What is the operating cost for each of the seven camp schools for the last five years? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The operating deficit reflects the difference between the total expenditure of the camp schools, excluding 

expenditure incurred centrally, and locally raised revenue such as fees. 
(2) The calculation includes salary costs within the camp school’s total expenditure, and the income 

generated by the camp school is reflected in the calculation under locally raised revenue. However, the 
calculation excludes the payment of revenue remitted back to the Department of Education, funding to 
camp schools from the department, the transfer of funding between schools and the transfer of funds to 
reserves. Expenditure incurred centrally by the department on behalf of the camp schools has also been 
excluded, and this includes depreciation costs. 

(3) The department is unaware of what is meant by “camp project” programs. 
(4) Not applicable. 
(5) This answer is in tabular form and I seek leave to have it incorporated into Hansard. 
Leave granted. 
The following material was incorporated — 
 

School 
2013 

Total Expenditure 
2014 

Total Expenditure 
2015 

Total Expenditure  
2016 

Total Expenditure 
2017 

Total Expenditure 

Bridgetown Camp School $707 703 $827 375 $965 950 $918 984 $1 078 374 
Broome Camp School $870 435 $1 052 771 $1 250 393 $1 212 362 $1 387 764 
Pilbara Camp School $726 180 $769 393 $853 923 $704 194 $788 958 
Geraldton Camp School $654 477 $652 756 $786 292 $791 162 $883 491 
Goldfields Camp School $868 718 $795 682 $1 112 163 $1 062 644 $1 136 209 
Pemberton Camp School $634 804 $685 469 $738 758 $681 069 $674 635 
Point Peron Camp School $1 152 355 $1 333 465 $1 323 501 $1 558 994 $1 398 426 
Total $5 614 672 $6 116 909 $7 030 981 $6 929 409 $7 347 857 

The total amounts in the table may not sum to the individual camp figures due to rounding 
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ROCKINGHAM LAND — PORT INSTALLATION ZONING 
250. Hon AARON STONEHOUSE to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 
I apologise for a slightly longer preamble than usual. I note that in 1968 the land between Hymus Street and the 
causeway at Point Peron, Rockingham, was zoned as port installation. I further note that, on 25 February 1985, 
state cabinet agreed that the metropolitan region scheme should be amended to delete this port installation zoning 
as soon as possible. Today, more than 30 years later, the area is still zoned port installation. It is my understanding 
that the Western Australian Land Authority, trading as LandCorp, manages three lots of this land—namely 2058, 
501 and 303, while the Department of Transport manages one, namely 2501. The Cruising Yacht Club of WA and 
the Professional Fisherman’s Association lease a further two lots. Lots 2058 and 501 were taken up by the WALA 
from the then Department of Sport and Recreation on 1 February 2017 in anticipation of the approval of MRS 
amendment 1280/41, which has since been disallowed. 
(1) Since MRS amendment 1280/41 has not been approved, will the minister now revert all the lots 

mentioned, with the exception of those leased to the yacht club and the fisherman’s association, to the 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions, as per the 1964 agreement between the 
Premier of Western Australia and the Prime Minister of Australia? 

(2) If not, why not? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) The subject land had been identified as “planning investigation” in the “South Metropolitan Peel Sub-regional 

Planning Framework”, as the finalisation of the MRS occurred after the finalisation of the frameworks. 
Additional investigations are to be undertaken to determine future land classifications. The minister is happy 
to arrange a briefing on the sub-regional planning framework for the member if he is interested. 

NORSEMAN COMMUNITY RESOURCE CENTRE 
251. Hon ROBIN SCOTT to the Minister for Regional Development: 
(1) How many community resource centres are there in Western Australia, and what was the total cash 

contribution to CRCs in the 2016–17 year? 
(2) Is the minister aware of a plan to close the Norseman Community Resource Centre; and, if so, what is the 

date of the intended closure? 
(3) Is the minister aware that the services of the Norseman CRC are highly valued by local residents and by 

local organisations representing Indigenous Australians, and that the Norseman CRC is vital to the 
tourism industry as the first source of reliable communications for travellers arriving in Western Australia 
across the Nullarbor? 

(4) Will the minister undertake to keep open the Norseman Community Resource Centre? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 
(1) There are 105 CRCs in the network, including those on Christmas and Cocos Islands. In the 2016–17 

year, $12.8 million was spent on the CRC program. 
(2) No. 
(3) Yes, indeed. Our election commitments in the goldfields included investment of $1.6 million in a new 

cultural, visitor and community precinct in Norsemen that will become a welcome centre for travellers 
arriving in the state and travelling within the region. 

(4) A review of the CRC program is underway, and the Department of Primary Industries and Regional 
Development will be providing me with an options paper on the allocation of funding for the CRC 
program into the future. 

TOURISM — ETIHAD AIRWAYS — PERTH–ABU DHABI — DAILY FLIGHTS 
252. Hon COLIN TINCKNELL to the minister representing the Minister for Tourism: 
The government recently announced direct flights from Perth to London, highlighting the importance of building 
Perth’s profile as an entry point into Australia. Disappointingly, it was reported this morning in The West Australian 
that Etihad Airways will cease its daily service to Perth, effective 1 October. 
(1) Has the government spoken to Etihad Airways or taken any steps to try to prevent this daily service from 

concluding? 
(2) If yes to (1), what steps or action have been taken? 
(3) If not, does the government have any such intentions to do so in an effort to preserve this important travel 

route to the Middle East? 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to me by the 
Minister for Tourism. 

(1)–(3) Naturally we are disappointed with this decision by Etihad Airways to withdraw its daily service between 
Perth and Abu Dhabi, which I am advised had not been anticipated nor mentioned in recent discussions 
Tourism Western Australia has had with the airline. No approach had been made to the government for 
additional marketing support on the route. Once verbally advised on 9 April 2018, both Tourism Australia 
and Tourism Western Australia asked Etihad whether there was anything that could be done to change its 
decision, such as further marketing support. The airline indicated it would not change the decision, which 
was made for commercial reasons as part of its global network review. It is not just Perth being affected 
but destinations around the world—to date, Etihad has announced Ho Chi Minh City, Edinburgh and 
Perth as affected cities. 

Reductions in aviation capacity are never good. However, it is important to remember that Etihad is one 
of three airlines servicing Western Australia through the Middle East. Qatar also services Perth, and will 
upgrade its aircraft to A380s next month. This represents an increase of more than 1 000 seats a week. 
Perth is still well connected via the Middle East to the United Kingdom and European markets, with 
multiple airlines operating flights over their connecting hubs, including Middle East carriers Emirates 
and Qatar, as well as Qantas’ new direct flights from the UK and numerous other carriers via Asian hubs, 
such as Singapore Airlines, Malaysia Airlines, Cathay Pacific Airways and China Southern Airlines. 

AGRICULTURAL RESEARCH PROJECT — ORD VALLEY 

253. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to the article in The Kimberley Echo on Friday, 27 October 2017, titled “Crop research project aims to grow 
farm profit”. 

(1) In dollar value, what was the total amount of funding the state government has contributed to the 
agricultural research project that will investigate cropping systems for growing cotton, grain and forage 
in the Ord Valley? 

(2) Will the minister table the scope of that research? 

(3) What are the reporting requirements? 

(4) When is the first report due? 

(5) Will the minister table the reports? 

(6) How much funding has been provided to investigate bush foods, such as gubinge, which is recognised as 
a positive industry for traditional owners in the Kimberley? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I need to advise the member that I have not seen that question. There is not a copy of that question or answer in 
my file, and indeed I have not seen it. It has not been presented to me today. I will be more than happy for the 
member to ask it again tomorrow. 

Hon Robin Chapple: It is question C263. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I apologise; I have not seen it, and it is not here. 

WATER FOR FOOD PROGRAM — SOUTHERN FORESTS IRRIGATION SCHEME 

254. Hon DIANE EVERS to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the answer given by the Minister for Regional Development to question without notice 178 asked by 
Hon Colin Tincknell on 28 March 2018 about the proposed southern forests irrigation scheme. The minister 
advised that the underlying premise of the SFIS was to ensure that the limited water available could be delivered 
to where there is greatest need. Given that other jurisdictions in Australia are conducting feasibility studies and 
trials using blockchain technology for peer-to-peer water trading to increase fairness, transparency and efficiency 
in water trade, I ask — 

(1) Was the possibility of using blockchain technology for peer-to-peer water trading in the SFIS considered? 

(2) If yes to (1), what are the reasons that it was not incorporated as part of the governance system of the 
SFIS? 

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

(4) Will the state government consider looking into the feasibility of using blockchain in peer-to-peer water 
trading schemes in future? 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. 

(1) I understand that the Southern Forests Irrigation Co-operative Ltd has considered various ways to allow 
trading of water both on a temporary and ongoing basis within the scheme limitations, but I am not aware 
of any plans to use blockchain technology at this time. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) Blockchain and other trading platform technologies may be adopted by the co-operative in the future 
should the volumes and complexity of the water trade require it. I have asked the Department of Primary 
Industries and Regional Development to work with the co-operative to consider this possibility. 

(4) Given the relatively low number of water trades, there may be limited benefit in using blockchain. 
However, where applicable, it will be considered. I note that this matter falls within the jurisdiction of the 
Minister for Water. 

DEPARTMENT OF BIODIVERSITY, CONSERVATION AND ATTRACTIONS — INSURANCE POLICIES 

255. Hon KEN BASTON to the Minister for Environment: 
(1) Do the agencies responsible for managing Cape Range National Park and Ningaloo Marine Park hold 

insurance policies in regard to — 

(a) public liability; 

(b) storm and flood; 

(c) business interruption; 

(d) vehicle insurance; and 

(e) workers’ compensation? 

(2) If so, what are the policy values and associated premiums for these policies? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) (a)–(e) Yes. 

(2) Policies and premiums apply to the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions’ lands, 
waters and operations across the state. No breakdown is available for individual parks. The policy values 
and associated premiums are as follows. 

(a) A policy value of $600 million in any one occurrence, and an associated premium of $2 698 684. 

(b) A policy value for replacement value, excluding erosion in some circumstances, and an 
associated premium of $924 503. The premium is for general property insurance that includes 
storm and flood. 

(c) A policy value for replacement value, and an associated premium of $924 503. The premium is 
for general property insurance, as for (2)(b), which also includes business interruption. 

(d) A policy value of vehicles to current market value and $300 million third party damages in any 
one event, and an associated premium of $615 748. 

(e) A policy value for prescribed amounts in common law to $300 million, and an associated 
premium of $2 006 077. 

LIVE EXPORT — INVESTIGATION 

256. Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
Can the minister provide any update on resolving the animal welfare issues challenging Western Australia’s live 
export industry? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Minister, I am just going to say this before you start because I have seen a bit of a pattern of 
behaviour before: I would encourage you to perhaps provide a concise response to this, rather than a lengthy 
response that could be construed as a ministerial statement that, if that is what you wanted to do, could have been 
done at an earlier stage of the day. 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I thank you very much, Madam President, but as you know this is 
a controversial issue and it is not one that members opposite have been happy with me addressing under the rubric 
of a ministerial statement. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Because of that and because I know members on both sides of the house are 
deeply concerned about this, I am very pleased that the member has seen fit to ask me a question. Yesterday, as 
I said, the — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! You may not like what the minister has to say, but it is question time and she has the 
right to reply to the question that has been put to her. I am going to ask that you sit and listen to it quietly without 
interrupting her and interjecting. The Minister for Agriculture and Food has the call. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Thank you. 

I just needed to update the house because yesterday I advised that we were supporting the decision by the federal 
minister to have a short, sharp review of the welfare requirements for animals going from Perth into that high 
Middle East summer. I have today written to the minister expressing a couple of concerns that have arisen from 
decisions. One is that it has been reported that the minister has ruled out a summer pause being taken over the July 
and August months to deal with that. I believe that that is actually pre-empting the recommendations of the inquiry 
and undermining people’s confidence in that inquiry. I note that even the National Farmers’ Federation has today 
come out and said that it believes that a summer pause might be necessary. 

Secondly, we have also expressed to the federal minister our concern with the choice of the veterinarian who has 
been chosen to conduct that review. Although not at all reflecting on the competence or integrity of that person, 
the fact that for the last 20 years he has been employed by the livestock exporters is not something that lends itself 
to developing a consensus across stakeholders that this is an appropriate person. We are supporting the call for the 
appointment of Dr Mark Schipp, who is the federal government’s Chief Veterinary Officer—a very senior 
person—and who is also the current vice-president of the World Organisation for Animal Health. It is very 
important that this inquiry has credibility and legitimacy across the community. 

BANKSIA HILL DETENTION CENTRE — FEMALE OFFENDERS 

257. Hon ALISON XAMON to the minister representing the Minister for Corrective Services: 

I refer to the proposal to move girls and young women out of Banksia Hill Detention Centre. 

(1) Has alternative accommodation for girls and young women been identified? 

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

(3) If yes to (1), when will the girls and young women be relocated? 

(4) If no to (1), which options are being considered? 

(5) If no to (1), when is a decision expected to be made? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for the question. The Department of Justice advises the following. 

(1) Work is continuing on identifying appropriate alternatives. 

(2) Not applicable. 

(3) Work is still underway, and as this a highly complex area, it is not possible to give a time frame. 

(4) A variety of options are being considered; however, a task of this complexity requires a thorough process. 

(5) Not applicable. 

DEPARTMENT OF WATER AND ENVIRONMENTAL REGULATION — CLIMATE CHANGE UNIT 

258. Hon TIM CLIFFORD to the Minister for Environment: 

I thank the minister for his response to my recent question regarding attendance at the sixth climate adaptation 
conference. I note his response states that the climate change unit now has six full-time staff, overseen by a director 
and executive director. 

(1) What are the position titles and levels of the staff within the climate change unit? 

(2) What was the rationale for the creation of the new positions? 
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(3) Are there any positions within other government agencies that have responsibility for climate change 
issues? 

(4) Are either of the two staff attending the conference the director or executive director? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The position titles and levels of the staff within the climate change unit are as follows: senior manager, 

level 8; principal policy officers—two level 7s—and one specified calling, level 4; senior policy officer, 
specified calling level 3; and policy officer, level 5. 

(2) The new positions were created to support the development of policy advice to the government on its 
approach to, and priorities for, climate change. 

(3) There are a range of climate change–related programs and initiatives being undertaken by other state 
government agencies and trading enterprises. 

(4) No. 
CAMP SCHOOLS — LEASING 

259. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to an advertisement in The Weekend West on Saturday, 14 April 2018 inviting organisations and businesses 
to register interest in leasing and operating six camps schools in Bridgetown, Dampier, Geraldton, Kalgoorlie, 
Pemberton and Point Peron, as well as Landsdale Farm School. 
(1) Will the government support financially the ongoing operation of these facilities when and if they transfer 

to other organisations and/or businesses to run? 
(2) Why has the minister not taken a similar approach with Moora Residential College? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) No. 
(2) The other residential colleges across the state have significant unused capacity. The Moora facility 

requires significant refurbishment for long-term use. 
LOCAL PROJECTS, LOCAL JOBS — 

DEPARTMENT OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT, SPORT AND CULTURAL INDUSTRIES 
260. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Sport and 

Recreation: 
I refer to funding for the Local Projects, Local Jobs program sourced via the Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries since 1 July 2017, and its predecessor, the Department of Sport and Recreation, 
between 17 March and 30 June 2017. 
(1) What was or is the total amount of Local Projects, Local Jobs funding provided to recipients via the 

department in — 
(a) 2016–17; and 
(b) 2017–18? 

(2) Which individual Local Projects, Local Jobs projects were funded via the department in — 
(a) 2016–17; and 
(b) 2017–18? 

(3) Did the minister approve of the release of departmental funds for each of these Local Projects, Local Jobs 
projects? 

(4) If yes to (3), when was this approval provided and for which projects? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) (a) In 2016–17, the total amount was $1 328 130. 

(b) In 2017–18, the total amount was $5 146 398. 
(2) (a) For 2016–17, I seek leave to have the information incorporated into Hansard as it is in tabular 

form. 

Leave granted. 
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The following material was incorporated — 
 

Q2a. 

Armadale Cricket Club 

Attadale Netball Club 

Bassendean Caledonian Soccer Football Club Inc 

Bassendean Cricket Club Inc 

Bayswater City Soccer Club Inc 

Bicton Netball Club 

City of Bayswater 

City of Cockburn 

City of Stirling 

City of Stirling 

City of Wanneroo 

City of Wanneroo 

Cockburn Power Boats Association (Inc) 

Coolbinia Bombers Junior Football Club 

Dale Little Athletics Centre 

Dale Sports Club Inc 

Darlington Sports and Recreation Association (WA) Inc 

Dynamic Flame Badminton Club 

East Fremantle Tricolore Soccer Club Inc 

East Perth District Basketball Association 

Forrestfield & Districts Bowling Club 

Hills BMX Club 

Hocking Netball Club Inc 

Joondalup Little Athletics Centre 

Joondalup Women's Football Club 

Kelmscott Junior Cricket Club Inc 

Kelmscott Roos Soccer Club Inc 

Morley Bulldogs Junior Football Club 

Noranda Junior Football Club Inc 

North Perth Tennis Club Inc 

Northern Districts Gymnastics Club 

Parkrun Inc 

Rockingham Basketball and Recreation Association 

Rockingham Basketball and Recreation Association 

Roleystone Gymnastics Club Inc 

South Lake Dolphins Swimming Club Inc 

Spearwood Dalmatinac Club (Inc) 

Sports and Cultural Club Serbia of Western Australia Inc 

Thornlie & Districts Swimming Club 

Thornlie Districts Tee-Ball Association Inc 

Tuart Hill Junior Soccer Club Inc 
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(b) I seek leave to have the information incorporated into Hansard as it is in tabular form. 

Leave granted. 

The following material was incorporated — 
 

Q2b. 

Armadale Gymnastics Club Inc 

Armadale Junior Football Club 

Ballajura Junior Football Club 

Ballajura Little Athletics Club 

Ballajura Senior Football Club 

Byford Bushrangers Inc 

Cracovia Club Inc 

Easybeat Walkers 

Joondalup Lakers Basketball Club 

St Christophers Netball Club 

Tuart Hill Cricket Club Inc 

VenuesWest 

East Fremantle Junior Football Club 

Equestrian Western Australia Incorporated 

Ashfield Soccer and Sports Club (Inc) 

City of Rockingham 

City of Vincent 

Lesmurdie Tennis Club 

Macedonian Community of WA 

Maylands Sport & Recreation Club Inc. 

Maylands Tennis Club 

Palmyra Junior Football Club 

Palmyra Rebels Netball Club 

Scout Association of Australia Western Australia 

Swan Districts Football Club 

Wanneroo Cricket Club 

Melville Lakers Netball Club 

Rugby Union Football Club of Perth Bayswater Inc 

Bassendean Lawn Tennis Club Inc 

Thornlie Football and Sports Club 

Armadale District Bowling Club 

City of Joondalup 

Swan Athletic Sporting Club 

Attadale Junior Football Club 

Beechboro Junior Football Club 

City of Swan 

City of Swan 

Melville City Football Club 

Noranda Netball Association 

Palmyra Bicton Little Athletics Club 

West Australian Little Athletics Inc 
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Greenwood Netball Club 

Leederville Cricket Club 

Mundijong Centrals Football & Sportsmens Club Inc 

Osborne Park Bowling Club 

Balcatta Cricket Club 

Bassendean Bowling Club Inc 

City of Cockburn 

Coogee Beach Surf Life Saving Club 

Gosnells Bowling Club 

Melville Little Athletics Centre 

Morley Bulldogs Junior Football Club 

East Fremantle Teeball Club Inc 

ARKS Rugby Union Football Club 

Kelmscott Junior Football Club Inc 

Ballajura Junior Cricket Club 

City of Wanneroo 

Osborne Park Cricket Club 

Kingsley Woodvale Cricket Club Inc 

Kelmscott Senior Cricket Club 

Balcatta FC Inc 

City of Armadale 

Kingsley Junior Football Club Inc 

Kingsley Woodvale Junior Cricket Club 

Woodvale Little Athletics Club 

Bassendean Junior Football Club Inc 

Armadale Soccer Club Inc 

Armadale Sporting Club 

City of Gosnells 

City of Swan 

City of Wanneroo 

Forrestfield United Soccer Club WA (Inc) 

Hilton Park Bowling Club Inc 

Bicton Junior Cricket Club 

Mundaring Tennis Club Inc. 

Ballajura Association Football Club Inc 

Midvale Junior Football Club 

Town of East Fremantle 

South Fremantle Football Club 

Wanneroo Amateur Boxing Club 

City of Stirling 

Rockingham Tennis Club Inc. 

Melville Bowling Club (Inc) 

Rockingham Basketball and Recreation Association 

Shire of Mundaring 

Westnam United Soccer Club Incorporated 

City of Belmont 
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Kardinya Netball Club 

Leeming Bowls and Recreation Club 

City of Kwinana 

City of Swan 

White Knights Baldivis Cricket Club 

Rockingham Football and Sporting Club Inc 

Warnbro Bowling Club (Inc) 

City of Stirling 

Gidgegannup Recreation Club Inc. 

Gosnells Football and Sports Club 

Leeming Bowls and Recreation Club 

Shire of Serpentine-Jarrahdale 

Balcatta Baseball Club 

Bassendean Junior Cricket Club 

Bayswater Bowling and Recreation Club 

Kalamunda Cricket Club 

Morley Windmills Soccer Club Inc. 

Belmont Districts Football Club 
 

(3) Yes. 

(4) Approval was provided on 11 June 2017 for the list of Local Projects, Local Jobs recipients provided by 
the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. 

2020 LARGE-SCALE RENEWABLE ENERGY TARGET 

261. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the media release from the Minister for Energy on 10 April 2018 that announced new renewable energy 
projects to meet the 2020 Large-scale Renewable Energy Target. 

(1) Why does the media release not mention the election commitment for a biomass plant in the seat of 
Collie–Preston and what will this project’s contribution be to the 2020 LRET? 

(2) Why does the media release not mention the election commitment for a solar plant in the seat of 
Collie–Preston and what will this project’s contribution be to the 2020 LRET? 

(3) Why does the media release not mention the election commitment for a wave plant in the seat of Albany 
and what will this project’s contribution be to the 2020 LRET? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

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

(1) The media release was specific to the approval of Synergy entering into a joint venture with 
Dutch Infrastructure Fund and Australian superannuation fund Cbus, and the renewable projects to be 
developed as part of this joint venture that will contribute to the 2020 LRET. The capacity of any biomass 
plant to be built in Collie is yet to be determined and so any contribution to the 2020 LRET cannot be 
quantified at this time. 

(2) The media release was specific to the approval of Synergy entering into a joint venture with DIF and 
Australian superannuation fund Cbus, and the renewable projects to be developed as part of this joint 
venture that will contribute to the 2020 LRET. The capacity of any solar plant to be built in Collie is yet 
to be determined and so any contribution to the 2020 LRET cannot be quantified at this time. 

(3) The media release was specific to the approval of Synergy entering into a joint venture with DIF and 
Australian superannuation fund Cbus, and the renewable projects to be developed as part of this joint 
venture that will contribute to the 2020 LRET. The exact timing of the Albany wave research project’s 
connection is yet to be determined, so its contributions to the 2020 LRET cannot be quantified at this 
time. The primary purpose of this project was not to be a significant contributor to the 2020 LRET, but 
rather research and development to increase the state’s renewable energy expertise. 
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ALKIMOS BATTERY PROJECT 
262. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Energy: 
I refer to Synergy’s advertising campaign for the Alkimos battery project. 
(1) What was the total cost of the advertising campaign? 
(2) Over what period was the campaign expected to run? 
(3) Did the minister approve the advertising campaign? 
(4) What was the rationale for the campaign, given Synergy has a monopoly over the residential market?  
(5) Was the campaign terminated early; and, if so, on what basis? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 
(1) There is no specific advertising campaign for the Alkimos battery project. The project is part of Synergy’s 

broader communications to its customers and as such the cost of advertising for the Alkimos battery 
project is unable to be specifically itemised. 

(2) Communications regarding the Alkimos battery project will continue for the duration of the trial of the 
new technology energy storage so that impacts on the network and benefits to customers can be 
understood. 

(3) The minister is not required to approve Synergy’s operational activities. The Alkimos battery project was 
launched by the former Minister for Energy, Dr Mike Nahan, in April 2016 and Synergy has been 
communicating since then to its customers regarding the trial. 

(4) The Alkimos battery project is trialling new technology energy storage and evaluating its potential impact 
on traditional generation, the network and its benefits to customers. Synergy has and will continue to 
communicate about the trial to the energy stakeholders, including electricity customers. Synergy is not 
communicating specifically about a product that it is bringing to market that is broadly available in the 
residential market, but communicating about a trial of new technology that may form the foundation for 
electricity generation, storage and distribution in the future. More broadly, Synergy communicates with 
its customers to highlight relevant services and products that broaden customer access to energy solutions 
and help manage energy costs. 

(5) No. 
RACING AND GAMING — POINT-OF-CONSUMPTION WAGERING TAX 

263. Hon COLIN HOLT to the minister representing the Treasurer: 
I refer to the point-of-consumption wagering tax. 
(1) How much does Treasury expect the tax to raise in its first full year after implementation? 
(2) What does Treasury expect to be the direct financial impact of the tax on the racing industry in its first 

full year after implementation? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)  As noted in budget paper No 3 of Western Australia’s state budget 2017–18, Treasury expects the 

point-of-consumption tax will have a net impact on general government operating revenue of 
$39.7 million following the abolition of existing betting taxes and $20.7 million on the net operating 
balance, taking into account an additional $19 million in funding to the racing industry. 

(2) Once industry is provided the additional $19 million in funding, Treasury expects that there will be no 
direct financial impact on the racing industry from the point-of-consumption tax. This is consistent with 
the undertaking on page 80 of budget paper No 3 of Western Australia’s state budget 2017–18, which 
committed to provide funding to the racing industry to offset any direct material financial impacts that 
the point-of-consumption tax may have on the industry. 

NAPLAN — REVIEW 
264. Hon ALISON XAMON to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to concerns about the impact of NAPLAN testing on students and schools, and to the proposal that NAPLAN 
be reviewed. 
(1) Does the minister support a review of NAPLAN? 
(2) If yes to (1), why? 
(3) If no to (1), why not? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

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

(1)–(3) My position is that I am aware there are other jurisdictions calling for a review of NAPLAN. There will 
be further discussion of this at future Education Council meetings, including this Friday in Adelaide. 
I look forward to hearing the arguments and any proposed alternatives before I reach a decision. 

WATER FOR FOOD PROGRAM — SOUTHERN FORESTS IRRIGATION SCHEME 

265. Hon COLIN TINCKNELL to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 

I refer to the southern forests irrigation scheme and the Water for Food program. My question is C154. I gave the 
minister the question a few weeks ago. 

(1) Can the minister confirm that page 43 of the 2016 “Infrastructure audit” published by the former 
Department of Regional Development proposed the building of dams of up to two-gigalitre capacity to 
store an additional 12 gigalitres of water for food in the Warren and Donnelly River catchments? 

(2) Can the minister confirm that the project “Build 2-gigalitre dams in Southern Forests”, estimated to 
require the state and commonwealth governments’ contribution to infrastructure, is likely to be in the 
order of $25 million and that currently the project has evolved to require $19 million in state contributions 
and $40 million in commonwealth contributions? 

(3) Can the minister confirm the “Build 2-gigalitre dams in Southern Forests” referred to an additional 
12 gigalitres of water for food, which has a very different meaning from reallocating water intended for 
self-supply water users producing food in the eight sub-catchments of the Donnelly River and closed to 
further water licences on 16 November 2017 to favour the southern forests irrigation scheme? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

I thank the member for the question. I note that the question was asked some weeks ago; if he could just bear that 
in mind. 

(1) Yes. I understand the original project proposed connecting a number of privately owned dams to 
neighbouring properties. However, during market sounding and discussion with dam and landowners it 
was clear that potential water suppliers were not willing to enter into long-term contracts with their 
neighbours to make water available on a commercial basis. I am advised that under the former 
government, a ministerial steering committee comprising the Ministers for Water, Regional Development, 
and Agriculture and Food agreed to re-scope the project to the current southern forests irrigation scheme. 

(2) I am advised that the $25 million was a pre-feasibility cost estimate that did not include the cost of the 
dams and associated infrastructure. 

(3) No. Both projects relied on the same water resource with the aim of maximising economic growth in the 
region and providing greater water security for the agricultural sector while still ensuring appropriate 
environmental water provisions. 

SCOTT DOUGLAS AUSTIC — COURT OF APPEAL 

266. Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN to the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General: 

I refer to the Attorney General’s partial answer to my question without notice of 21 March concerning a petition 
he has received on behalf of the convicted murderer Scott Douglas Austic. 

(1) Has the Attorney General sought advice on the merits of the petition from the Solicitor-General, the 
Director of Public Prosecutions for Western Australia, State Counsel or the State Solicitor? 

(2) When did he seek that advice; and, if he has not sought such advice, why not? 

(3) Has he received advice from any of those officers; and, if so, when did he receive it? 

(4) If he has sought advice from any of those officers but not yet received it, when does he expect to receive 
it?  

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

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

(1) Yes; the Attorney General has sought advice in relation to the petition from the Solicitor-General. 

(2) The request for advice was received by the Solicitor-General’s office on 2 March 2018. 

(3) No; the Attorney General has not yet received advice from the Solicitor-General. 

(4) The Solicitor-General will provide his advice in due course. 



1778 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 April 2018] 

 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 529, 530, 640, 658, 764, 900, 910, 911, 912, 913, 914, 
916, 917, 927, 928, 929, 944 AND 946 

Papers Tabled 
Papers relating to answers to questions on notice were tabled by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House), 
Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment) and Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Regional 
Development). 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING — TEACHER DEVELOPMENT SCHOOLS 
Question on Notice 675 — Answer Advice 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Education and Training) [5.10 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to question on notice 675 asked by 
Hon Alison Xamon to me as Minister for Education and Training will be provided on Thursday, 12 April 2018. 

MINISTERS OF THE CROWN — PREMIER — CHINA VISIT 
MINISTER FOR STATE DEVELOPMENT, JOBS AND TRADE — PORTFOLIOS — 

GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 
PREMIER — PORTFOLIOS — 

GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 
Questions on Notice 641, 938 and 940 — Answer Advice 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.10 pm]: Pursuant to standing order 
108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to questions on notice 641, 938 and 940 asked by 
Hon Peter Collier and Hon Martin Aldridge on 13 March 2018 to me as Leader of the House representing the 
Premier will be provided on 8 May 2018. 

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 
Question on Notice 998 — Answer Advice 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Education and Training) [5.10 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to question on notice 998 asked by 
Hon Martin Aldridge on 13 March 2018 to me as Minister for Education and Training will be provided on 
12 April 2018. 

MINISTER FOR CHILD PROTECTION — PORTFOLIOS — 
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

Question on Notice 903 — Answer Advice 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.11 pm]: Pursuant to standing order 
108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to question on notice 903 asked by Hon Martin Aldridge to me 
as Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection will be provided on 12 April 2018. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL — PORTFOLIOS — 
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

ATTORNEY GENERAL — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 
Questions on Notice 926 and 978 — Answer Advice 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.11 pm]: Pursuant to standing order 
108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to questions on notice 926 and 978 asked by 
Hon Martin Aldridge to me as Leader of the House representing the Attorney General will be provided on 
12 April 2018. 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 615, 616, 617, 873, 874, 875, 979, 980 AND 981 
Answer Advice 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.12 pm]: Pursuant to standing order 
108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to questions on notice asked by Hon Martin Aldridge on 
13 March 2018 to me as Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture 
and the Arts will be provided on 12 April 2018. 

PREMIER — MOBILE DEVICES 
Question on Notice 628 — Supplementary Information 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.12 pm]: I would like to table an updated 
answer to part (b) of Hon Martin Aldridge’s question on notice 628. 
[See paper 1263.] 
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MINISTER FOR SPORT AND RECREATION — PORTFOLIOS — 
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

Question on Notice 923 — Supplementary Information 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.12 pm]: I wish to table additional 
information to Hon Martin Aldridge’s question on notice 923. 

[See paper 1264.] 

OPTUS STADIUM — PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE 
Question without Notice 243 — Answer Advice 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [5.13 pm]: I have a response 
to question without notice 243 asked by Hon Peter Collier earlier today. The answer was not in my file, but it is 
here now. I seek leave to have it incorporated into Hansard. 

Leave granted. [See page 1763.] 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 566, 567, 618, 619, 657, 714, 715, 759, 
813, 814, 876, 877, 930, 931, 982, 983, 1034 AND 1035 

Answer Advice 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [5.13 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answers to questions on notice asked by 
Hon Martin Aldridge on 13 March 2018 to me as minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services; 
Corrective Services will be provided on 12 April 2018. 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 629, 630, 631, 943, 993, 994, 995, 1045, 1046 AND 1047 
Answer Advice 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.14 pm]: 
Pursuant to standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to questions on notice asked by 
Hon Martin Aldridge on 13 March 2018 to me as Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food will 
be provided on 12 April 2018. 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 915, 918, 966, 967, 968, 969 AND 970 
Answer Advice 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.15 pm]: 
Pursuant to standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to questions on notice asked by 
Hon Martin Aldridge on 13 March 2018 to me as the minister representing the Minister for Tourism; 
Racing and Gaming; Small Business; Defence Issues; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests be will provided by 
8 May 2018. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 583, 584, 585, 586 AND 587 
Answer Advice 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.16 pm]: 
Pursuant to standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answer to questions on notice asked by 
Hon Martin Aldridge on 13 March 2018 — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I am finding it really difficult to hear the minister provide this information. If you can 
just let her complete it, please, and not interrupt. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The answers to those questions to me as the minister representing the 
Minister for Water; Fisheries; Forestry; Innovation and ICT; Science will be provided on 12 April 2018. 

WA COUNTRY HEALTH SERVICE — COSTS, STAFF AND CLINICAL INCIDENTS 
Question on Notice 771 — Answer Advice 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.17 pm]: Pursuant to standing 
order 108(2) — 

Several members interjected. 
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The PRESIDENT: Order! The acoustics in this chamber are not always fantastic and sometimes it is a little bit 
hard to hear people who do not have loud booming voices like some others. I ask that when we get to this point, it 
would be really helpful if you could listen very carefully and actively and let the person on their feet do what they 
need to do. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The answer to question on notice 771 asked by Hon Martin Aldridge on 13 March 2018 
to me as parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health will be provided on 8 May 2018. 

RAILWAY AND PORT (THE PILBARA INFRASTRUCTURE PTY LTD) 
AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2018 

Receipt and First Reading 
Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Regional 
Development), read a first time. 

Second Reading 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.18 pm]: 
I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
The purpose of this bill is to ratify an agreement made on 13 March 2018 between the state, The 
Pilbara Infrastructure Pty Ltd and Fortescue Metals Group Ltd, which I will refer to as the variation agreement. 
This bill is necessary in order to give effect to amendments to The Railway and Port (The Pilbara Infrastructure 
Pty Ltd) Agreement 2004, which I will refer to as the state agreement. The main purpose of the variation agreement 
is to provide the requisite authority under the Land Administration Act 1997 for TPI to conduct site investigations 
and studies for the proposed Eliwana rail spur to a proposed new mine at Eliwana, located approximately 
100 kilometres west of Tom Price. 
TPI, current operations: TPI, a wholly owned subsidiary of FMG, has operated under the state agreement since 
2004. The company’s operations comprise 620 kilometres of heavy haul rail track and port operations in 
Port Hedland. TPI hauls around 170 million tonnes of iron ore per annum from FMG’s mines to Port Hedland for 
export. FMG’s mine, rail and port operations, including both state agreement and non–state agreement, employ 
over 3 600 people in the Pilbara. 
Requirement to vary state agreement: iron ore from some of FMG’s existing mines is expected to be depleted 
within a few years. In order to sustain operations, TPI is progressing the development of a new rail spur, with FMG 
proposing to develop a new mine at Eliwana. FMG has indicated that the total investment for the Eliwana project, 
including rail and mine, is approximately $1.9 billion. Construction of the Eliwana rail spur will create 100 to 
200 construction jobs and sustain FMG’s and TPI’s operational workforces. The key purpose of the variation is to 
provide an authority under the state agreement and the Land Administration Act to enable TPI to access crown 
land for investigative purposes to define and finalise the route for the rail spur. These provisions have been 
incorporated in the Railway (BBI Rail Aus Pty Ltd) Agreement Act 2017. 
Provisions of the bill: the main provisions of the bill are to amend the TPI state agreement by ratifying and attaching 
the variation agreement as schedule 3 to the TPI state agreement. 
Key provisions of the variation agreement: the key provisions of the variation agreement are that clauses 1(3) and 
1(4) essentially require the state to introduce into Parliament a bill to ratify a variation agreement by 30 April 2018 
and to have it ratified by 30 September 2018. Clause 2(2) deletes clause 4, amends the title to “Obligations of the 
State”, and substitutes a new clause. The new clause obliges the state, subject to certain conditions, to arrange the 
issue of the requisite authority under section 91 or section 182, or both, of the Land Administration Act. This 
authorises the company to enter upon crown land, excluding port land, and to carry out site investigations and 
studies to enable TPI to submit detailed proposals to the minister for the development of a railway. Clause 2(4) 
inserts a new clause 9A, “Local participation plan”, obliging the company to prepare a plan and implement this 
plan to provide for local industry participation benefits. Clause 2(13) amends clause 41 by requiring the parties to 
the state agreement to submit to the jurisdiction of the courts of Western Australia. 
The ratification of this bill by Parliament will support the development of the proposed Eliwana rail spur and 
proposed Eliwana mine that will create construction jobs and sustain FMG’s and TPI’s operational workforce. 
Pursuant to standing order 126(1), I advise that this bill is not a uniform legislation bill. It does not ratify or give effect 
to an intergovernmental or multilateral agreement to which the government of the state is a party; nor does this bill, 
by reason of its subject matter, introduce a uniform scheme or uniform laws throughout the commonwealth. 
I commend the bill to the house and table the explanatory memorandum. 
[See paper 1277.] 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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TOBACCO PRODUCTS CONTROL AMENDMENT BILL 2017 
Committee 

Resumed from 10 April. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Laurie Graham) in the chair; Hon Alanna Clohesy 
(Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members, we are on clause 1 of the Tobacco Products Control Amendment Bill 2017, 
and I point out that there is a supplementary notice paper, issue No. 1, dated 10 April. The question is that clause 
1 stand as printed. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Yesterday, I undertook to provide some additional information, which I now do. It 
is appropriate to provide it now, particularly as we are debating clause 1, although some of this information relates 
to other clauses. The first issue is correspondence identified by the Department of Health about the 2016 bill. The 
Department of Health identified four pieces of correspondence from October to December 2016. Two of those 
pieces of correspondence were from peak health bodies in support of the bill. The Minister for Health at that time, 
Hon John Day, responded to thank the health bodies for their correspondence. The other two pieces of 
correspondence raised concerns about the sale of tobacco by minors. The first was from a retailer, and the second 
was from the member for Vasse on behalf of a constituent. Minister Day responded to both letters to explain the 
government’s reasons for introducing this amendment. He explained that because it was against the law to sell 
tobacco products to children, it was reasonable that children not be put in a position of selling tobacco products. 
The current government has captured concerns raised about the sale of tobacco to minors in the 2017 bill by 
changing the commencement date to 24 months after the act receives royal assent. This will allow more time for 
retailers to adjust to the change. 

For the end of December 2016 to September 2017, the Department of Health was unable to identify any 
correspondence on this matter. After the 2017 bill was introduced, which was post September 2017, there were 
seven pieces of correspondence to March 2018. The first was from Hon Michael Mischin in his role as Chair of 
the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. The response was that the policy rationale 
for the committee found that proposed section 77(4) does not erode sovereignty. The honourable member outlined 
the committee’s findings on that issue, so I do not need to go into further detail about that. 

Two letters were received raising concerns about the provision to prevent tobacco sales at events. Minister Day 
responded to explain that the licensing of sales of cigarettes at temporary premises, such as music festivals, was 
an issue of concern for many respondents to the legislative review conducted by the Department of Health in 2011. 
The minister noted that a high proportion of these events appealed to young audiences and, therefore, this measure 
is consistent with other policies focusing on reducing the availability of tobacco to young people and 
de-normalising smoking. Three letters were received from peak health bodies expressing support to remove the 
exemption that permits the display of tobacco products by specialist retailers. The minister responded, thanking 
them for their correspondence. One letter was received from a specialist retailer employee expressing concerns 
about the removal of the specialist retailer exemption. The concern contained in that has been captured by the 
proposed replacement of section 6, which, as members know, is on the supplementary notice paper. Further to that, 
the minister’s office has identified approximately 50 pieces of correspondence from members of the public, public 
health organisations and retailers expressing various opinions about the bill. I note that many of those were the 
ones the honourable member mentioned yesterday when a number of MPs were cc’d into the correspondence. 

In relation to the exact policy commitment on this bill, the Western Australian Labor Party has a policy on this 
matter, and I quote — 

WA Labor is committed to introducing Tobacco Law Reform to strengthen laws and policing relating to 
sale, supply and marketing of tobacco products and exposure to second-hand smoke. 

WA Labor is committed to ensuring that Western Australia returns to its status as a world leader in 
tobacco legislation and programs. 

The protection of children from access to tobacco products remains a priority … WA Labor is committed 
to looking at ways we can reduce the serious impact … 

The minister when he was in opposition made a strong commitment to tightening tobacco licensing and 
enforcement provisions, most particularly at the public health forum held on 14 February 2017, facilitated by the 
Public Health Advocacy Institute of WA. I note that Hon Alison Xamon was also a speaker at that event. The 
minister also made statements on 31 May and 16 September regarding the legislation. I will not go into the detail 
of those statements because the policy content is contained in the bill. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Thank you. I appreciate the parliamentary secretary having found out this 
information overnight and presenting it to us; it has been very useful. I will need to take a few minutes to absorb 
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it. The commitment, then, as I understand it, of the Labor Party in February 2017, which is referred to in the second 
reading speech, is in general terms rather than specific to this bill; is that correct? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I do not have the speech with me so I could not tell the member that, other than the 
statement I have made and the policy that I quoted from. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The reason I ask is that the second reading speech states that the bill fulfils an 
election commitment made to the people of Western Australia in February last year and forms part of the 
government’s commitment to undertake tobacco law reform to tighten the policing of tobacco laws. What the 
member read out does not mention specifically this legislation or even the salient points of it, and although it does 
refer to retail in general terms and tightening tobacco laws and protecting children, it does not relate to this bill in 
any specificity. Would that be correct? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The member is correct to point to the second reading speech, which states that the 
bill forms part of the government’s commitment to undertake tobacco law reform. I again refer the member to 
Labor’s policy on alcohol, tobacco and other drug use. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: They are pretty generic statements: we are going to reform tobacco laws in order to 
make them the best in the country; we are going to protect this and protect that and stop other things. There is 
nothing about any of those that can pin the government down to any specific proposals. In respect of the election 
commitment referred to in the second reading speech, it is really picking up on what I understand to be legacy 
legislation that was already proposed by the previous government. I think that is what the member has been telling 
us. Would that be right? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: There will also be a statutory review later in the year. This bill, as I mentioned, has 
some similarities to the 2016 bill, which was informed by the statutory review reported on in 2011. The report was 
tabled in this Parliament. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: What not so much troubles me but puzzles me is that this has been put up as a bill 
that fulfils an election commitment—part of the government’s commitment for undertaking tobacco law reform. 
We are told that it is based on, or at least draws from, the 2016 bill, which itself was drawn from the 2011 review, 
but because the policy outcomes did not change, it was thought that there was no need for any general consultation. 
That could be right only if it is simply reflecting the earlier bill. If it is going further than that in some material 
respect, the policy outcomes of controlling tobacco may be the same, but there ought to have been, should there 
not, some consultation more broadly to ensure that the consequences of what the government is proposing would 
be realised, but also that it would not cause any undesirable consequences? However, the parliamentary secretary 
has told us that there has not been any widespread consultation. Is it still the position that there has been no 
widespread consultation regarding this and that the government has simply reacted to what has been provided to 
it as a result of the 2016 bill?  

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I can only reiterate what I have said a number of times: that there was extensive 
consultation. More than 169 submissions were received to the 2011 review and that informed the development of 
both the 2016 and 2017 bills. The policy settings were drawn from the outcomes of that review and, in part, 
informed WA Labor policy in relation to tobacco sales, licensing and policing. All that information—it was 
extensive—has been taken into account to inform the bill we currently have in front of us, which amends the act 
that has been in place since 2006. Suffice it to say that, broadly speaking, the policy terms have not changed. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Would it be fair to say, then, that there is nothing much new in this bill that was not 
done by the previous government? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I spent a significant amount of time during my reply to the second reading debate 
and in Committee of the Whole yesterday discussing what the key changes were. I think we also talked quite 
extensively about where there were areas of similarity. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Perhaps I did not make what I was driving at clear enough, but it is fair to say that 
the 2017 bill that we are dealing with now is pretty much the product of work that was done on the 2016 draft 
legislation by the previous government. There is nothing much new in it. It is a piece of legacy work that has been 
picked up and passed now. 

Point of Order 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The member has made his point numerous times. We had this debate yesterday. The 
parliamentary secretary pointed out yesterday the similarities and differences between the bills. I really do not 
think the chamber needs to continue down this track. The member can make different points, but the parliamentary 
secretary has indicated that she answered the question previously. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Laurie Graham): The decision on whether to answer this line of questioning is for 
the parliamentary secretary to determine, so I will leave the call to the parliamentary secretary. 
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Committee Resumed 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I have pointed out, there are similarities between the previous and current bills. 
Work done by public officers with the Department of Health on the development of the previous bill certainly 
informed the development of the 2017 bill, including—we talked about this yesterday—the continued thinking 
around how to improve or build on the proposals that were contained in the 2011 review and also how to strengthen 
the legislation. The member will note that I talked about some of the drafting changes that had been made. 
Yesterday I also talked about how that was done by Department of Health officers reflecting on whether there was 
a different way, particularly with regard to the work of restricted licensing officers, and whether that would 
strengthen the 2017 bill. As the 2016 bill was not put to the Parliament—it was tabled in the Parliament—
technically it was not a bill. The 2017 bill is the bill that we are considering. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That brings me to the next issue, which is that of the similarities and differences. 
I went through the comparative table that the parliamentary secretary was good enough to table yesterday. 
Hon Nick Goiran had his particular views on it; I am more interested in whether it is a complete document because 
there are pages missing from it and, as I said yesterday, there may be good reasons for that, but perhaps the 
parliamentary secretary can explain to us, firstly, whether it is a complete document and what is missing from it. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I was trying to provide the member with what he asked for, which was a comparative 
table of the 2016 and 2017 bills. I found the table quite useful, in fact. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It may very well be useful; I am keeping an open mind on that. We will go through 
it in a minute, but I was querying the missing pages. As I pointed out, going by the numbering, there are no pages 
2, 5, 8, 9, 11 and so forth. I am wondering why they are missing. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Are there any clauses missing from the table? What I was asked to provide, and what 
I did provide, was a comparative table of the two bills. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I do not know. It appears to cover all the clauses, but the fact that the page 
numbering is not consecutive suggests that there is something missing. As I left it open yesterday, there may be 
a good, clear, simple explanation for that. All I am asking for is the explanation. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: There were notes associated with it—I do not have a copy with me—that were my 
notes. They were not intended for distribution and they were not intended to assist individual members in their 
understanding of the bill. They were intended for me to aid my memory of different clauses of the bill. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I thank the parliamentary secretary; that is all I wanted to know. I was obliged to 
speculate. It may very well have been that there was confidential information on the pages that are missing and 
that the parliamentary secretary has provided the comparative information that we asked for, but that is all I was 
asking for; it was not hard. I just wanted an explanation for it to know I was not missing out on anything necessary. 
When we end up with a document that has more or less every second page missing at random, it gets us wondering. 
That is all I was after. As I pointed out, there may be a very simple explanation for all this. The parliamentary 
secretary could have told me this at the start. 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: You could’ve asked for it at the start. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I did point it out at the start and I am happy to go to the Hansard to point out where 
I raised this right at the beginning, shortly after the parliamentary secretary presented the document.  

Point of Order 
Hon ADELE FARINA: Chair, can you remind members that debate on clause 1, the short title, does no more 
than give members the opportunity to range over the clauses of the bill, foreshadow amendments and indicate, 
consistent with the policy of the bill, how its form or content might be improved. It is not a vehicle for continuing 
the debate on the policy of the bill, which has been decided at the second reading stage. A considerable amount of 
time has been spent discussing the differences between the 2016 bill and the 2017 bill. The only bill before this 
house at this point in time is the 2017 bill. Discussions about the 2016 bill are irrelevant. We have also spent 
a considerable amount of time debating a table that provides a comparison of those two bills, which was provided 
to aid members opposite to understand the bill. Again, that table is not a question before the house. It was provided 
to aid members. The issue before the house is the consideration of clause 1 of the bill. 

Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 

The CHAIR: Order! A point of order is being raised. 

Hon ADELE FARINA: If members are using those documents to suggest that some aspect in the 2016 bill that 
has been omitted from the 2017 bill would improve the 2017 bill, let them make that argument. So far, they have 
not. We have spent hours just doing a comparison between the 2016 bill and the 2017 bill. The only question 
before the house is clause 1 of the 2017 bill, and that is the only matter that we should be considering, not whatever 
was in the 2016 bill, which is not before the house. 
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The CHAIR: The question is whether the debate as it is proceeding is consistent with a clause 1 debate. My ruling 
is that it is. We therefore continue to contemplate the question that clause 1 do stand as printed. In the course of 
doing so, members will be cognisant, I am sure, of what a clause 1 debate is all about. My observation is that so 
far it is a debate that is consistent with prior rulings. It is not a debate about the policy of the bill; it is a debate 
about the content of the bill, and what has informed that content. The question is that clause 1 do stand as printed. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I have just one point to raise. I appreciate Hon Adele Farina’s contribution. If she 
recalls, this debate arose because, very early in the piece, we were talking about the comparison between the 
sections ranging over the bill. Hon Nick Goiran was seeking some clarification of how this bill differed from the 
earlier one, and we got onto that because of the question of consultation, which we were not able to be assisted 
with at that stage. I will consider the document that has been provided, and we will go through that comparison in 
due course. 

Point of Order 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am not doing this to be painful to people, but we had a debate yesterday, and we 
are having the same debate again. I draw the attention of members to standing order 48, which is about irrelevant 
or repetitious debate, and I seek your guidance, Mr Chair, because we should not be having the debate that we had 
yesterday again today. 

The CHAIR: Members, the Minister for Environment has raised the question with me about irrelevant or 
repetitious debate, and has made reference to standing order 48 in the course of so doing. May I advise the minister, 
and the house generally, that the application of standing order 48 is at the discretion and judgement of the presiding 
member, and is not an instrument available to members generally to seek an intervention by the Chair to get the 
member who has been speaking a lot to shut up. 

Hon Adele Farina: We would just like him to move on. 

The CHAIR: Or, indeed, to move on—however you want to characterise it. I am sorry if I am being a bit 
colloquial, but I know what you all mean. I assure you that I, like other presiding members from time to time, am 
cognisant of standing order 48, and if a member does persist in making irrelevant or repetitious arguments, I will 
sit them down. In the first instance, I would direct them, and then if they persisted, I would sit them down. That is 
not the case that exists at the moment, and there is no other form of relevance. I think in past years, the terrible 
truth has sometimes been brought home to members of this place from the Chair of the day that, even though you 
do not want to hear what people have got to say, unfortunately you do have to sit here while they say it. That brings 
us back to the contemplation of the question that clause 1 do stand as printed. 

Committee Resumed 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: To round that off, I can now hopefully get to the point that I was trying to get to 
yesterday if we had only got some information. To what extent have any of the submissions or contributions from 
the public, retailers, members of Parliament or public health organisations altered the form of this bill that we have 
before us in any material sense from that of the 2016 bill that was put out for public information and discussion? 
Having received the 50 letters, the two letters, the letters from health bodies and the like, to what extent have they 
influenced the drafting of this bill, and how does this bill depart from that previous version? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I went through each of the groups of correspondence in my initial statement today, 
and I discussed the outcome of each of those grouped pieces of correspondence. For example, I talked about the 
correspondence that was received from peak health bodies, and I said that the government captured the concerns 
raised in the 2017 bill about the sale of tobacco by minors by changing the commencement date to 24 months after 
the act receives royal assent. That is one example of the detail I have already provided about the way the 
correspondence has been taken into account, or the outcome, in relation to the Tobacco Products Control 
Amendment Bill 2017. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I rise for the first time today to contribute to the consideration of clause 1. I indicated last 
night that I had no further questions at that point because a couple of matters arose that the parliamentary secretary 
was going to look into overnight. One of those matters has been addressed by the parliamentary secretary today, 
and I thank her for doing that. I found the response provided today very comprehensive and very useful. I note that 
last night we were told that there were approximately two pieces of correspondence. We now know with 
certainty—now that the investigation has been done—that there were four pieces of correspondence 
between October and December 2016. Thereafter, nothing else was able to be identified in 2017 in respect of the 
2016 bill. With respect to the 2017 bill and the period between September 2017 and March 2018, seven pieces of 
correspondence were identified. The parliamentary secretary helpfully took us through them and grouped them 
into their various components. Interestingly, the parliamentary secretary then finished by saying that there were 
approximately 50 various opinions on the bill. It is not abundantly clear to me why that would be a different 
category of correspondence from the seven itemised by the parliamentary secretary, but it really does not matter. 
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We are all the better informed for the work undertaken by the parliamentary secretary overnight, and I thank her 
for that. 

That takes me to the other two matters that arose after debate on clause 1 yesterday. I refer to page 37 of the pink 
uncorrected Hansard from yesterday, which reads — 

… I think I heard the parliamentary secretary say that section 82 is the same in each bill. Is that right? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: We are talking about clause 15. In fact, I did not say that. I referred to it 
when I talked about restricted investigators, so I did not say that. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Unless I am gravely mistaken, I recall the parliamentary secretary raising section 
82 and saying that there was no difference between the versions of the bill. That is in accordance with my 
recollection of events only minutes ago, so to be told now that it was not said seems odd. I guess the only 
way of verifying that would be at a subsequent time when we review the Hansard. Be that as it may, can 
the parliamentary secretary clarify for us whether there is any difference in how this bill deals with section 
82 and how the draft bill dealt with section 82? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: In the second reading reply I said that it was an additional clause; I did not 
say that there was no change. 

That was early in the consideration of clause 1. My learned friend Hon Michael Mischin then rose and helpfully 
identified for us all that the parliamentary secretary might have been referring to a document that seemed to be, as 
he said, “a comparative table of some sort”. Then we had the whole debacle that unfolded after that, when it took 
half an hour to get that document tabled. Then we found out it was a false document anyway, and I threw my copy 
in the bin. It is very important for members to note that just a few paragraphs above on page 37 of the pink 
uncorrected proof from yesterday, there is this quote from none other than the hardworking parliamentary 
secretary, Hon Alanna Clohesy, who said, according to the uncorrected proof Hansard—is the parliamentary 
secretary ready for this? — 

There are no changes to section 82 in this bill when compared with the 2016 bill. 

So I do not know how much confidence we can have in any of the answers or documents that are provided because 
we are only on clause 1. Something is said by the parliamentary secretary, I ask a question on that and I say, 
“I think I heard you say that”, and the answer is, “No, no, I never said that. I didn’t say that.” I say, “I think you 
did say it”, and the answer is, “No, I definitely didn’t.” So we have to wait 24 hours until I can get a copy of this 
Hansard to show that actually the parliamentary secretary did say it. That was the verbal evidence given by the 
parliamentary secretary on clause 1. But it gets better, of course, because when she tables some documentary 
evidence for the benefit of the chamber, we find out that that is false as well. So I am not sure what confidence 
I can have in answers or verbal or documentary evidence provided, whether on clause 1 or any other clause today, 
Mr Chair, but I do not think you will be able to help me with that, because we are at the mercy of the parliamentary 
secretary and from time to time she will tell us things accurately and at other times they will not be accurate. The 
relevance of that is that we have just had the parliamentary secretary advise us at length that there were four pieces 
of correspondence between October and December 2016. I do not know whether there were four. We were told 
there were four, but yesterday I was told, “No, I never mentioned anything about section 82 being different.” Yes, 
she did. Then a document was tabled that was false. So I am just going to assume for the purposes of this debate 
that when the parliamentary secretary tells us that there were four pieces of correspondence between October and 
December 2016, that is true, because I have no other option. And when the parliamentary secretary tells us there 
were seven pieces of correspondence between September 2017 and March 2018, I have to assume that is true. 
Apparently, one of those pieces of correspondence was from the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and 
Statutes Review. I do not know. I am not on that committee. Nothing has been tabled to verify that is the case, but 
that is fine. I do not propose that we spend any more time on that. I said earlier that I do not want to ever hear 
about that document that was tabled yesterday—that despicable document that was not worth the ink, a moment 
of time or one cent of taxpayers’ money to pay for the paper that was wasted. Hon Diane Evers would be outraged 
about the trees that were killed because of that outrageous document. 

We need to get back to the matters that arose on clause 1 yesterday. There is one matter that the parliamentary 
secretary, for reasons known only to her, has not addressed at this point. Yesterday, the parliamentary secretary 
indicated to the chamber that she had asked the minister who were the interested stakeholders that he consulted 
with that caused the government to seek to amend clause 6 to partially implement option 9 of the 2011 review. 
I ask the parliamentary secretary whether she has done that. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am aware that officers spoke to Mr Devlin of Devlin’s cigar bar. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Okay. So, yesterday, parliamentary secretary — 

Hon Alanna Clohesy: And I apologise: I forgot that question in my general response. I apologise for that. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fine. The point I want to take, though, is that yesterday the parliamentary secretary 
said that the minister consulted with interested stakeholders. When the parliamentary secretary uses the plural, 
I assume it is more than one, but now it is just one—the gentleman from Devlin’s. So the minister consulted with 
one interested stakeholder, and that is what caused the government to seek to amend clause 6 in such a fashion that 
instead of fully implementing option 9 of the 2011 review, we are now partially implementing option 9 of the 2011 
review. Is that right? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Is the question whether we are fully or partially implementing section — 

Hon Nick Goiran: We already know that. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: — or why is — 

Hon Nick Goiran: I will ask again. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Hon Nick Goiran went on to talk about who was consulted and then he asked: is that 
why we are doing it? Is that what the member said? 

Hon Nick Goiran: No. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The question went on for a while. I might have lost track of what he was actually 
asking because there were a number of issues in there. I was trying to write them down, but I am not sure. If the 
member could be clear about the information he is seeking, I could probably provide him with the accurate 
information. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will try to be crystal clear for the parliamentary secretary. There is only one matter that 
is of relevance at this time. The parliamentary secretary indicated yesterday that the minister consulted interested 
stakeholders—plural. What she has advised the chamber today is that he consulted with a Mr Devlin—singular. 
My question to the parliamentary secretary was: is it the case that on the basis of consultation with that one 
individual, one interested stakeholder—not multiple interested stakeholders—that the government has now 
decided to amend clause 6 in such a fashion that instead of fully implementing option 9 of the 2011 review, it is 
partially implementing option 9 of the 2011 review? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: As I said yesterday, the issue that informed the decision to move the proposed 
amendment to the clause was also raised in briefings about the bill with members of Parliament. That also informed 
the proposed amendment that we have before us. I said that yesterday and that may have been where the member 
considered that I said “stakeholders”. That is probably why I used the plural. I am aware that Mr Devlin had also 
engaged a lobbyist or a consultant, which means that there was more than one. There were members of Parliament, 
a lobbyist and Mr Devlin. At this stage, I am not aware of any other stakeholders who were consulted. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: In briefings that I was provided by the Department of Health, it was intimated to 
me that clause 6 may impact Devlin’s cigar shop, but it also may impact Smokemart tobacco retailers. Given that 
is the case, why was Smokemart not consulted as a stakeholder when consultation was done in the drafting of the 
amendment to clause 6? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I am advised that the minister did not make the approach to Mr Devlin, so the 
approach came from Mr Devlin to the minister. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: If I have this right, because Smokemart made no representations to the minister, 
the minister did not engage with Smokemart; is that correct? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I could not say for sure. 

Hon AARON STONEHOUSE: Chair, I will hold my remarks at this point until we reach clause 6. 

Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It might be convenient to get it out of the way at this point. When did the minister 
either first receive representations from Mr Devlin or consult Mr Devlin in response to those representations? If 
the parliamentary secretary is not able to provide the answer at this point, we can wait until clause 6 comes up, but 
I am just flagging it as something that I would be interested in knowing having regard to the debate about the 
extent of the effect on his business. If the parliamentary secretary cannot answer it now, I will be happy to take the 
answer when we get to clause 6. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I look forward to discussing clause 6. I do not have that information with me. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Between the 2016 and 2017 bills, has the government made any changes to clause 2? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I did mention this in my reply to the second reading and in a number of responses 
yesterday. I also mentioned it today in relation to the issues that have been raised. The commencement date for 
section 4 was added. Section 4 will commence 24 months after royal assent. 
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Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Perhaps the parliamentary secretary could outline why it is that proposed 
section 4 of the bill has a period of 24 months from the date of assent rather than six months like the other 
provisions in the bill. As part of that explanation, perhaps she could outline the thinking upon which the 
government based its decision to use six months and 24 months as opposed to any other time. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: The minister requested that that time be provided in order to allow industry retailers 
to transition to the new arrangements. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Was that based on a particular submission that had been received by the government 
saying, “We’re going to need at least, say, 18 months to two years to accommodate the change brought about by 
clause 4 of the bill”, or was it just considered a round enough figure that ought to enable any businesses to transition? 
The CHAIR: Parliamentary secretary, if you could be brief, I am about to interrupt debate. 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: It was the minister’s understanding that that would be a reasonable period of time. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders.  

SHENTON PARK REHABILITATION HOSPITAL REDEVELOPMENT SITE — 
BUSHLAND CLEARING — LEMNOS STREET 

Statement 
HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [6.20 pm]: As members would be aware, I have spoken quite 
a number of times on the issue of the Shenton Park Rehabilitation Hospital site. There are some additional 
developments that I will speak to tonight. There is a general agreement that the patch of bushland that we are 
talking about is a threatened ecological community because it contains banksia woodland. 
The PRESIDENT: Member, I am sorry to interrupt you but I am finding it really hard to hear you. I am not sure 
whether it is your microphone or maybe you might speak up a little bit, please. 
Hon ALISON XAMON: There is an approved conservation advice from the federal Department of Environment 
about how to deal with this threatened ecological community and it addresses this exact situation. We are talking 
about subdivision and infill. The advice is unequivocal; it states not to touch this TEC or the non-TEC bush around 
it. If it acts as a wildlife corridor, it is to be added to the conservation estate. Over the past month or so I have been 
asking questions to try to understand how the process has made it to this point and, despite all common sense, and, 
as I have said before, in defiance of clearly articulated community will and state planning policies, we still find 
ourselves with this particular proposal. 
Yesterday, the subdivision application went before the Statutory Planning Committee of the Western Australian 
Planning Commission. I know that the community group that has been fighting so very hard to try to preserve this 
bushland were outside the offices early yesterday morning, once again making it clear to the decision-makers that 
people in that community really care about what happens to this bushland. Today we found out that the planning 
committee has deferred a future determination. The minutes of the reasons for that deferral will be published in 
the next fortnight. I understand there are a number of reasons for that. It is partly because the committee is waiting 
for a new chair, which is reasonable. The committee has acknowledged that there is too much uncertainty and too 
many unknown factors and it plans to meet with the proponent next week, but at this time we do not have any 
further time frames in place or information on what will happen. I am concerned about the information provided 
in the first place as part of the subdivision application. 
I want to draw members’ attention to some of the dates that really stand out in the process of assessing, in the first 
place, the ecological value of this site and the appropriateness of the bushfire management plan. This proposal was 
self-referred by LandCorp to the commonwealth and a determination was made on 29 January 2016. The banksia 
woodlands of the Swan coastal plain were listed as an endangered ecological community on 16 September 2016. 
Of course, the information submitted to the commonwealth did not include anything about the banksia woodlands 
on the site because at that time they were not listed, even though they were no less endangered than they are now. 
Yesterday, the minister answered my question and stated that the initial 2015 advice for the metropolitan region 
scheme amendment was reviewed in 2016 for the improvement scheme and that nothing substantial had changed. 
I suspect that the 2016 advice was also prepared prior to the listing of the banksia woodland as the improvement 
scheme went before the Statutory Planning Committee for final approval on 9 August 2016 and the bushfire 
management plan was completed and approved in May 2017. The final updated “Guidelines for Planning in 
Bushfire Prone Areas” was finalised and published in December 2017. The guidelines cannot be retroactively 
applied, but they clearly state that when clearing in a site such as this causes conflict with environmental objectives, 
sucking up and accepting a changed design and reduced lot yield might be required. We know that clearing of this 
bushland is clearly in conflict with environmental objectives for the banksia woodlands. Simply through a fluke 
of timing, LandCorp has been able to avoid responding to these concerns, but as a government body it still has 
a responsibility to undertake the best possible practice. 
Yesterday I received correspondence between the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation and LandCorp 
regarding the clearing application that is currently on hold. I requested this correspondence during the last sitting. 
I recognise that the Minister for Environment and Minister for Planning have been very forthcoming with information 
and I note that they have not put me on any sort of merry-go-round in providing information and have been very clear 
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in giving me the information I have requested. The correspondence given to me yesterday was particularly 
enlightening in the context of the map submitted to the Statutory Planning Committee that it considered yesterday. 
The correspondence refers to the previous meeting between LandCorp and DWER. At the meeting, DWER advised 
that the clearing application would need to be re-advertised, as during the meeting LandCorp confirmed that clearing 
was for development purposes. Yet LandCorp was insistent that the clearing was for bushfire management purposes. 
It really is just lucky that the bushfire management plan will reduce the fire risk sufficiently to make it safe to develop 
those cleared areas. Of course, the map submitted to the Statutory Planning Committee for yesterday’s meeting 
clearly marks out areas of bushland that would be bushfire management clearing and other bushland areas that are 
proposed development sites. That is pretty convenient, but not necessarily best practice. 
I am deeply concerned that the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions did not provide advice 
to the WAPC on the subdivision application. It is especially true that when it came to the clearing application, the 
advice provided by the same agency on the same bushland was so clear and unequivocal on the need to properly 
assess this bushland as a TEC. I wrote to the Minister for Planning about this advice. Once again, I want to 
acknowledge that the minister and her staff were very good and ensured that my letter on the issue and my concerns 
on the environmental advice provided to the WAPC were presented to the Statutory Planning Committee 
yesterday. I appreciate that. It is really important that we listen to the expertise of our public servants on these 
matters. It is quite clear that the public servants very much have this right. I think the knowledge and expertise needs 
to be accurately conveyed to decision-makers at every level. This issue clearly demonstrates the concerns that 
certainly the Greens have held for a number of years on the way in which communities and local governments are 
being disenfranchised on planning decisions. It is even more frustrating when we have a project, as we have here, 
that is a shining example of what could be a welcome and desired urban infill that maintains urban bushland areas. 

REGENERATIVE FARMING 
Statement 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [6.28 pm]: Earlier I started to talk on genetically modified farming and 
I mentioned the practice of regenerative farming. I want to speak specifically about regenerative farming because 
it does not really fit into the GM sphere. I think now is a great time to speak. I want to talk about regenerative 
farming because I see a change, I see hope, I see a future and I see a lot of things happening that are affecting that 
future. I hope that somehow over the next 10 years or so we will see a change back and we will move forward and 
take up new ideas and work to make our soils healthier, our food healthier and our farmers healthier and better off 
financially. Regenerative farming is more than just sustainable farming. Sustainable farming wants to keep things 
as they are and not get any worse, but regenerative farming wants to improve the soil so that we can grow more 
produce more easily that is healthier and more nutritious and basically keep regional areas and people coming into 
regional areas healthier. It is simple. It begins with having livestock. This is very appropriate at this time, because 
we are talking about what might happen with live exports. I, along with many others, am saying that things need 
to change. However, I am also saying that we cannot damage or hurt the farming industries and livestock growers. 
We need them, and they need us—it is part of who we are. We need to make sure that if we lose some of our live 
export markets—as I believe we will because of what is happening with sheep and cattle exports—we keep that 
livestock. Livestock is a strong part of regenerative agriculture, because it provides the nutrients and manures that 
feed the microbiota and other living organisms in the soil. We will then be able to store carbon in our soil—not 
dead carbon, but living carbon that grows and transfers nutrients and water and helps our plants to grow. 
There are a number of simple concepts that we need to put together. The first is that we need to lower our chemical 
use. That will result in lower costs to farmers. Lower chemical use also means lower pesticide residues in our soils 
that are taken up by plants. Lower pesticide residues means that our food will be healthier. We need to look at how 
we can reduce chemical residues in our soils to keep our soils healthy. The pesticides, herbicides and fungicides 
that we are putting in our soils are killing the things that make our plants grow. We seem to be going backwards, 
along with the rest of the world, by letting industrial agriculture tell us that this is how we have to do it. 
The second is diversity. We often have monocultures that extend for kilometres and kilometres of the same thing. 
That means there is a lack of diversity in the soil and we have less chance of expanding the types of creatures and 
types of biota that will provide different types of nutrients to the food that we grow. 
The third is plant variety. We eat about 300 different varieties of vegetables and grains. There are 300 different 
varieties of corn. However, the varieties that are grown are limited to the few varieties that can be produced on 
a large-scale basis. It is like the McDonald’s of agriculture. There is no choice. We can have this one, this one or 
this one, but they will all be the same. Our bodies need a variety of foods. We need a breadth of nutrients to help 
us grow strong. We need a breadth of diversity in our plants, and our plants will grow stronger if they are fed with 
a variety of nutrients. It all works as part of the system. We have been killing that system by whittling it down to 
one or two varieties and we have taken a lot of nutrients out of the soil by killing off what is in there. 
The important thing about having living carbon in the soil is that it needs to be kept moist. Soil needs to have 
moisture content at all times. A dry soil is a dead soil. We need to keep the moisture in the soil. Low till or no till 
is a great idea, but it does not keep the soil moist. We need different varieties of cover crops. We should not clear 
the land every time we grow something. We need to have things growing in our soil all the time. We then bring in 
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the animals. The idea of regenerative agriculture is that we end up with more livestock. One of the stories in the 
book I talked about earlier today — 
Hon Robin Scott: Can I interject, honourable member? 
Hon DIANE EVERS: Sure.  
Hon Robin Scott: Using animals to regenerate the earth is fine in small countries, but in 2.5 million square 
kilometres, you are going to need a lot of animals. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I have heard the member’s point. The member is absolutely right. We need a lot of animals 
to enable us to diversify across this country and develop other sorts of industry and other sorts of products so that 
we can regenerate our regional areas. We need people to go to regional areas. We need to have a diversified 
economy, with further processing of the things that we grow. We need to learn how to preserve and store the things 
we grow. There is now an industry in Manjimup that processes and vacuum-packs food for babies. They are 
looking at processing food for aged-care facilities as well. Produce that is grown in the area is being processed and 
vacuum packed. Crabs that are preserved in this way can be stored for over a month and are still healthy to eat and 
transportable. All sorts of things are happening. 
We had a dearth of resources in the former Department of Agriculture and Food. I am pleased the department is 
growing and getting stronger. However, it has 10 years to make up. The department has just been toeing the line 
of industrial agriculture and of the large pharmaceutical companies, chemical companies and seed owners. That 
has made it very difficult to try anything else. I hope that somehow Western Australia will realise that there are 
many crops that can be grown across the region. Many people have adopted new practices. Although many stories 
are coming out about this, we do not hear about it often enough. We still think that the only way is the way of large 
industrial agriculture, with mega-sized equipment, and one single monoculture, and to just throw more chemicals 
on any problem we find. That is not how the problem will be solved. We need to move forward. If we can move 
forward and establish new agricultural industries, it will lead to greater job availability and increased interest in 
agriculture. We will no longer be discussing whether agricultural schools are opening or closing and the small 
number of students in agricultural schools and whether they come from the city or the country. We need 
agricultural colleges, not only because we need agricultural workers, but also because somehow—I do not have 
the answer to this one—we need to let young people who are coming up through the school system know that they 
will be appreciated and will find a job out there. If we can farm on a smaller scale rather than on a mass scale, as 
we have been doing, it will not cost people so much to get into the agricultural industry. Imagine how difficult it 
would be for someone to start a new farm if they do not inherit it or buy it through a multimillion-dollar company 
that may be foreign owned or owned by a superannuation fund. They will not be the family-owned farms that 
many of us would remember from our childhood. We need to get back to small family farms that are supported by 
a thriving and healthy agricultural system and a healthy agriculture department and regional development 
department, because that will enable regional areas to grow, and that is what we need. We need lower-cost entry, 
healthier soils, and fewer chemical residues in food. 
I have not mentioned genetically modified crops. GM means more chemical use and more residues. The fact is 
that 99 per cent of the GM crops grown around the world are grown for herbicide tolerance or to grow their own 
defence for keeping bugs away. The chemicals are either within the plant as it is growing or sprayed onto the plant. 
Those crops are not grown to feed the world; they are grown so that more chemicals will be used. That is hurting 
us. Rather than mining our soils and looking only at large-scale industrial agriculture, which is killing our soils, 
and nearly growing our food hydroponically, as though we have the water for it, we need a depth of variety to 
provide nutrients for the microbiota and mycorrhizal fungi in the soils so that they can provide nutrients to the 
plant roots and enable food to be grown that will enable us to be healthy. Thank you. 

URBAN BUSHLAND COUNCIL — TWENTY-FIFTH ANNIVERSARY 
Statement 

HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [6.38 pm]: I rise to wish the Urban Bushland Council a happy 
twenty-fifth birthday. Twenty-five years ago, the Conservation Council of Western Australia brought together 
40 like-minded groups, all of which were concerned about the rapid loss of our precious bushland around the Perth 
area. They banded together and formed the Urban Bushland Council. I would like to say thank you for helping to 
make sure that Perth can proudly say to its international tourists that it is one of the world’s 36 great biodiversity 
hotspots. I also say thank you to the thousands of members and volunteers who have helped to protect our precious 
urban bushland. 
I encourage the government to support the Urban Bushland Council’s drive to fully protect our precious 
environments and to fully implement the Bush Forever program. This is very important. It breaks my heart to think 
that my grandchildren may never see a red-tailed black cockatoo in the wild. However, I am heartened to know 
that the Urban Bushland Council will be around for another 25 years, fighting the good fight. Thank you. 

House adjourned at 6.39 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AGREEMENTS 
530. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to Financial Assistance Agreements (FAA) executed as a result of Royalties for Regions funding, and I ask: 
(a) since 11 March 2017, how many FAA have been amended; 
(b) what is the nature of the variance in each case identified in (a); 
(c) was the variation entered into willingly and without coercion of the parties involved; and 
(d) who initiated the variation in each case identified in (a)? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) 63 amendments have been made to 54 Financial Assistance Agreements. 
(b) and (d) [See tabled paper no 1269.] 
(c) All variations were negotiated with the party involved. 

MINISTER FOR YOUTH — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 
540. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Youth: 
I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 
(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 

direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 
(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 

and 
(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 576. 

MINISTER FOR VETERANS ISSUES — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 
541. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Veterans Issues: 
I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 
(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 

direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 
(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 

and 
(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 576. 

MINISTER FOR HOUSING — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 
542. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 
(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 

direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 
(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 

and 
(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 576. 
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ATTORNEY GENERAL — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

562. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 576. 

MINISTER FOR CULTURE AND THE ARTS — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

563. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 576. 

MINISTER FOR HERITAGE — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

564. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Heritage: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 576. 

MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

565. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 576. 
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MINISTER FOR ROAD SAFETY — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

568. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Road Safety: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

Section 111 of the FOI Act requires the Information Commissioner to provide a report to the Speaker of the 
Legislative Assembly and the President of the Legislative Council on the operation of the legislation during the 
financial year. As part of this report, statistical information is provided to the Information Commissioner by each 
government agency. 

The statistical information for the previous financial year is available in the Information Commissioner’s 
2016/2017 annual report. Statistical information for the current financial year will be provided by all government 
agencies to the Information Commissioner at the end of the financial year. The statistical information requested at 
questions (a)–(d) will be provided to the Information Commissioner at that time. 

MINISTER FOR POLICE — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

569. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

Section 111 of the FOI Act requires the Information Commissioner to provide a report to the Speaker of the 
Legislative Assembly and the President of the Legislative Council on the operation of the legislation during the 
financial year. As part of this report, statistical information is provided to the Information Commissioner by each 
government agency. 

The statistical information for the previous financial year is available in the Information Commissioner’s 
2016/2017 annual report. Statistical information for the current financial year will be provided by all government 
agencies to the Information Commissioner at the end of the financial year. The statistical information requested at 
questions (a)–(d) will be provided to the Information Commissioner at that time. 

MINISTER ASSISTING THE MINISTER FOR STATE DEVELOPMENT, JOBS AND TRADE — 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

577. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 576. 
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MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

578. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 576. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

579. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 576. 

MINISTER FOR DISABILITY SERVICES — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

580. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Disability Services: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 576. 

MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT — FREEDOM OF INFORMATION REQUESTS 

581. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Environment: 

I refer to the Freedom of Information Act 1992, and I ask: 

(a) how many applications has the Minister’s Office received, and for each department or agency under her 
direction received, per month, since 11 March 2017; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many were dealt with within the 45 day statutory timeframe; 

(c) of those identified in (a), how many applicants were charged a fee beyond the initial $30 application fee; 
and 

(d) what is the total sum of additional access fees charged with respect to (c)? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 580. 
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MINISTER FOR COMMUNITY SERVICES — MOBILE DEVICES 

588. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Community Services: 
I refer to mobile devices, including tablets, that are provided to the Minister by the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet (DPC), and I ask: 
(a) what devices are used by the Minister that are funded by DPC; 
(b) what applications are installed on each device; 
(c) what is the mobile data usage associated with each device, per month, for the last six months; 
(d) with respect to messaging applications that may be installed on the device(s), are these used for official 

communication purposes with the Ministers’ staff, departments or stakeholders; and 
(e) how is the Minister ensuring if messaging applications are used, that the communications are secure, and 

records are maintained as required by the State Records Act 2000 and the Freedom of Information Act 1992? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 628. 

MINISTER FOR PREVENTION OF FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — MOBILE DEVICES 

589. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Prevention of Family 
and Domestic Violence: 

I refer to mobile devices, including tablets, that are provided to the Minister by the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet (DPC), and I ask: 
(a) what devices are used by the Minister that are funded by DPC; 
(b) what applications are installed on each device; 
(c) what is the mobile data usage associated with each device, per month, for the last six months; 
(d) with respect to messaging applications that may be installed on the device(s), are these used for official 

communication purposes with the Ministers’ staff, departments or stakeholders; and 
(e) how is the Minister ensuring if messaging applications are used, that the communications are secure, and 

records are maintained as required by the State Records Act 2000 and the Freedom of Information Act 1992? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 628. 

MINISTER FOR WOMEN’S INTERESTS — MOBILE DEVICES 

590. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Women’s Interests: 
I refer to mobile devices, including tablets, that are provided to the Minister by the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet (DPC), and I ask: 
(a) what devices are used by the Minister that are funded by DPC; 
(b) what applications are installed on each device; 
(c) what is the mobile data usage associated with each device, per month, for the last six months; 
(d) with respect to messaging applications that may be installed on the device(s), are these used for official 

communication purposes with the Ministers’ staff, departments or stakeholders; and 
(e) how is the Minister ensuring if messaging applications are used, that the communications are secure, and 

records are maintained as required by the State Records Act 2000 and the Freedom of Information Act 1992? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 628. 

MINISTER FOR CHILD PROTECTION — MOBILE DEVICES 

591. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to mobile devices, including tablets, that are provided to the Minister by the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet (DPC), and I ask: 
(a) what devices are used by the Minister that are funded by DPC; 
(b) what applications are installed on each device; 
(c) what is the mobile data usage associated with each device, per month, for the last six months; 



 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 April 2018] 1795 

 

(d) with respect to messaging applications that may be installed on the device(s), are these used for official 
communication purposes with the Ministers’ staff, departments or stakeholders; and 

(e) how is the Minister ensuring if messaging applications are used, that the communications are secure, and 
records are maintained as required by the State Records Act 2000 and the Freedom of Information Act 1992? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 628. 

MINISTER FOR ROAD SAFETY — MOBILE DEVICES 

620. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Road Safety: 
I refer to mobile devices, including tablets, that are provided to the Minister by the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet (DPC), and I ask: 
(a) what devices are used by the Minister that are funded by DPC; 
(b) what applications are installed on each device; 
(c) what is the mobile data usage associated with each device, per month, for the last six months; 
(d) with respect to messaging applications that may be installed on the device(s), are these used for official 

communication purposes with the Ministers’ staff, departments or stakeholders; and 
(e) how is the Minister ensuring if messaging applications are used, that the communications are secure, and 

records are maintained as required by the State Records Act 2000 and the Freedom of Information Act 1992? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) iPhone 6s and iPad Air 2. 
(b)–(e) All usage is within DPC guidelines and meets the requirements of the relevant Acts.  

MINISTER FOR POLICE — MOBILE DEVICES 

621. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to mobile devices, including tablets, that are provided to the Minister by the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet (DPC), and I ask: 
(a) what devices are used by the Minister that are funded by DPC; 
(b) what applications are installed on each device; 
(c) what is the mobile data usage associated with each device, per month, for the last six months; 
(d) with respect to messaging applications that may be installed on the device(s), are these used for official 

communication purposes with the Ministers’ staff, departments or stakeholders; and 
(e) how is the Minister ensuring if messaging applications are used, that the communications are secure, and 

records are maintained as required by the State Records Act 2000 and the Freedom of Information Act 1992? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) iphone 6S and iPad Air 2. 
(b)–(e) All usage is within DPC guidelines and meets the requirements of the relevant Acts.  

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING — MOBILE DEVICES 

634. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to mobile devices, including tablets, that are provided to the Minister by the Department of Premier and 
Cabinet (DPC), and I ask: 
(a) what devices are used by the Minister that are funded by DPC; 
(b) what applications are installed on each device; 
(c) what is the mobile data usage associated with each device, per month, for the last six months; 
(d) with respect to messaging applications that may be installed on the device(s), are these used for official 

communication purposes with the Ministers’ staff, departments or stakeholders; and 
(e) how is the Minister ensuring if messaging applications are used, that the communications are secure, and 

records are maintained as required by the State Records Act 2000 and the Freedom of Information Act 1992? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 628. 
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EDUCATION AND TRAINING — SAVINGS MEASURES 

635. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the $64 million in savings announced by the Minister on 13 December 2017 in a media statement 
“Education savings measures to help contribute to budget repair”, and I ask: 

(a) of the $64 million claimed in the media statement, how much can be attributed to education services 
affecting regional students versus metropolitan students; and 

(b) will the Minister please provide a detailed break down of the $64 million per service reduction? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(b) Tough decisions have had to be made to get WA’s finances back on track to fix the mess left by the 

previous Liberal National government. 

It is a false narrative that somehow regional Western Australia is bearing the brunt of budget repair. That 
is simply not the case. All parts of the community to help contribute to budget repair – the public sector, 
business, industry, individuals and families – both in metropolitan Perth and regional Western Australia. 

As you are aware some of the education savings measures announced on 13 December 2017 were 
reversed on 11 January 2018. The changes announced apply across all areas of the State, including 
metropolitan Perth. 

It is not possible to provide a full or detailed regional versus metropolitan breakdown given the statewide 
delivery of services. 

ENVIRONMENT — INDEPENDENT SCIENTIFIC PANEL INQUIRY  
INTO HYDRAULIC FRACTURE STIMULATION IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA 

639. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Environment: 
Noting the establishment by the Minister of the Independent Scientific Panel Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture 
Stimulation in Western Australia Panel and the publication of its terms of reference and three background papers, 
I ask: 

(a) do the Panel’s terms of reference allow it to recommend to or advise Government that it has found there 
is no reliable or affordable regulatory regime that could adequately address the impacts and risks of 
onshore unconventional gas production (OUGP) in Western Australia; 

(b) if yes to (a), where in the terms of reference as set out in the Panel’s background papers is this option 
presented; 

(c) if no to (a), why not; 

(d) has the Panel held any meetings with officers from the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and 
Safety (DMIRS); 

(e) if yes to (d): 

(i) how many meetings have been held; 

(ii) with whom has it met; and 

(iii) what were the topics covered; 

(f) has the Panel met with any officers from any of the other government agencies that play a role in 
assessing, approving or regulating fracking in Western Australia, e.g. the departments of Water and 
Environmental Regulation, Aboriginal Heritage, Health, Biodiversity Conservation and Attractions, or 
other; 

(g) if yes to (f): 

(i) which agencies and officers have been met with; 

(ii) how many meetings have been held with each; and 

(iii) what topics were covered; 

(h) has the Panel met with any representatives of the OUGP industry including Australian Petroleum 
Production and Exploration Association or individual companies; 

(i) if yes to (h): 

(i) with whom were the meetings held; and 

(ii) what topics were covered; 
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(j) in preparing the three background papers published to date, did the Panel draw on any advice or 
information from the DMIRS; 

(k) if yes to (j), what information was provided and how was that information incorporated; 

(l) in preparing the background papers did the Panel draw on information provided by any other agencies 
(other than DMIRS) or non-government groups; 

(m) if yes to (l), which other agencies or groups provided information and how was the information 
incorporated; and 

(n) does the Panel intend to publish background papers that provide important information about the OUGP 
industry from sources other than DMIRS on issues such as: 

(i) the drinking water supply and quality issues that arise from the proximity of proposed or 
potential OUGP activities to public drinking water supply assets and resources throughout 
Western Australia; 

(ii) the already well-documented global peer-reviewed literature on the public health impacts and 
risks of the OUGP industry; 

(iii) the inadequacy of current state legislation to deal with an OUGP industry across 
Western Australia, including the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914 and pollution and 
contamination laws; 

(iv) the many problems that the fledgling OUGP industry has already encountered at its operations 
across Western Australia, such as gas leaks, well drilling incidents and failures, leaks from 
containment ponds, destructive operations within national parks and nature reserves, operations 
in close proximity to priority public drinking water sources, etc; 

(v) the many problems and failures that have already been encountered across Government and the 
community in trying to access information and monitor and regulate the fledgling OUGP 
industry in Western Australia; and 

(vi) the level and nature of community opposition that the OUGP industry has encountered across 
Western Australia and the grounds for that opposition, as explained by the affected communities? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

(a) Yes. 

(b) The third component of the Terms of Reference states: Describe regulatory mechanisms that may be 
employed to mitigate or minimise risks to an acceptable level, where appropriate  

(c) Not applicable.  

(d) Yes. 

(e) (i) Four. 

(ii) Director – Petroleum Operations; Principal Policy Officer – Policy and Coordination Branch; 
and Acting General Manager – Resources Branch. 

(iii) Scope of Inquiry; history of hydraulic fracture stimulation in Western Australia; the gas 
resource; scale of potential industry; inquiry budgets; commissioned material; public reaction to 
terms of reference; understanding section 25 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986; 
background paper; risk assessment of impacts; key milestones and timelines; consultation 
strategy; call for submissions; public transparency; community consultation; regulatory 
framework; resource description and hydrogeology; introduction to fracking paper; media 
articles; and risk assessment champions. 

(f) Yes. 

(g) (i) Department of Water and Environmental Regulation – Executive Director – EPA Services; 
Manager – Mining and Industrial Assessments South Branch – EPA Services; Principal 
Environmental Officer – Mining and Industrial Assessments South Branch – EPA Services; 
Legal Officer – EPA Services; Senior Legal Officer – EPA Services and Executive Officer to 
Dr Tom Hatton – EPA Services. The Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation – 
Executive Director Strategic Projects. 

(ii) Four meetings with the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation. One meeting with 
the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation. 
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(iii) Scope of inquiry; history of hydraulic fracture stimulation in Western Australia; the gas 
resource; scale of potential industry; inquiry budgets; commissioned material; public reaction to 
terms of reference; understanding section 25 of the Environmental Protection Act 1986; 
background paper; risk assessment of impacts; key milestones and timelines; consultation 
strategy; call for submissions; public transparency; community consultation; regulatory 
framework; resource description and hydrogeology; introduction to fracking paper; media 
articles; and risk assessment champions. 

(h) Yes. 
(i) Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association. Industry people also attended the 

various public meetings. 
(ii) Australian Petroleum Production and Exploration Association presented the industry perspective 

on hydraulic fracture stimulation. 
(j) Yes. 
(k) The Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety provided some of the information on the basics 

of hydraulic fracture stimulation, the history of hydraulic fracture stimulation, resource description, 
introduction to hydraulic fracture stimulation and the regulatory framework. The information provided 
was reviewed by the Panel and used in part when writing the background papers. 

(l) Yes. The Panel drew on information provided by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 
as well as the broader scientific and technical literature. 

(m) The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation provided information on the regulatory 
framework and provided support to the Panel regarding water resources. 

(n) No. These issues represent the subject matter of the inquiry rather than background information. The 
assessment of these types of matters will be provided in the final report to Government. 

ENVIRONMENT — PRESCRIBED BURNING — SOUTH WEST FORESTS 
640. Hon Diane Evers to the Minister for Environment: 
For the years 2013–14, 2014–15, 2015–16 and 2016–17, will the Minister please provide a table for the South West 
forest region showing for each of the three: 
(a) the objectives for the prescribed burns in each season; and 
(b) the area of prescribed burns in each season? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) The burns have been listed by their burn identification code (Burn ID), and the Burn Name which 

indicates the location of the burn. The location name generally uses the forest block, park or locality of 
the burn. 
It is not possible to provide the list of burn objectives due to the staff time that would be required to 
extract these from the individual burn prescriptions. The objectives relate to a range of values and issues 
contained within the burn. There can be a number of objectives for each burn undertaken. The 
Burn Purposes have been provided as a component of the burn summary tables. 

(b) The area of the burn has been interpreted as the treated area within the burn boundary. [See tabled paper 
no 1266.] 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — GOGO STATION — SURFACE WATER IRRIGATION PROJECT 
644. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Regional Development: 
(1) Would the Minister please advise on the total expenditure, including staff time, that has been spent on 

studies and reports for the GoGo focus area under the Water for Food Project? 
(2) In the proposal recently submitted to the Environment Protection Authority (EPA) for a 50GL surface 

water irrigation project on GoGo Station “GoGo Station – Surface Irrigation Development Proposal: 
Referral to Environmental Protection Authority Supporting Documentation”, the proponent states: 
“This can only be achieved if the logistics of loading and shipping in bulk or containerised units through 
a local port can be undertaken at a competitive cost base. This is considered as an essential early stage 
requirement for the development proposal and would rely upon sufficient production to generate a critical 
mass of product to support infrastructure that would be utilised for export including the necessary 
transport, storage and ship loading infrastructure.” Can the Minister please confirm: 
(a) are there plans for expanding port infrastructure at Broome Port or other Kimberley ports for 

bulk agricultural exports; 



 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 April 2018] 1799 

 

(b) what would be the estimated cost to Government and/or port authorities for establishing this 
infrastructure; 

(c) is the Government and/or port authorities considering providing any subsidies for the export of 
agricultural products; and 

(d) if yes to (2), what is the estimated cost of these subsidies? 
(3) In the proposal recently submitted to the EPA for a 50GL surface water irrigation project on GoGo Station 

“GoGo Station – Surface Irrigation Development Proposal: Referral to Environmental Protection 
Authority Supporting Documentation”, the proponent states: “When the proposed development reaches 
a stage where infrastructure development can be operated without external funding support, it would be 
considered viable and self-sustainable and requires only minimal direct support from Government as 
a form of development incentive.” Can the Minister please confirm: 
(a) has an application from GoGo station been received for any financial assistance from 

Government, or has Government otherwise made provision for, or budgeted for, such assistance; 
(b) if yes to (3)(a), what is the value of this assistance; 
(c) is the Government considering providing financial assistance for the project at GoGo Station; 
(d) if yes to (3)(c), to what value; and 
(e) has GoGo Station requested any indirect financial support from Government, such as upgrades 

to roads or intersections? 
(4) In the proposal recently submitted to the EPA for a 50GL surface water irrigation project on GoGo Station 

“GoGo Station – Surface Irrigation Development Proposal: Referral to Environmental Protection 
Authority Supporting Documentation”, the proponent states: “budgets are based on published data from 
NSW Agriculture who publish Farm Enterprise Budgets for a wide variety of crops based on recent 
production costs and market values for a wide range of yields. The unknown issue at present is the 
additional cost of establishment and production that would result from the remoteness of the enterprise.” 
And “Such costs have led to several failures for new agricultural developments and are a real factor in 
considering the proposed development that will require skill and innovative management to overcome.” 
Can the Minister advise what assessment will be undertaken by Government as to the economic viability 
of this project prior to any possible future environmental approvals or water allocations? 

(5) The proposed 40GL dam on GoGo station is a very large engineering structure on a flood plain with 
a water table that is close to the surface. Can the Minister please advise: 
(a) what assessment will be undertaken by the Government as to the technical viability of this 

proposal prior to any future possible environmental approvals or water allocations; and 
(b) such a structure is likely to require significant rock to armour walls against peak floods. Is there 

a suitable quarry or potentially quarry location nearby to GoGo Station that could be utilised for 
this work? 

(6) Can the Government confirm whether a development lease, option agreement or any other legal 
agreement has been entered into by the Government relating to the conversion of any part of GoGo Station 
into freehold? 

(7) If yes to (6), what conditions are required to be met before the land can be converted into freehold? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(1) No. This expenditure figure does not exist. 

The program has not maintained a split of expenditure for staff time across the different projects and 
elements of the program. There have been no Gogo Station–specific studies undertaken by the program. 
Survey lines were flown over portion of Gogo Station as part of the broader West Kimberley airborne 
electromagnetic (AEM) survey in October 2015. That survey covered the whole lower Fitzroy area from 
Gogo Station to Willare, the Derby Peninsula, May and Meda Rivers area, and the area tracking back to 
Fitzroy Crossing over the regional Poole and Grant aquifers. 
Five existing bores on Gogo Station have been the subject of monitoring as part of a broader groundwater 
monitoring program undertaken through the Water for Food Fitzroy Valley Groundwater Investigation. 
Those bores are not in the area of Gogo Station Pty Ltd’s (Gogo’s) project proposal. 
Staff time has been spent providing guidance to Gogo on the Land Tenure Pathway for Irrigated 
Agriculture and project approvals processes, and in participating in engagement activities between 
Gooniyandi Aboriginal Corporation and Gogo regarding the irrigation agriculture project proposal. Time 
is also provided to other proponents who seek support in navigating regulatory processes. 
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(2) (a) Building the export infrastructure capability and capacity of Kimberly ports is part of the mix of 
enabling infrastructure that will be required to drive growth and diversification of the agricultural 
industry in the Kimberley. No plans have commenced in this regard. 

(b) A cost estimate cannot be provided until planning has been undertaken. The State Government 
would seek to maximise private sector investment and to leverage Commonwealth Government 
funding for enabling infrastructure. 

(c) No. 

(d) Not applicable. 

(e) No. 

(3) (a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

(c) No. 

(d) Not applicable. 

(e) No. 

(4) The Minister for Lands has provided the following advice. 

The Option Deed that will grant Gogo the option of being granted a Development Lease with the option 
of freehold tenure of the project area will require Gogo to provide a business plan accompanied by an 
independent financial assessment of the business plan by a suitably qualified consultant. The Option Deed 
is in preparation by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage. The Development Lease will not 
be granted until all the conditions in the Option Deed have been met. 

(5) The Minister for the Environment has provided the following advice. 

(a)–(b) The technical viability of the engineering structure and the sourcing of any quarried materials 
for rock armour are the responsibility of the proponent. Any submissions regarding the potential 
environmental impacts or risks associated with the construction or operation of the proposed 
water storage infrastructure should be forwarded to the Environmental Protection Authority for 
consideration as part of the environmental impact assessment process. 

(6) The Minister for Lands has provided the following advice. 

No legal agreement has been entered into. The Option Deed that will grant Gogo the option of being 
granted a Development Lease with the option of freehold tenure of the project area is in preparation by 
the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage. The Development Lease will not be granted until all the 
conditions in the Option Deed have been met. 

(7) Not applicable. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — SANDFIRE ROADHOUSE 

648. Hon Robin Chapple to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to Sandfire Roadhouse located at Eighty Mile Beach, Western Australia, and ask: 

(a) is the Minister aware that the Sandfire Roadhouse recently had their rates adjusted; 

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

(c) will the Minister advise what the rates were prior to the adjustment and what they are now; 

(d) if no to (c), why not; 

(e) will the Minister provide an explanation for the adjustment; and 

(f) if no to (e), why not? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) No. 

(b) The approval to change the method of valuation of the Sandfire Roadhouse was published in the 
Government Gazette No. 47 on Tuesday, 28 February 2017. This was prior to the 2017 State Election. 

(c) 2016–17: $3,701.00 

2017–18: $9,068.20. 

(d) Not applicable. 
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(e) While this change occurred under the previous Government, I am advised by the Department of Local 
Government, Sport and Cultural Industries that the Department approved (under delegation) the Shire of 
Broome’s application to change the method of valuation for the Sandfire Roadhouse to Gross Rental 
Value on the basis that the predominant use of the land is non-rural. This approval was made in 
accordance with the Local Government Act 1995 and Departmental Policy. 

(f) Not applicable. 
MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT — MEETINGS — SOUTH METROPOLITAN REGION 

658. Hon Nick Goiran to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the email from the Minister’s office, dated 7 February 201 and received at 1:34pm from the Minister’s 
Appointment Secretary, and I ask: 
(a) for what period of time was the Minister in the South Metropolitan Region; 
(b) further to (a): 

(i) how many meetings, events, functions or similar did the Minister attend; 
(ii) who attended each of the meetings, events, functions or similar with the Minister; and 
(iii) did the Minister receive or create any documents during or in preparation for the meetings, 

events, functions or similar; 
(c) if yes to (b)(iii), what were those documents; 
(d) further to (c), will the Minister table those documents; 
(e) if yes to (d), when; and 
(f) if no to (d), why not? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) 2.5 hours. 
(b) (i) Three meetings. 

(ii) Meeting 1: Hon Stephen Dawson MLC, Dean Nalder MLA, Hon Kate Doust MLC, Executive 
Director, Strategic Policy and Programs; Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, 
Senior Policy Advisor, Intern. 
Meeting 2: Hon Stephen Dawson MLC, and Hon Kate Doust MLC. 
Meeting 3: Hon Stephen Dawson MLC, Director General Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attraction, Acting Executive Director, Zoological Parks Authority, Chair of 
Zoological Parks Authority Board, Chief of Staff. 

(iii) Yes. 
(c) Briefing note for Meeting 1. 
(d) Yes. 
(e) [See tabled paper no 1267.] 
(f) Not applicable. 

POLICE — NON-FATAL STRANGULATION 
668. Hon Alison Xamon to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to non-fatal strangulation, which has been found to be a significant risk factor for escalating levels of harm 
in family and domestic violence cases, and I ask: 
(a) do any Western Australia Police family and domestic violence protocols or procedures directly relate to 

responses to incidences of non-fatal strangulation; 
(b) if yes to (a), which protocols or procedures; 
(c) are police required to specifically record incidents of non-fatal strangulation in family and domestic 

violence cases; 
(d) if no to (c), why not; 
(e) do police guidelines acknowledge non-fatal strangulation as a risk factor for escalating levels of harm; 
(f) if no to (e), why not; 
(g) is there any intention to review the approach taken to family and domestic violence to take into account 

recent findings regarding non-fatal strangulation; and 
(h) if no to (g), why not? 
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Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

The Western Australian Police Force advise the following: 

(a)–(h) Police officers responding to family violence incidents are required to record ‘Risk and Vulnerability 
Indicators’. This includes whether the perpetrator ‘has ever tried to choke/strangle/suffocate the victim’. 
These inform the risk assessment by the Family and Domestic Violence Response Team (FDVRT). The 
WA Police Force will continue to access FDV procedures in accordance with legislative requirements 
and identified best practice. 

SCHOOLS — LANDSDALE FARM SCHOOL 

669. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Education and Training: 

I refer to the Minister’s decision to de-gazette the Landsdale Farm School, and I ask: 

(a) were any of the following programs, courses or services provided or supported by the Landsdale Farm 
School in 2017: 

(i) special education programs; 

(ii) VET Certificate courses; 

(iii) programs for visiting students linked to the Western Australian curriculum; 

(iv) links with Education Support Centres and schools; and 

(v) professional learning offered to teachers; 

(b) if yes to any of (a)(i–v), please provide the name of the program, course or service and the number of 
individuals attending or accessing in 2017; 

(c) will these programs, courses and services all be maintained under a private provider; 

(d) if no to (c), which ones will be cut; 

(e) what will happen to the Landsdale Farm School staff when the school is de-gazetted; and 

(f) what savings does the Minister anticipate will be achieved by outsourcing Landsdale Farm School to 
a private provider? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

From the end of 2018, Landsdale Farm School will be de-gazetted as a school (it has never enrolled students), with 
the priority being for the site to remain as a community resource, with access for education support students 
(students with disability) being part of any new arrangement. Landsdale Farm School is a valuable community 
asset. It attracts approximately 57 000 visitors a year but, of those, only about 11 500 are students. Most are 
community members and most of those visit on weekends and school holidays.  

The Department of Education is currently undertaking a registration of interest process for securing alternative 
operators for Landsdale Farm School, with a commitment to selecting one who will continue the important services 
for students with disability. 

(a) (i) Yes (provided and supported); 

(ii) Yes (supported); 

(iii) Yes (supported); 

(iv) Yes (provided and supported); and 

(v) Yes (provided). 

(b) (i) Special Education programs: 

Work Skills – ASDAN endorsed program – 11 students (provided)  

Independent Living – ASDAN endorsed program – 23 students (provided)  

Community Service – ASDAN endorsed program – 6 students (provided)  

Photography and Multi-Media – ASDAN endorsed program – 7 students (supported)  

Animal Care – ASDAN endorsed program – 9 students (provided)  

Bike Rescue – 6 students (supported)  

Year 13 Club – Social transition from school to community – 20 students (provided)  
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(ii) VET Certificate courses: 

Certificate I Agrifood Production – 9 students (supported) 

Certificate I Retail – 8 students (supported)  

Certificate II Animal Studies – 2 students (supported)  

School-based Traineeship – Certificate II Business – 1 student (supported)  

(iii) Programs linked to the Western Australian curriculum – all the courses are linked to the 
curriculum. 

(iv) Links with Education Support Centres: 

Most of the following schools share resources, including programs, teaching and assistant staff 
for each of the programs run at Landsdale Farm School. 

Other shared resources include computers, cameras, furniture, class equipment, tools, refrigerators 
and printers. 

Dianella Secondary College Education Support Centre (ESC)  

West Coast Education Support Centre  

Cyril Jackson Campus Education Support Centre  

Butler College (integrated program)  

Ellenbrook Secondary College (integrated program)  

Eastern Hills Senior High School (integrated program)  

(v) Professional Learning: 

Landsdale Farm School runs 11 professional learning days during the year. Staff complete a full 
day of in-service training before they can bring students on excursions. 36 teachers completed 
the professional learning in 2017. 

Other courses/programs include work experience/volunteering – students from 11 schools 
across the metropolitan area made 618 student day visits for 2017. 

(c) The Department of Education will be conducting a Registration of Interest and Request for Proposal 
process to secure an alternative operator for the site. An expectation of this process will be that access to 
Landsdale Farm School is maintained for students with disabilities in order that programs can be 
delivered. 

(d) Not applicable.  

(e) Permanent staff will be assisted to gain positions elsewhere within the Department. The successful 
alternative operator may also make offers of employment. 

(f) The funding of $644 318 provided in 2017 is indicative of the annual savings that will be achieved. 

SCHOOLS — COMMUNITY KINDERGARTENS 

670. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Education and Training: 
(1) Has the Government raised the threshold for community kindergartens to receive an operating grant and 

staff from 10 enrolments to 16? 

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

(3) Are community kindergartens required to reach the threshold of 16 enrolments before the start of the 
school year? 

(4) If yes to (3), by what date are they required to have 16 enrolments? 

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

(6) Will the Minister please provide a list of the community kindergartens currently operating, and the 
number of students who attend each kindergarten? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(1) Yes. 

(2) The increase in the enrolment threshold will bring the average per-child cost of Kindergarten provision 
in community kindergartens to a level closer to the average per-child cost of Kindergarten provision in 
public schools. 
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(3) Yes. 

(4) The closing date for Kindergarten enrolments for all public schools and community kindergartens is 
20 July 2018. Community kindergartens are required to provide confirmed enrolments for the following 
year by 10 August 2018, three weeks after the closing date for enrolments. Where a community 
kindergarten has fewer than required projected enrolments, the Department will consider an extension on 
a case-by-case basis. This is normal practice.  

(5) This allows time for families to plan and make arrangements for the following year. Where community 
kindergartens do not meet the enrolment threshold, this allows sufficient time for parent management 
committees to consider their options, and for parents to make alternative arrangements for their children. 
The Department has obligations to its staff to confirm employment arrangements in a timely manner.  

(6) 2018 Community Kindergartens and Enrolments 

 Community Kindergarten Suburb/Town Enrolment 

Albany Albany 34 

Bullsbrook Bullsbrook 19 

Glen Forrest Glen Forrest 19 

Hazel Orme White Gum Valley 40 

Hillarys Hillarys 20 

Kindaimanna Kelmscott 14 

Lockyer Albany 79 

Lower King Albany 20 

McDougall Park Como 38 

Mount Helena Mount Helena 10 

Mullaloo Mullaloo 31 

Padbury Padbury 10 

Pineview Coolbellup 15 

Rossmoyne–Riverton Rossmoyne 37 

Seaview Cottesloe 36 

Spring Road Kalamunda 21 

Tuart Hill Tuart Hill 18 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — UKRAINIAN ROCKET LAUNCH FACILITY 

677. Hon Robin Scott to the Minister for Regional Development: 
In reference to a proposal by the Government of Ukraine to establish a rocket launching facility near the Curtin 
airbase in the Kimberley, mentioned on page 1 of The West Australian on 12 March 2018, can the Minister advise 
what progress has been made by the State Government towards an agreement with the Space Agency of Ukraine, 
and will the Minister advise what, if any, will be the role of the Federal Government in the project? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
The current State Government has not received a proposal from the Space Agency of Ukraine. 

Prior to any proposal by a foreign government entity to establish a rocket launching facility in Western Australia 
to be considered by the State Government, the appropriate approvals would need to be sought by the proponent 
from the Federal Government. 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — KURNALPI–PINJIN ROAD 

678. Hon Robin Scott to the Minister for Regional Development: 
(1) In the understanding that the Minister will be aware of a 9 March 2018 10.08am posting on the Facebook 

Page of ABC Goldfields–Esperance, does the Minister agree with the statement attributed to transport 
and mining companies that the deterioration of the Kurnalpi–Pinjin and Yarri Roads, east of the city, is 
putting drivers lives at risk and causing thousands of dollars damage to equipment? 

(2) Is the Minister able to report progress on the necessary repairs to the Kurnalpi–Pinjin and Yarri Roads? 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(1) I am aware that there is deterioration to sections of the Kurnalpi–Pinjin and Yarri Roads that require 

routine maintenance.  
(2) The Kurnalpi–Pinjin and Yarri Roads are both local roads under the jurisdiction of local government, the 

City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder. And the City is best placed to provide an up to date on progress. I understand 
that the roads provide access to pastoral settlements and the Tropicana Gold Mine that is situated 
approximately 330 kilometres northeast of Kalgoorlie. The Kurnalpi–Pinjin Road is used by heavy 
vehicles to transport mining equipment, fuel, chemicals and general freight to the Tropicana Mine. The 
roads are eligible for funding through the State Roads Funds. It is my understanding that the 
City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder applied for and received funding in the 2017–18 financial year to improve 
the formation and condition of both the Kurnalpi–Pinjin and Yarri roads. I also understand that the owners 
of the Tropicana mine (Ashanti Gold and Independence Group) have contributed towards the upgrade of 
the Kurnalpi–Pinjin Road. I have been advised that the Yarri Road is currently being sealed with 
completion expected within weeks.  

MINISTER FOR YOUTH — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 
688. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Youth: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 724. 

MINISTER FOR VETERANS ISSUES — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 
689. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Veterans Issues: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 724. 

MINISTER FOR CULTURE AND THE ARTS — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 
711. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 724. 

MINISTER FOR HERITAGE — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 
712. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Heritage: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 724. 
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MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 
713. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 724. 

MINISTER FOR ROAD SAFETY — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 
716. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Road Safety: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 724. 

MINISTER FOR POLICE — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 
717. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 724. 

MINISTER ASSISTING THE MINISTER FOR STATE DEVELOPMENT, JOBS AND TRADE — 
BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 

725. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer provided on question on notice 724. 

MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 
726. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 
(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 
(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 
(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer provided on question on notice 724. 
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MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 

727. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 

(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 

(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 

(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer provided on question on notice 724. 

MINISTER FOR DISABILITY SERVICES — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 

728. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Disability Services: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 

(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 

(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 

(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Question on Notice 724. 

MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT — BRIEFING NOTES AND SPEAKING POINTS 

729. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to briefing notes and speaking points prepared, or approved, by your office and distributed to Members of 
Parliament, and I ask: 

(a) for the last 12 months, please provide a copy of all documents as detailed above; 

(b) please advise who was the recipient of each document; and 

(c) please advise who authored and approved each document? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 728. 

SCHOOLS — MOORA RESIDENTIAL COLLEGE — BUDGET 

734. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the Moora Residential College, and I ask for the 2017–18 financial year and each of the four previous 
financial years: 

(a) what was the amount of fees collected; 

(b) what was the total income and total expenses; 

(c) what was the taxpayers contribution by way of deficit funding; 

(d) what cash reserves does the college have outside of its operating budget; and 

(e) how much was spent on maintenance and capital improvement? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(d)  

Time Period (a) $ (b)(i) $ (b)(ii) $ (c) $ (d) $ (e) $ 

Estimated Budget 2017–18 362 900 465 910 843 827 0 0 141 942 

2016–17 411 690 454 949 812 652 313 473 225 858 38 096 

2015–16 433 043 507 303 786 582 258 125 201 605 61 535 

2014–15 342 273 381 982 714 776 332 794 194 973 16 090 

2013–14 352 327 448 157 795 626 366 326 170 442 106 960 
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Note (1): for the 2017–18 Estimated Budget, Moora was allocated an indicative deficit funding amount 
of $377 917. However, due to the college closure, no contribution has been made and the college was 
advised to withdraw from its investment accounts. Therefore, the 2017–18 balance is $0. 

The total income received in column (b)(i) includes the amount of fees collected as well as additional 
income such as rental of facilities, interest and other miscellaneous revenue. 

Total expenses in column (b)(ii) less total income in column (b)(i) differs to what the taxpayers’ 
contribution was by way of deficit funding due to the deficit funding amount being set at the start of the 
year based on estimates of expenses and income, which vary during the year. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — HON DARREN WEST — COMPLAINTS 

736. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government: 

I refer to complaints referred to the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries with respect 
to the Hon Darren West MLC and alleged breaches of the Local Government Act 1995, and I ask: 

(a) is the investigation ongoing or has it concluded; 

(b) what were the result of the investigation; 

(c) who was interviewed as a result of the complaint; 

(d) who led the investigation within the department; 

(e) were Department of Premier and Cabinet or parliamentary resources used to make the donations in 
question; and 

(f) does the Minister support such overt influence in Local Government elections by a member of the 
Executive Government? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a) The matter has been finalised. 

(b) In one case, that no breaches of the Local Government (Election) Regulations 1997 had occurred. In the 
other, that breaches had occurred; and as is normal practice in the circumstances a letter reminding the 
person of interest of their obligations under the Regulations was sent. 

(c) No interviews were conducted, however, evidence was sourced from the relevant local governments and 
person of interest. 

(d) The investigations were overseen by the Manager Sector Governance, Department of Local Government, 
Sport and Cultural Industries. 

(e) The Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries did not investigate the source of the 
donation, as it was not relevant to the alleged breaches of the Regulations. 

(f) There is no statute that prohibits Members of Parliament from making donations to candidates in local 
government elections. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — LAVERTON HOSPITAL UPGRADE 

737. Hon Robin Scott to the Minister for Regional Development: 

(1) Can the Minister confirm that the Kalgoorlie Miner of Saturday, 3 February 2018 and also the 
Kalgoorlie Miner of Wednesday, 7 February 2018, each attributed to the Minister a statement in respect 
of the Minister’s desire that mining companies contribute to the cost of the Laverton Hospital upgrade? 

(2) Can the Minister confirm that the Kalgoorlie Miner of Saturday, 3 February 2018 and also the 
Kalgoorlie Miner of Wednesday, 7 February 2018, each quoted the Minister as saying: “I will now be 
going to all of the mining companies within that area who are extracting billions, literally billions, of 
dollars of ore from the Laverton area each year and we are asking them if they are going to be able to 
contribute”? 

(3) Was the Minister correctly quoted, and did the Minister make the statement: “I will now be going to all 
of the mining companies within that area who are extracting billions, literally billions, of dollars of ore 
from the Laverton area each year and we are asking them if they are going to be able to contribute”? 

(4) If yes to (3), which mining companies has the Minister approached asking them if they are going to be 
able to contribute to the cost of the Laverton Hospital upgrade, and what has been the cash commitment 
made by each of the companies approached by the Minister? 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(1) Yes the articles included statements to that effect. 

(2) Yes, the articles included those quotes. 

(3) Yes. 

(4) Based on advice from both the Chamber of Minerals and Energy and the Association of Mining and 
Exploration Companies I met with the Senior Vice President of Anglo Gold Ashanti who agreed to 
coordinate engagement with the key mining companies operating in the Laverton area. The matter was 
also discussed at the Mining Liaison Meeting held in Laverton on 20 February 2018 where mining 
company representatives toured the hospital. Discussions regarding a financial contribution are ongoing. 

WATER — SOUTHERN SEAWATER DESALINATION PLANT 

743. Hon Robin Scott to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 

(1) Will the Minister advise the total capital cost of the Southern Water Desalination Plant (Binningup), and 
the capital cost of the pipeline connecting to the Integrated Water Supply (IWS) pipeline? 

(2) What percentage of the capital cost of Binningup, including the pipeline, represented wages paid to 
Western Australians and what percentage of the capital cost represented items that are manufactured in 
Western Australia? 

(3) During the most recent twelve-month period for which figures are available to the Minister, what was the 
total Binningup production of fresh water in terms of billions of litres, and what percentage of Perth’s 
total water consumption did this output represent? 

(4) During the same period as (3), what was the total revenue received for sale of water produced by 
Binningup? 

(5) During the same period as (3), what was total electrical energy consumption of Binningup in gigawatt 
hours (GWh) and what was the total payment and rate of payment, per GWh, made for this electricity to 
each provider including Mumbida Wind Farm and the Greenough River Solar Farm and any other 
provider or providers who supplied electricity to Binningup? 

(6) During the same period as (3), what was total electrical energy consumption of the pump or pumps 
delivering water from Binningup to the IWS pipeline in GWh and what was the total payment and rate of 
payment per GWh made for this electricity to each provider including Mumbida Wind Farm and the 
Greenough River Solar Farm and any other provider or providers who supplied electricity for the 
purpose.? 

(7) During the same period as (3), what was the net income or net loss of Binningup? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 

(1) $1.4 billion; stage 1 – $955M in 2009/10 and includes connecting pipeline; expansion – $450M in 
2011/12 with no additional pipeline. 

(2) Average Australian content for the whole plant was 70% including wages and items manufactured in 
Australia. Reporting requirements at the time of stage one construction were at a national level only; this 
changed during the expansion stage and West Australian content is recorded at 54%. 

(3) For 2016/17, production was 102.5 billion litres, which accounts for 36% of the total water supplied to 
customers of the Integrated Water Supply Scheme which includes metropolitan Perth, Mandurah, parts 
of the South-West, Goldfields and Agricultural regions, and can also be stored in metropolitan dams for 
future use.  

(4) Revenue at individual plant level is not calculated; this asset is one of many water sources, including 
groundwater and surface water, across an extensive network of pipes and pumping stations used to supply 
and deliver water to residential and commercial customers.  

(5)–(6) The Corporation has more than 2,580 assets requiring electricity across the state; consumption at the 
Southern Seawater Desalination Plant was in the order of 411 GWh. Electricity requirements are met 
through a portfolio of more than ten different arrangements and the wholesale electricity market. 
A portfolio approach provides flexibility to mix and match demand at any point in time across the market, 
to deliver the lowest possible overall cost. 

(7) Individual plant level net income or net loss is not calculated; this plant is one of many water sources, 
including groundwater and surface water, across an extensive network of pipes and pumping stations used 
to supply and deliver water to residential and commercial customers. 
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WATER CORPORATION — DESALINATION PLANT 

744. Hon Robin Scott to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 
(1) Will the Minister advise on the total capital cost of the Kwinana desalination plant operated by the 

Water Corporation? 

(2) What percentage of the capital cost of the Kwinana desalination plant represented wages paid to 
Western Australians and what percentage of the capital cost represented items that are manufactured in 
Western Australia? 

(3) During the most recent twelve-month period for which figures are available to the Minister, what was the 
total Kwinana Desalination Plant production of fresh water in terms of billions of litres, and what 
percentage of Perth’s total water consumption did this output represent? 

(4) During the same period as (3), what was the total revenue received for sale of water produced by the 
Kwinana Desalination Plant? 

(5) During the same period as (3), what was total electrical energy consumption of the Kwinana Desalination 
Plant in gigawatt hours and what was the total payment made for this electricity? 

(6) During the same period in (3), were all the electrical energy needs of the Kwinana Desalination Plant 
provided by the Emu Downs Wind Farm and, if not, what was the quantity of electricity supplied by, 
which, other provider or providers in gigawatt hours and at what cost? 

(7) During the same period in (3), what was the net income or net loss of the Kwinana Desalination Plant? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Water Corporation refers to the Perth Seawater Desalination Plant in the answers below: 

(1) $387 million in 2005/06 which included integration pipelines and pump station. 

(2) Australian content was 75% including wages and items manufactured in Australia. Reporting 
requirements at the time of construction were at a national level only. 

(3) For 2016/17, production was 47.3 billion litres, which accounts for around 17% of the total water 
supplied to customers of the Integrated Water Supply Scheme which includes metropolitan Perth, 
Mandurah, parts of the South-West, Goldfields and Agricultural regions, and can also be stored in 
metropolitan dams for future use.  

(4) Revenue at individual plant level is not calculated; this asset is one of many water sources, including 
groundwater and surface water, across an extensive network of pipes and pumping stations used to supply 
and deliver water to residential and commercial customers.  

(5)–(6) The Corporation has more than 2,580 assets requiring electricity across the state; in 2016/17 consumption 
at PSDP was in the order of 170 GWh. Electricity requirements are met through a portfolio of more than 
ten different arrangements and the wholesale (spot) electricity market. A portfolio approach provides 
flexibility to mix and match demand at any point in time across the market, to deliver the lowest possible 
overall cost. 

(7) Individual plant level net income or net loss is not calculated; this plant is one of many water sources, 
including groundwater and surface water, across an extensive network of pipes and pumping stations used 
to supply and deliver water to residential and commercial customers. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — CITY OF KALGOORLIE–BOULDER 

756. Hon Robin Chapple to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the operations of the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder Council and information found at 
http://www.robinchapple.com/2018-02-27-abc-goldfields-esperance entitled “2018-02-27 ABC 
Goldfields-Esperance.pdf”, and ask: 

(a) is the Minister aware of the report by ABC Goldfields–Esperance; 

(b) is the Minister concerned about the situation where the Chief Executive Officer has been making veiled 
threats to persons or person unknown via communication with sitting councillors; 

(c) does the Minister believe it is acceptable for any members of a local council, including the 
Chief Executive Officer to make threats to persons or persons unknown via communication with sitting 
councillors; 

(d) if yes to (b), what action will the Minister undertake; and 

(e) if no to (b) and/or , why not? 

http://www.robinchapple.com/2018-02-27-abc-goldfields-esperance
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Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) The Minister is aware of the matter as reported by the ABC Goldfields–Esperance. 
(b) The elected council of each local government employs and is responsible for the performance of its 

Chief Executive Officer. 
(c) When people are in leadership roles they have a responsibility in a public debate to show respect and 

consideration for the differing points of view of the people from the communities they represent. This 
does not mean that people can’t express a view, however they need to carefully consider the way in which 
they express that view. 

(d)–(e) The Council of the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder employs and is responsible for the performance of its 
Chief Executive Officer. 

MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — CHARLES MASSY — SPEAKING TOUR 
757. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to the recent speaking tour in Western Australia of Mr Charles Massy, and I ask: 
(a) did the Minister or the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development play any role in 

arranging, coordinating or funding the speaking engagements of Mr Massy whilst in Western Australia; 
and 

(b) if yes to (a), please detail those arrangements including any costs borne by the taxpayer? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) Yes. 
(b) Coordination of a seminar and field trip were undertaken by DPIRD staff. Costs were incurred as follows: 

Speakers fees totalling $2900; Speakers accommodation and incidental costs $1784; Field trip costs $1722. 
MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — WAFARMERS ANNUAL CONFERENCE INVITATION 

758. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to the recent WA Farmers Federation conference held on 1 to 2 March 2018, and I ask: 
(a) was the Minister invited to speak at the conference by the federation; 
(b) was the Minister’s acceptance of the invitation conditional upon certain requests being met including 

a request for other persons to be provided speaking opportunities; and 
(c) if yes to (b), what were those conditions or requests? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) Yes. 
(b) No. 
(c) Not applicable. 

ENVIRONMENT — TUART FOREST NATIONAL PARK 
761. Hon Colin Holt to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the Tuart Forest National Park between Busselton and Bunbury, the largest remaining Tuart tall woodland 
in the State, and ask: 
(a) does the Minister recognise the significance of our remaining Tuart forests; 
(b) is the Minister aware of the increasing degradation of flora in the Tuart Forest National Park due to 

overgrazing by kangaroos; 
(c) is the Minister aware of the Minninup forest kangaroo exclusion enclosure near Stratham; 
(d) is there any up-to-date data on kangaroo populations in the Minninup Forest Block; and 
(e) how many damage licences, in accordance with the Wildlife Conservation Regulations, have been issued 

to surrounding land holders in the area surrounding Minninup Forest in: 
(i) 2014; 
(ii) 2015; 
(iii) 2016; 
(iv) 2017; and 
(v) 2018 respectively? 
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Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) Yes. 

(b) The kangaroo grazing impact observed within Minninup Block in Tuart Forest National Park is 
comparable to that observed in other areas of Spearwood Dune vegetation on the Swan Coastal Plain. In 
analysing the grazing impact, the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions was not able 
to dismiss the possibility that flora species patterning is the result of a naturally restricted distribution 
within Minninup Block and not just from grazing pressure. 

(c) Yes. 

(d) Results from the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions’ aerial kangaroo monitoring 
program indicates that while the estimated total population of western grey kangaroos is stable across the 
south-west monitoring area over the past decade, there can be significant fluctuations at the local level. 
The Capel area has seen significant annual variation between years (variation of over 50 per cent) in mean 
densities per square kilometre of western grey kangaroos since 2014. 

(e) (i) Four damage licences were applied for and issued in 2014 for a total of 240 western grey 
kangaroos to be taken, with 185 animals taken. 

(ii) Three damage licences were applied for and issued in 2015 for a total of 270 western grey 
kangaroos to be taken, with 217 animals taken. 

(iii) Three damage licences were applied for and issued in 2016 for a total of 200 western grey 
kangaroos to be taken, with 186 animals taken. 

(iv) Two damage licences were applied for and issued in 2017 for a total of 130 western grey 
kangaroos to be taken, with 26 animals taken. 

(v) Three damage licences have been applied for and issued in 2018 to date for a total of 300 western 
grey kangaroos to be taken, with 55 animals taken to 27 March 2018. 

ENVIRONMENT — GOGO STATION — KIMBERLEY —  
CONTAMINATED SITE AND PROPOSED IRRIGATED AGRICULTURE 

764. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Environment: 

(1) I refer to the contaminated site at the former Pillara Lead and Zinc Mine on Gogo station, and ask: 

(a) is the department aware of thallium and/or other heavy metals present in the groundwater and 
soil at Gogo station; 

(b) if yes to (a), are thallium and/or other heavy metals present in the area of the proposed irrigation 
development on Gogo station; 

(c) has analysis been undertaken of the risk of thallium or heavy metals in the soils and/or waterways 
at Gogo station, and/or in the variety of proposed food crops or beef at Gogo Station if the 
proposed irrigated agriculture development was to go ahead; 

(d) if no to (c), why not; 

(e) if yes to (c), can the Minister provide a summary of outcomes and a copy of the analysis; 

(f) does the contaminated site pose a potential, short, medium or long term risk to groundwater at 
Gogo Station, for irrigation or human consumption purposes; 

(g) does the contaminated site pose a potential short, medium or long term risk of heavy metal or 
thallium contamination of surface water, wetlands or soil at Gogo Station; 

(h) could trends of increasing rainfall cause an increased risk of contamination on Gogo Station as 
a result of uncontrolled flooding of the contaminated site; 

(i) can the Minister advise if dams designed to capture overland flow downstream from the 
contaminated site on Gogo Station could contribute to increasing the concentrations of thallium 
and other heavy metals over time; 

(j) have there been any known spills or leaks from the contaminated site in the last five years; 

(k) if yes to (j), what remediation was done and what is the assessment of the effectiveness of this 
remediation; and 

(l) have site specific screening criteria been developed for assessing water quality for livestock or 
irrigation at the site, particularly for thallium? 
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(2) I refer, to the document “Kimberley cropping – submission for discussion of business case proposal 
Oct 2014” that was submitted by the proponent seeking Government support for irrigated agriculture at 
Gogo Station and was recently released under a Freedom of Information request, and ask: 
(a) the document states that 10.5l/ha of various herbicides would be expected to be applied for 

irrigated sorghum crops at Gogo Station via aerial spraying (based on figures given by the 
proponent that are provided as an estimate for Gogo based on DPI NSW figures). Have any 
studies been undertaken into the potential health or environmental impacts of this spraying 
program; 

(b) if no to (a), why not; 
(c) if yes to (a), can the Minister provide a summary of outcomes and a copy of the assessment; 
(d) if no to (c), why not; 
(e) the document outlines the amount of fertilizers that the proponent expects will be needed to grow 

irrigated crops on Gogo Station (based on figures given by the proponent that are provided as an 
estimate for Gogo based on DPI NSW figures). Has the Department assessed the effects of the 
proposed fertilizer use at Gogo station for their impact on the Fitzroy River and local wetlands 
and creeks; 

(f) if no to (e), why not; 
(g) if yes to (e), can the Minister provide a summary of outcomes and a copy of the assessment; and 
(h) if no to (g), why not? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(1) (a) Yes. The then Department of Environment Regulation, now the Department of Water and 

Environmental Regulation, first classified a portion of the Gogo Station, comprising four mining 
tenements associated with the former Pillara lead and zinc mine, as contaminated – remediation 
required under the Contaminated Sites Act 2003 on 14 April 2015. Contamination issues at the 
site include the presence of thallium in water discharging from a northern vent rise. 

(b) Given the size of Gogo Station, it is likely that much of the station is unaffected by contamination 
at the former mine site. The southern boundary of the proposed irrigation development lies 
approximately three kilometres north of the former Pillara mine. The mine site operator, 
Teck Australia Pty Ltd, has commissioned a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) of the former 
mine site, which will determine the extent of contamination and assess the suitability of surface 
water and groundwater quality at and near the mine site for pastoral activities. The Department 
expects to receive the DSI report from Teck in May 2018. 

(c) A number of soil and water investigations have already been carried out at the former Pillara 
mine site, and (as indicated in (b) above) a DSI is underway. In addition, water from existing 
irrigation bores and tissue from the leaves of sorghum plants on Gogo Station were tested in 
December 2015. Thallium concentrations in those samples were below the laboratory’s limit of 
reporting. 

(d) Not applicable. 
(e) I table the Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI) prepared by Teck’s consultant in August 2016, 

which provides a summary of the investigations at the mine site reported to date. The PSI 
includes the results of analyses. [See tabled paper no 1265.] 

(f) Water at parts of the mine site is known to be unsuitable for agricultural irrigation, human 
consumption and livestock watering. The DSI currently underway will provide additional 
information on the extent of contamination. 

(g)–(h) The DSI will inform an assessment of the risk posed by contamination to human health and the 
environment, including to soil, water and ecosystems on Gogo Station, both now and into the 
future. 

(i) The design of any proposed water storage structures and the likely quality of the water captured 
will be considered in the Environmental Protection Authority’s impact assessment of the 
Gogo Station Agricultural Development proposal. 

(j) No. The former mine site was placed into care and maintenance in 2008 and the majority of 
infrastructure at the site has been decommissioned and removed. 

(k) Not applicable. 
(l) Site specific screening criteria are being developed as part of the DSI. 
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(2) (a) The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation is unaware of any studies undertaken 
in this regard. 

(b) The EPA determined that the Gogo project would be subject to a Public Environmental Review. 
A factor in the EPA assessment is the “potential impacts on soil and water quality from irrigation 
of land for cropping”. Another relevant factor is the “potential impact to the social surroundings 
of the Fitzroy River”. The studies to determine and mitigate the risks to these factors would be 
part of the work required for the public review document. 

(c) Not applicable. 
(d) Not applicable. 
(e) No. 
(f) The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation’s EPA Services directorate will assess 

this information once it is provided as part of the Public Environmental Review. 
(g) Not applicable. 
(h) Not applicable. 

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — GOGO STATION — KIMBERLEY 
765. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to the proposal on Gogo station for irrigated agriculture, and I ask: 
(a) has the Department undertaken an economic analysis of the business case for the irrigation project on 

Gogo Station; 
(b) if no to (a), why not; 
(c) if yes to (a), will the Minister table the analysis; 
(d) if no to (c), why not; 
(e) if no to (a), when will the analysis be undertaken; 
(f) historically there have been issues with the ability of the soils and environment in the Fitzroy Catchment 

to support broad scale irrigated agriculture. Has the Department conducted an assessment of the ability 
of the soils and environment at Gogo Station to support the crops proposed to be grown as part of the 
irrigation project; 

(g) if no to (f), why not; 
(h) if yes to (f), will the Minister table the analysis; and 
(i) if no to (h), why not? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) No. 
(b) The Option Deed that will grant Gogo Station Pty Ltd (Gogo) the option of a Development Lease with the 

option of freehold tenure of the project area, is currently being prepared by the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage. The Option Deed will require Gogo to provide a business plan accompanied by an 
independent financial assessment of the business plan by a suitably qualified consultant. 

(c) Not applicable. 
(d) Not applicable. 
(e) The Government will determine whether an economic analysis of the business plan is required when the 

business plan is received, noting that the business plan will be accompanied by an independent financial 
assessment. 

(f) No. 
(g) The land and water assessments undertaken by the Department are, for the most part, strategic in nature 

aimed at identifying and understanding the broad opportunities and risks associated with irrigated 
agriculture development. 
The Minister for the Environment has provided this additional information: 
It is proponents’ responsibility to demonstrate the environmental acceptability of their individual projects. 
Gogo referred its proposal to the Environmental Protection Authority on 13 September 2017. The 
Environmental Protection Authority will advise the Government on the environmental acceptability of 
the proposal following a Public Environmental Review of the proposal. 
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Any questions or comments relating to the potential environmental impacts or risks associated with the 
proposal should be forwarded to the Environmental Protection Authority for consideration as part of the 
environmental impact assessment process. 

(h) Not applicable. 

(i) Not applicable. 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — GOGO STATION — KIMBERLEY 

766. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the proposal on Gogo station for irrigated agriculture, and I ask: 

(a) has the Department undertaken an economic analysis of the business case for the irrigation project on 
Gogo Station; 

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

(c) if yes to (a), will the Minister table the analysis; 

(d) if no to (c), why not; 

(e) if no to (a), when will the analysis be undertaken; 

(f) historically there have been issues with the ability of the soils and environment in the Fitzroy Catchment 
to support broad scale irrigated agriculture. Has the Department conducted an assessment of the ability 
of the soils and environment at Gogo Station to support the crops proposed to be grown as part of the 
irrigation project; 

(g) if no to (f), why not; 

(h) if yes to (f), will the Minister table the analysis; and 

(i) if no to (h), why not? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer to question on notice 765. 

ENVIRONMENT — KIMBERLEY PILBARA CATTLEMEN’S ASSOCIATION —  
RED TAPE FEDERAL SENATE INQUIRY SUBMISSION 

767. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to an article in The West Australian titled “Red tape ‘blocking jobs and strangling farmers’” by Ben Harvey, 
which refers to a submission by the Kimberley Pilbara Cattlemen’s Association (KPCA), whose CEO was 
Catherine Marriott at the time, to a Federal senate inquiry into ‘red tape’, and I ask: 

(a) the KPCA allegedly state that station owners were ordered to comb a ‘200,000ha station looking for 
a purple flower – even though the plant was not in season’, is it true that they were ordered to do so; 

(b) if no to (a), what was the advice provided to them with regard to surveying the ‘purple flower’; 

(c) what was the ‘purple flower’ mentioned by the KPCA and what is its conservation status on a State and 
Federal level; 

(d) the KPCA implied in their submission that the plant had “…been introduced”, is the plant introduced or 
is it a local native plant; 

(e) with reference to the Forshaws, pastoral lease holders at Nita Downs, it stated that they waited over 
six months for a response to an application to bulldoze 350 hectares of land, how long did it take for the 
relevant department to respond to the application; 

(f) the article also states that Mowanjum station had been waiting ten months for approval to install 
two irrigation pivots, is this true and, if not, when was a response provided; 

(g) the article states that the KPCA submission said ‘the day after they (Mowanjum station) won the 
Premiers Award for Improving Aboriginal Outcomes, their application was knocked back due to the 
requirement for regional flora and fauna surveys’. Is it true that Mowanjum station had been previously 
informed that they would be required to undertake flora and fauna surveys for future proposals when their 
first land clearing application was approved in 2014; 

(h) the KPCA submission also stated that a clearing application was not granted due to concerns regarding 
the presence of a threatened species, the Greater Bilby, even though “the Aboriginal people who own this 
land haven’t sited (sic) a Bilby in the years they have lived there”. Is it true that flora and fauna studies 
must be conducted by qualified specialists according to the Environmental Protection Act 1986; 
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(i) according to the article ‘the State Government will also invest $600,000 of Royalties for Regions funding 
in targeted biodiversity surveys’. Was this funding allocated; 

(j) if yes to (i), when was it allocated and what was the outcome of the surveys; 

(k) if no to (i), was any funding provided; 

(l) if yes to (k), how much funding was provided and what was the outcome; 

(m) is it usual for the State Government to provide funding for biodiversity surveys to help proponents of land 
clearing get approval for their projects; 

(n) the article states that surveys would be carried out by the Department of Biodiversity Conservation and 
Attractions in partnership with the Karajarri Rangers, Nyangumarta Rangers and Yawuru country 
Managers and pastoralists. Which pastoral leases were asked to take part in the surveys; 

(o) when was access requested for each of the stations in (n); 

(p) when was access granted to the stations in (n); 

(q) how did the department partner up with the Karajarri Rangers, Nyangumarta Rangers and Yawuru country 
managers; 

(r) will this Government ensure that no more public funds are provided to subsidise pastoral lease holders to 
bulldoze Kimberley ecosystems; and 

(s) if no to (r), why not? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

(a) No. 

(b)–(c) On 1 August 2016, the former Department of Environment Regulation sent a letter to the applicant for 
clearing permit application CPS 7043/1 which stated “In order to determine the potential impacts to rare 
and priority flora, a targeted flora survey by a suitably qualified botanist is required within the 
application area”. The area under application at the time of this letter was 350 hectares. The purple flower 
is Seringia exastia, which is listed as critically endangered under State and Commonwealth legislation. 
This species is known to flower between April to December. 

(d) Seringia exastia is a local native plant. 

(e) On 21 April 2016, the former Department of Environment Regulation received an application, identified 
as application CPS 7043/1, from Forshaw Pastoral Company to clear 350 hectares on Nita Downs 
Pastoral Station. The Department wrote to the applicant on 17 May 2016 to advise that it was assessing 
the application. On 1 August 2016, the Department provided the applicant with a preliminary assessment, 
which advised that targeted biological surveys would be required, due to the potential presence of rare 
and priority flora and threatened fauna. On 4 August 2016, the applicant requested a review and sought 
further information about the conservation status of the species identified in the preliminary assessment. 
The Department wrote again on 21 September 2016, providing additional information regarding the 
conservation status of the relevant species, and reiterating its advice that surveys would be required. On 
5 October 2016 the applicant requested that decision be made as soon as possible. The applicant did not 
provide any survey information. On 26 October 2016 the Department formally refused the application. 
The applicant appealed against the decision, and I dismissed the appeal on 13 June 2017. 

(f) Mowanjum Aboriginal Corporation has made several clearing applications since 2014. Mowanjum 
applied for approval to clear 76 hectares for two irrigation pivots on 16 April 2014, and the former 
Department of Environment Regulation granted clearing permit CPS 6084/1 on 17 July 2014. A third party 
appealed against the grant of that permit, and the former Minister for Environment dismissed the appeal 
on 7 October 2014. Mowanjum applied for an amendment on 9 September 2015 to broaden the purpose 
of the approved clearing, and amended permit CPS 6084/2 was granted on 3 December 2015. On 
1 June 2016, Mowanjum applied for an amendment (CPS 6084/3) to increase the total clearing area to 
223 hectares. The former Department of Environment Regulation refused the application on 
20 October 2016, and Mowanjum appealed against the decision. The appeal was received by the Office of 
the Appeals Convenor on 2 November 2016 and I dismissed the appeal on 23 June 2017. On 6 July 2017 
Mowanjum lodged an application to increase the total clearing area to 116 hectares and the Department 
of Water and Environmental Regulation granted amended permit CPS 6084/4 on 18 August 2017. 
A third party appealed against that decision, and on 5 January 2018 I partially allowed the appeal, 
amending the permit conditions to reduce the potential impact of the clearing on threatened fauna. 

(g) Yes. 
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(h) The Environmental Protection Act 1986 does not specify qualification requirements for people 
conducting flora and fauna surveys. The Environmental Protection Authority provides technical guidance 
to be applied when undertaking surveys related to proposals referred under Part IV of the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986. This guidance includes recommendations regarding the 
qualifications and experience of specialists leading surveys. This guidance is also used to assist with the 
assessment of native vegetation clearing applications under the Act. 

(i) Yes. Funding of $600,000 was allocated from Royalties for Regions. 

(j) The first instalment of $300,000 was received in June 2017 and the second instalment of $300,000 in 
August 2017. The primary outputs from the surveys are reports detailing a ‘Bilby Survey of the La Grange 
Project Area’ and a ‘Rare and Priority Flora Survey of the La Grange Project Area’. Both reports are in 
final draft form and are currently being reviewed by traditional owner ranger teams who were partners in 
the survey. A communication plan to disseminate survey outcomes is being prepared with assistance from 
the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. 

(k)–(l) Not applicable. 

(m) The funding was provided to undertake targeted regional surveys for the threatened bilby and rare and 
priority flora in the La Grange project area. These surveys were not designed to address the requirements, 
or negate the need, for flora and fauna surveys by individual development proponents. Rather, they 
provide regional context on the distribution and abundance of bilbies and rare and priority flora within 
which to interpret project specific surveys and potential impacts from individual developments. 

(n) The following pastoral leases and freehold landholders were asked to take part in the surveys: 
Anna Plains, Shelamar, Frasier Downs, Shamrock, Nita Downs, Roebuck Plains and Thangoo. 

(o) Access to pastoral stations was facilitated by staff from the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation 
and Attractions and Aboriginal ranger groups in June and early July 2017. 

(p) Access to the majority of pastoral stations was obtained before the end of July 2017. Access to one 
pastoral station was delayed until September 2017 to accommodate mustering activities that were being 
conducted. 

(q) The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions entered into fee-for-service arrangements 
with the three Aboriginal ranger groups that assisted with the field survey works. 

(r) Further targeted regional surveys in the Kimberley for threatened species may be considered in the future 
where there is a need to improve the knowledge of species distributions and abundance. These surveys 
would not negate the need for individual development proponents to undertake their own surveys, as 
required through the relevant environmental approval process. 

(s) Not applicable. 

EDUCATION AND TRAINING — GERALDTON CAMP SCHOOL 

768. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the Geraldton Camp School (GCS), and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister or her Parliamentary Secretary ever visited the GCS; 

(b) what organisations has the Minister canvassed to take on the operations of the GCS prior to her 
announcement of 13 December 2017; 

(c) what is the annual operating cost to the State Government for the GCS taking into account the fees charged 
by the GCS for use of its facilities; 

(d) assuming that the GCS runs at a loss hence its contribution to savings measures, why would 
a non-government organisation want to take on a financial liability when the State clearly does not; 

(e) how many staff and FTE are employed by the GCS; 

(f) of those staff identified in (e), what is the individual length of continuous public sector employment; and 

(g) what support has been provided to staff at the GCS in relation to understanding and navigating the 
Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme and potential redundancy/termination provisions? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

(c) $581,775. 
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(d) The Department of Education has released a Registration of Interest (RoI) for operators wishing to be 
considered to operate the campsites. The RoI gives potential operators the opportunity to put forward 
additional activities that could be conducted on the campsites. 

(e)–(f) 

Staff  FTE Headcount Years of Public Sector Employment 
Camp School Manager PS6 1.00 1.00 27 
Cleaner L2 0.5 1.00 24 
Cleaner L2 0.48 1.00 5 
Gardener L2 1.00 1.00 2 
Support Officer PS1 0.40 1.00 2 months 
Finance and Admin PS3 0.70 1.00 19 
Cook 0.95 1.00 14 
Total 5.03 7.00 _ 

(g) There has been a number of communications with all the camp schools, including Geraldton. Following 
the decision the Executive Director, Workforce has met with all the camp school managers to discuss the 
Voluntary Targeted Severance Scheme and the implications for staff. A teleconference has also been held 
with camp school managers at which staff entitlements, among other topics, were discussed. 

ROAD SAFETY — ROAD TRAFFIC CODE — PENALTIES 
773. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Road Safety: 
I refer to the Government’s recent changes to the Road Traffic Code 2000, and I ask: 
(a) when was the last review of penalties undertaken to ensure they remain consistent with each other and 

meet community expectations; 
(b) how does the Minister explain and reconcile the difference in penalties applied to those who fail to keep 

a safe distance when passing a bicycle ($400, 3 demerit points) and those who pass an incident response 
vehicle at a speed greater than 40 kilometres per hour ($300, 3 demerit points); 

(c) is the Minister aware that driving a motor vehicle on a footpath could attract an infringement of $100 and 
no demerit points; and 

(d) if yes to (c), does the Minister believe that the applicable penalty is relevant given the new regulatory 
changes with respect to safe travelling distances from bicycles? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) 2014. 
(b) In determining the appropriate penalties for each offence, the Government considers a range of factors 

including crash risk and the need to maintain consistent penalties between similar offences involving 
a similar level of culpability. 
In developing regulation 124A of the Road Traffic Code 2000, the Government determined that the 
penalty for failing to keep a safe distance when passing a bicycle should be the same as that for failing to 
keep a safe distance when overtaking any other vehicle in regulation 124 – an infringement penalty of 
$400 and 4 demerit points. 
When determining the penalty in regulation 137A for failing to pass an incident response vehicle at no 
more than 40km/h, were extensively consulted by the Government and key stakeholders agreed it was 
appropriate to align the penalty with the relevant infringement and demerit point penalty for careless 
driving given the similar nature and culpability of the offending behaviour. 

(c) Yes. 
(d) I have asked the Road Safety Commission to conduct a review of all of the penalties in the Road Traffic 

Code 2000 and will consider the findings when they are presented to me. 
YOUTH — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 

787. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Youth: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 
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(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 

arising from the VTSS; and 
(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

VETERANS ISSUES — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 
788. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Veterans Issues: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 

arising from the VTSS; and 
(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

HOUSING — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 
789. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 

arising from the VTSS; and 
(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

CULTURE AND THE ARTS — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 
810. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 

arising from the VTSS; and 
(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

HERITAGE — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 
811. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Heritage: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
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(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 
arising from the VTSS; and 

(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 
812. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 

arising from the VTSS; and 
(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

ROAD SAFETY — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 
815. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Road Safety: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 

arising from the VTSS; and 
(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

POLICE — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 
816. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 

arising from the VTSS; and 
(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

STATE DEVELOPMENT, JOBS AND TRADE — AGENCIES —  
VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 

824. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 
(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 

commencement; 
(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
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(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 
arising from the VTSS; and 

(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer provided to question on notice 823. 

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 

825. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 

(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 
commencement; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 

(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 
arising from the VTSS; and 

(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer provided to question on notice 823. 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 

826. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 

(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 
commencement; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 

(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 
arising from the VTSS; and 

(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer provided to question on notice 823. 

DISABILITY SERVICES — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 

827. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Disability Services: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 

(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 
commencement; 

(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 

(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 
arising from the VTSS; and 

(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 823. 

ENVIRONMENT — AGENCIES — VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 

828. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the Voluntary Targeted Separation Scheme (VTSS) and with respect to public sector agencies under your 
direction, I ask: 

(a) how many offers have been made to public sector employees per month, per agency, since the scheme’s 
commencement; 
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(b) of those identified in (a), how many per month, per agency have been accepted by employees; 
(c) of those identified in (b), how many employees have departed the public sector per month, per agency 

arising from the VTSS; and 
(d) what specific targets has the Government set for each public sector agency under the VTSS? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 827. 

MINISTER FOR LANDS — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 

853. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 
(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) Yes – this account was created before the Minister was appointed to her current role. 
(b) @Rita_Saffioti 
(c) Yes. 
(d)–(e) The Minister’s Twitter account is a public account. 
(f)–(g) Social media accounts, as is standard with social media management across Australia, block other 

accounts from time to time. In Government, accounts are usually blocked due to instances of, including 
but not limited to, vulgar language, excessive spam or direct or indirect threats. While the Government 
welcomes vigorous debate, we will not tolerate or give a platform to the aforementioned. For example, 
the Minister will not accept attacks on tweets featuring her children. 

(h) Ministers are aware of their obligations under the State Records Act. 
ATTORNEY GENERAL — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 

872. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 
(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(e) The Attorney General does not maintain a Ministerial twitter account. 
(f)–(h) Social media accounts, as is standard with social media management across Australia, block other 

accounts from time to time. In Government, accounts are usually blocked due to instances of, including 
but not limited to, vulgar language, excessive spam or direct or indirect threats. While the Government 
welcomes vigorous debate, we will not tolerate or give a platform to the aforementioned. 
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MINISTER FOR ROAD SAFETY — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 
878. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Road Safety: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 
(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(c) Yes. 
(d) The Minister’s Twitter account is a public account. Anyone who chooses to follow the Minister’s account 

has access to the content posted by the account. 
(e)–(g) Social media accounts, as is standard with social media management across Australia, block other 

accounts from time to time. In Government, accounts are usually blocked due to instances of, including 
but not limited to, vulgar language, excessive spam or direct or indirect threats. While the Government 
welcomes vigorous debate, we will not tolerate or give a platform to the aforementioned. 

(h) Ministers are aware of their obligations under the State Records Act. 
MINISTER FOR POLICE — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 

879. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 
(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(c) Yes. 
(d) The Minister’s Twitter account is a public account. Anyone who chooses to follow the Minister’s account 

has access to the content posted by the account. 
(e)–(g) Social media accounts, as is standard with social media management across Australia, block other 

accounts from time to time. In Government, accounts are usually blocked due to instances of, including 
but not limited to, vulgar language, excessive spam or direct or indirect threats. While the Government 
welcomes vigorous debate, we will not tolerate or give a platform to the aforementioned. 

(h) Ministers are aware of their obligations under the State Records Act. 
MINISTER ASSISTING THE MINISTER FOR STATE DEVELOPMENT, JOBS AND TRADE — 

PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 
887. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 

(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
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(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer to question on notice 888. 

MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 

888. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 
(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) Yes . 
(b) @AlannahMac  
(c) Yes. 
(d) The Minister’s Twitter account is a public account. Anyone who chooses to follow the Minister’s account 

has access to the content posted by the account. 
(e) As above. 
(f)–(g) Social media accounts, as is standard with social media management across Australia, block other 

accounts from time to time. In Government accounts are usually blocked due to instances of, including 
but not limited to, vulgar language, excessive spam or direct or indirect threats. While the Government 
welcomes vigorous debate, we will not tolerate or give a platform to the aforementioned.  

(h) Ministers are aware of their obligations under the State Records Act.  
MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 

889. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 
(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to answer provided to question on notice 888. 
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MINISTER FOR DISABILITY SERVICES — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 

890. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Disability Services: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 
(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) No, I do not have a Ministerial Twitter account. I do however continue to maintain a Twitter account as 

a Member of Parliament. 
(b) Not applicable. 
(c) Not applicable. 
(d) Only I have access to my Member of Parliament Twitter account. 
(e) No. 
(f)–(g) Social media accounts, as is standard with social media management across Australia, block other 

accounts from time to time. In Government, accounts are usually blocked due to instances of, including 
but not limited to, vulgar language, excessive spam or direct or indirect threats. While the Government 
welcomes vigorous debate, we will not tolerate or give a platform to the aforementioned. 

MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 

891. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 
(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 
(b) what is the Ministers’ Twitter handle; 
(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 
(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 
(e) do any of the Ministers’ ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 
(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 
(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 
(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 

private communications received and sent via Twitter? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 890. 

MINISTER FOR COMMUNITY SERVICES — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

900. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Community Services: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
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(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Minister McGurk  

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1258 and 1295.] 

Department for Communities 

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1258 and 1295.] 

MINISTER FOR PREVENTION OF FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

901. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Prevention of Family 
and Domestic Violence: 

For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 900 

MINISTER FOR WOMEN’S INTERESTS — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

902. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Women’s Interests: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 900 

MINISTER FOR CHILD PROTECTION — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

903. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
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(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 900 

MINISTER FOR PLANNING — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

908. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage advises: 
Former Department of Planning – 12 March 2017 to 30 June 2017 
(a) Box of chocolates; Gratis Registration: “Environmental Considerations in Planning and Property 

Development”; Leadership Breakfast Western Australia; CEDA Trustee Boardroom Briefing – 
David Rohrsheim; UDIA National Congress VIP Dinner; UDIA National Awards for Excellence Gala 
Dinner; Official Welcome of New Vice Chancellor – Cocktail Reception; Breakfast for Paul Fletcher; 
Discussion about the Future of Planning and Smarter Cities; CEO Luncheon; Western Australian 
Treasury Corporation Event – Economic Presentation by William Evans, Chief Economist, Managing 
Director and Global Head of Economics and Research with Westpac; Women in Property Signature 
Lunch; 2017 Western Australian Heritage Awards Dinner; Government and Public Sector Boardroom 
Luncheon; RAC President’s Leadership Dinner 

(b)  20/03/2017; 29/03/2017; 31/03/2017; 04/04/2017; 04/04/2017; 06/04/2017; 26/04/2017; 05/05/2017; 
05/05/2017; 19/05/2017; 19/05/2017; 23/05/2017; 26/05/2017; 26/05/2017; 22/06/2017 

(c) Unknown; Legalwise; Leadership Western Australia; Committee for Economic Development of 
Australia (CEDA); Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA); Urban Development Institute of 
Australia (UDIA) and Satterley Property Group; The University of Western Australia; Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia; Planning Institute of Australia; Public Sector Commission; 
Western Australian Treasury Corporation; Property Council of Australia; Heritage Council of 
Western Australia; Property Council of Australia; Royal Automobile Club of Western Australia (RAC) 

(d) $10.00; $480.00; $30.00; $35.00; $150.00; $150.00; $30.00; $35.00; $15.00; $40.00; $20.00; $50.00; 
$150.00; $70.00; $75.00 

(e) No; No; Commercial Stakeholder – Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – Research body; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – Professional association 
/ Commercial Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder – University or 
research body; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – Professional 
association; Commercial Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder 
– State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial 
Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Research body 
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Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage – 1 July 2017 to 13 March 2018 
(a) City of Stirling Mayoral Business Breakfast; Property Council Breakfast: Perth Beach Life – New Era in 

Coastal Development; New Office Opening – canapés; Director General – Service Priority Review 
Breakfast Forum; WALGA State and Local Government Forum; LG Convention Gala Dinner; 
CEO Breakfast with Prof Zoe Radnor, Dean of School of Business UK; Retirement of Stuart Cole, 
Chief Executive Officer; Flowers; Springtime in Araluen – Light refreshments; Outer Harbour Discussion 
Forum – Light breakfast; Planning Ministers Breakfast Forum; Executive Women’s Leadership Forum; 
2017 IPAA WA Fellows and Executive Briefing; RAC President’s Leadership Dinner with 
Minister Saffioti; Official Opening of WA Government In House Bank Branch; Farewell Function for 
Ivan Jakicevic; Ride Sharing and Driverless Vehicles Debate and bottle of Forester Estate wine; 
UDIA Awards for Excellence 2017 – Gala Dinner; PIA WA 2017 State Conference; Dinner and 
Discussion – Dynamic Cities and Organisations; Two books and CDs in honour of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander men and women who served during World War I; Corporate Partners Lunch; Shaping WA 
– Breakfast; End of Year Celebration; 2017 PIA WA Awards– Pre Lunch Drinks and Lunch; 2017 Perth 
Airport WA Tourism Awards Gala Dinner; EY Industry Leaders Roundtable on Building a Resilient 
Perth – Lunch; Research and Innovation Joint Board Dinner; Executive Council Progressive Dinner; Food 
for Thought Study Tour; Annual Cocktail Party and private viewing of Heath Ledger: A Life in Pictures; 
2017 Graduation and Awards Celebration; Annual Civic Dinner; Presentation of Historic Heart Artist 
Prizes; Launch of HIFG Report and Talk by Hon Peter Tinley MLA, Minister for Housing; 
Ngurra Nyingu 10th Anniversary Art Exhibition; Australia Day Launch; 2018 Gillette One day 
international series – Australia vs England; ‘Water Sensitive Cities’ hosted by Tony Wong; 
Welcoming breakfast with Leadership WA CEO; Farewell Drinks for CCI’s Deidre Willmott; UDIA 
Lunch – Planning and Development (Key Note Speaker); Alex Rhodes Farewell; 1 Bottle of Wine; Box of 
grapes and box of mangoes/avocadoes 

(b) 07/07/2017; 10/07/2017; 01/08/2017; 02/08/2017; 02/08/2017; 04/08/2017; 15/08/2017; 16/08/2017; 
17/08/2017; 18/08/2017; 18/08/2017; 25/08/2017; 29/08/2017; 30/08/2017; 30/08/2017; 30/08/2017; 
01/09/2017; 07/09/2017; 09/09/2017; 15/09/2017; 28/09/2017; 18/10/2017; 27/10/2017; 31/10/2017; 
31/10/2017; 10/11/2017; 11/11/2017; 14/11/2017; 14/11/2017; 15/11/2017; 16/11/2017; 16/11/2017; 
21/11/2017; 25/11/2017; 27/11/2017; 30/11/2017; 08/12/2017; 23/01/2018; 28/01/2018; 05/02/2018; 
15/02/2018; 15/02/2018; 15/02/2018; 20/02/2018; 22/02/2018; 22/02/2018 

(c) City of Stirling; LandCorp; Committee for Perth; Public Sector Commission; Western Australian Local 
Government Association (WALGA); Western Australian Local Government Association; Public Sector 
Commission / Australian and New Zealand School of Government (ANZSOG); City of Belmont; 
Committee for Perth; Araluen Botanic Park Foundation; Infranomics; Planning Institute of Australia; 
Committee for Perth; Institute of Public Administration Australia (IPAA); Royal Automobile Club of 
Western Australia (RAC); WA Department of Treasury and Commonwealth Bank; City of Bayswater; 
The University of Western Australia – Planning and Transport Research Centre (PATREC); 
Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA); Planning Institute of Australia (PIA); Urbis; 
John Snares, President Veterans Retreat WA; Property Council of Australia; LandCorp; Minter Ellison; 
Planning Institute of Australia (PIA); Tourism Council WA / Perth Airport; Ernst & Young; The 
Sustainable Built Environment National Research Centre and Curtin University; Chamber of Minerals 
and Energy; Committee for Perth; PEET Limited; Leadership WA; City of Armadale; Historic Heart of 
Perth Inc.; Housing Industry Forecasting Group (HIFG); Woodside Pluto LNG; City of Perth; 
Cricket Australia; Board of the Water Corporation; Leadership WA; Chamber of Commerce and Industry 
of Western Australia (CCI); Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA); Property Council of 
Australia; Western Australian Institute of Sport; Grape Growers Association of Western Australia 

(d) $25.00; $100.00; $15.00; $20.00; $50.00; $175.00; $35.00; $30.00; $40.00; $20.00; $15.00; $35.00; 
$20.00; $30.00; $100.00; $20.00; $30.00; $20.00; $150.00; $150.00; $50.00; $100.00; $100.00; $30.00; 
$50.00; $75.00; $200.00; $80.00; $150.00; $150.00; $40.00; $80.00; $50.00; $175.00; $20.00; Nil; 
$50.00; $60.00; $300.00; $35.00; $20.00; $40.00; $80.00; $25.00; $19.00; $20.00 

(e) Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Development & planning 
industry; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – State government 
department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Local 
government; Commercial Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial 
Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial 
Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – Research body; 
Commercial Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – Local 
government; Commercial Stakeholder – University or research body; Commercial Stakeholder – 
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Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Development & planning industry; No; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial 
Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; No; Commercial Stakeholder – Professional 
association; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; No; Commercial Stakeholder – University 
or research body; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; Commercial 
Stakeholder – Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; No; Commercial 
Stakeholder – Research body; No; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; No; Commercial 
Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – Professional 
association; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – Development 
& planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group 

Western Australian Planning Commission – 12 March 2017 to 13 March 2018 
(a) Gala Dinner; Mayoral Dinner; Navigate Uncertainty: Recognising the Opportunity; Property Council 

Event – ‘From Station to Station’; Leadership Matters – Breakfast Event; Mayoral Breakfast; PATREC’s 
‘Planning Boomtown and Beyond’ Book Launch; Innovation Awards Dinner; 2017 Annual Leaders 
Dinner; Autonomous Vehicles – The Road to Economic Growth?; Annual Civic Dinner; 
Local Government Convention Gala Dinner; Farewell function from Public Service – Ron Alexander; 
Annual Civic Dinner; Long Table Dinner; Stakeholder lunch meeting; CityIGNITE; Civic Dinner; 
Mayoral Dinner; UDIA Awards for Excellence 2017; West Coast Eagles Turning of the Sod; Executive 
Briefing; IPWEA 2017 International Public Works Conference; Farewell Nathan Blackburne; Retirement 
of Stuart Cole, Chief Executive Officer; Rebrand Relaunch; Sorrento Beach framed photograph; 
IGA Perth Royal Show – Taste Dinner; 2017–18 State Budget; Future-proofing Perth’s Freight Network; 
Tourism Western Australia Budget Briefing; PIA 2017 State Conference; Facilitated Discussion on 
Early Onset Dementia; Grand Opening of Motor Museum of WA Extension; Client Function; Breakfast 
Talk; Board Dinner; Annual Civic Dinner; Cocktail Function; 2017 Stakeholder Cocktail Function; 
Mayoral Dinner; Annual Civic Dinner; President’s Cocktail Party; 50 Years of Innovation in Urban and 
Regional Planning at Curtin University – Alumni event; Annual Cocktail Party and private viewing of 
Heath Ledger: A Life in Pictures; Launch of Wetlands and People Plan; Completion of Oracle 
Apartments; Christmas Celebration; End of Year Celebration; 2017 Christmas Dinner; Completion of 
Perth Stadium Celebration; End of Year Celebration; End of Year Celebration; RAC Leadership Dinner; 
WA Parks Foundation Reception; Jar of honey 

(b) 21/03/2017; 21/03/2017; 21/04/2017; 01/05/2017; 09/05/2017; 24/05/2017; 24/05/2017; 24/05/2017; 
25/05/2017; 27/05/2017; 08/06/2017; 09/06/2017; 13/06/2017; 13/06/2017; 20/06/2017; 20/06/2017; 
31/07/2017; 01/08/2017; 02/08/2017; 03/08/2017; 04/08/2017; 04/08/2017; 04/08/2017; 14/08/2017; 
16/08/2017; 16/08/2017; 17/08/2017; 21/08/2017; 21/08/2017; 22/08/2017; 24/08/2017; 28/08/2017; 
28/08/2017; 04/09/2017; 11/09/2017; 13/09/2017; 13/09/2017; 20/09/2017; 20/09/2017; 20/09/2017; 
27/09/2017; 02/10/2017; 12/10/2017; 08/11/2017; 25/10/2017; 01/11/2017; 02/11/2017; 09/11/2017; 
09/11/2017; 14/11/2017; 30/11/2017; 01/12/2017; 04/12/2017; 01/02/2018; 05/02/2018; 22/02/2018 

(c) City of Wanneroo; City of Swan; Deloitte; Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority; Curtin University; 
City of Stirling; Planning and Transport Research Centre (PATREC); Cement Concrete & Aggregates 
Australia; Lendlease WA; Western Australian Treasury Corporation; City of Joondalup; 
Western Australian Local Government Association; Department of Sport and Recreation; City of 
Gosnells; Shire of Kalamunda; Water Corporation; Quest Events; City of Armadale; City of Belmont; 
Urban Development Institute of Australia (UDIA); West Coast Eagles; Andrew Dunkin; Institute of 
Public Works Engineering Australasia (IPWEA); Cedar Woods; City of Belmont; D&W; City of 
Joondalup; Royal Agricultural Society of WA; Committee for Economic Development of Australia; 
Committee for Economic Development of Australia; Tourism Western Australia; Planning Institute of 
Australia (PIA); Governor of Western Australia; Motor Museum of WA; Woods Bagot; Royal 
Automobile Club of Western Australia (RAC); Urbis; City of Armadale; Royal Automobile Club of 
Western Australia (RAC); City of South Perth; City of Melville; City of Rockingham; LG Professionals 
Australia; Curtin University; PEET Limited; Peel–Harvey Catchment Council; Blackburn; Chamber of 
Minerals and Energy; Australian Institute of Architects; City of Stirling; Multiplex; Peel Harvey 
Catchment Council; Committee for Perth; Royal Automobile Club of Western Australia (RAC); 
Governor of Western Australia; Western Australian Local Government Association 

(d) $150.00; $150.00; $85.00; $70.00; $35.00; $80.00; $50.00; $150.00; $150.00; $185.00; $175.00; 
$175.00; $50.00; $150.00; $175.00; $40.00; $1,995.00; $75.00; $150.00; $150.00; $15.00; $15.00; 
$15.00; $50.00; $30.00; $15.00; $100.00; $150.00; $185.00; $15.00; $15.00; $150.00; $25.00; $70.00; 
$75.00; $80.00; $150.00; $150.00; $80.00; $80.00; $150.00; $150.00; $75.00; $75.00; $80.00; $20.00; 
$80.00; $70.00; $70.00; $150.00; $75.00; $70.00; $75.00; $150.00; $100.00; $10.00 
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(e) Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; No; 
Commercial Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – 
University or research body; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Research body; Commercial Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder 
– Development & planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder – State government department/authority; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; 
Commercial; Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – Local 
government; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – State government 
department/authority; No; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; No; Commercial 
Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – Professional 
association; Commercial Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Local government; No; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – Research body; Commercial Stakeholder – Research 
body; Commercial Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Professional association; Commercial Stakeholder – State government department/authority; No; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder – Research body; 
No; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Research body; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – Professional association; 
Commercial Stakeholder – University or research body; Commercial Stakeholder – Development & 
planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial Stakeholder – 
Development & planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial 
Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; Commercial 
Stakeholder – Development & planning industry; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government; 
Commercial Stakeholder – Representative group; Commercial Stakeholder – Research body; Commercial 
Stakeholder – State government department/authority; Commercial Stakeholder – Local government 

Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority 

(a) Gift – (Book) Leading from the Emerging Future. Author: Otto Scharmer; Invitation – The ABCC’s new 
legislation powers and the Construction Codes; Invitation – 2017 Deloitte Global Human Capital Trends; 
Invitation – 2017 Deloitte Global Human Capital Trends;Invitation – Property Council’s 
Western Australian Station to Station and Precincts Lunch; Invitation – Innovation Excellence at the 
Western Australian Information Technology and Telecommunication Forum; Invitation – 2017 Federal 
Budget Breakfast; Invitation – 2017 Federal Budget Breakfast; Invitation – Autonomous Vehicles – The 
Road to Economic Growth; Invitation – International Generally Accepted Accounting Practice 2017; 
Invitation – Urban Development Institute of Australia – What Does The Future Hold For The Perth and 
Western Australia’s Land and Housing Market; Invitation – Urban Development Institute of Australia – 
What Does The Future Hold For The Perth and Western Australia’s Land and Housing Market; Gift – 
1X ticket to the Annual Western Australian Information Technology and Telecommunication Awards 
INCITE Awards Gala Presentation Dinner; Gift – 1X ticket to the Annual Western Australian 
Information Technology and Telecommunication Awards INCITE Awards Gala Presentation Dinner; 
Gift – 1X ticket to the Annual Western Australian Information Technology and Telecommunication 
Awards INCITE Awards Gala Presentation Dinner; Gift – 1X ticket to the Annual Western Australian 
Information Technology and Telecommunication Awards INCITE Awards Gala Presentation Dinner; 
Invitation – Smart Seeds Perth: Showcase Event; Invitation – Bright Idea Collateral; Gift – 1X Mug; 
Invitation – Property Council’s Women in Property Lunch; Invitation – Lendlease Annual Leaders 
Dinner; Invitation – Infrastructure Trends Across Australia; Gift – 2X tickets to see Cirque Du Soleil and 
Dinner; Invitation – Event with John Marinopoulous, Price WaterhouseCoopers from Melbourne; Gift 
– 1X ticket to HBF’s Corporate Breakfast; Gift – 1X ticket to HBF’s Corporate Breakfast; Gift – 1X 
ticket to HBF’s Corporate Breakfast; Gift – 1X ticket to HBF’s Corporate Breakfast; Gift – 1X Bottle of 
Champagne; Gift – 1X ticket to HBF’s Corporate Breakfast; Gift – 1X ticket to Women in Property 
Signature Lunch; Invitation – Lunch meeting with John Streicker; Gift – 1X ticket to the West Australian 
Football Commission Suite to watch Fremantle vs Hawthorn; Gift – 2X tickets to the Great Gatsby Ballet; 
Invitation – The 2017/18 State Budget Breakfast; Invitation – The 2017/18 State Budget Breakfast; 
Invitation – Office Warming for Gresley Abas Architect; Gift – Parker Pen as a result of speaking at the 
Central Park Theatrette ; Invitation – Cultural Certification Six Season Launch Breakfast; Invitation – 
International Football Event; Gift – 2X tickets to the Ashes Test Match – Day 2; Invitation – Public 
Sector: People and Pay Update Networking Breakfast; Invitation – Public Sector: People and Pay Update 
Networking Breakfast; Invitation – Completion of the Perth Stadium Celebration; Gift – Hamper for 
Christmas; Gift – Hamper for Christmas; Invitation – Property Council Outlook Lunch; Invitation – 
Property Council Outlook Lunch; Invitation – Opening of the Scarborough Leisure Centre; Invitation – 
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Property Council Breakfast – Perth’s Inner Western Suburbs Development Update; Invitation – Property 
Council Breakfast – Perth’s Inner Western Suburbs Development Update; Invitation – Business 
Commisisoning ; Invitation – Perth’s Inner Western Suburbs Development Update; Invitation – Business 
Commisisoning; Invitation – Business Commisisoning; Invitation – Awards Presentation for 2018 Perth 
Fringe World 

(b) 16/03/2017; 17/03/2017; 21/03/2017; 21/03/2017; 23/03/2017; 27/03/2017; 4/04/2017; 4/04/2017; 
6/04/2017; 7/04/2017; 5/05/2017; 5/05/2017; 8/05/2017; 8/05/2017; 8/05/2017; 8/05/2017; 9/05/2017; 
17/05/2017; 17/05/2017; 22/05/2017; 25/05/2017; 26/05/2017; 27/05/2017; 29/05/2017; 2/06/2017; 
3/06/2017; 4/06/2017; 5/06/2017; 6/06/2017; 6/06/2017; 6/06/2017; 7/07/2017; 21/07/2017; 3/08/2017; 
15/08/2017; 17/08/2017; 25/08/2017; 19/09/2017; 22/09/2017; 27/10/2017; 15/11/2017; 20/11/2017; 
20/11/2017; 29/11/2017; 11/12/2017; 15/12/2017; 2/01/2018; 2/01/2018; 5/01/2018; 7/02/2018; 
7/02/2018; 19/02/2018; 22/02/2018; 23/02/2018; 23/02/2018; 23/02/2018 

(c) Leadership Western Australia; Minter Ellison; Deloitte; Deloitte; Price Waterhouse Coopers; ibms; 
Price WaterhouseCoopers; Price WaterhouseCoopers; Deloitte; Ernst & Young; City of Armadale ; 
City of Armadale; ibms; ibms; ibms; ibms; Smart Seeds Perth ; Bright Idea; Bright Idea; NS Projects; 
Lendlease; Minter Ellison; Rowe Group ; Price WaterhouseCoopers; HBF; HBF; HBF; HBF; 
Curtin University of Western Australia; HBF; Ernst & Young; Sentinel Real Estate Corporation; 
Western Australian Football Commission; Ernst & Young; Minter Ellison; Minter Ellison; Phil Gresley; 
Australian Property Institute; KPMG; Western Australian Football Commission; West Australian Cricket 
Association; Price WaterhouseCoopers; Price WaterhouseCoopers; Multiplex; Georgiou; 
Doric Construction; LandCorp; LandCorp; City of Stirling; LandCorp; LandCorp; Shoe Bar; TPG Place 
Match and Price WaterhouseCoopers; Shoe Bar; Shoe Bar; Perth Fringe World 

(d) $35; $15; $20; $20; $150; $200; $110; $110; $120; $0; $149; $149; $200; $200; $200; $200; $50; $20; 
$20; $155; $150; $50; $250; $30; $30; $30; $30; $30; $50; $30; $232; $45; $150; $400; $185; $185; $10; 
$50; $30; $24; $400; $25; $25; $50; $200; $100; $160; $160; $15; $99; $99; $60; $99; $60; $60; Nil 

(e) Nil; Financial; Financial; Financial; Financial; Commercial; Financial; Financial; Commercial; Financial; 
Commercial and Financial; Commercial and Financial; Commercial; Commercial; Commercial; 
Commercial; Financial; Commercial and Financial; Commercial and Financial; Financial; Commercial; 
Financial; Commercial and Financial; Financial; Financial; Financial; Financial; Financial; Nil; 
Financial; Commercial and Financial; Commercial; Commercial; Financial; Commercial; Commercial; 
Financial; Nil; Nil; Commercial; Commercial; Financial; Financial; Financial; Commercial; Commercial; 
Commercial; Commercial; Commercial; Commercial; Commercial; Financial; Commercial; Financial; 
Financial; Financial 

Minister for Transport; Planning; Lands 
Refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 909. 

MINISTER FOR ASIAN ENGAGEMENT — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

910. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Asian Engagement: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a)–(e) There is no applicable department, agency or government trading enterprises under the Minister’s Asian 

Engagement portfolio, however the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation (JTSI) does 
provide assistance in this portfolio area from time to time. Please refer to the Premier’s answer for JTSI. 
In respect to gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation and travel received by the Minister [see tabled 
paper no 1270.] 
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MINISTER FOR ELECTORAL AFFAIRS — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

911. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Electoral Affairs: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1271.] 

In respect to gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation and travel received by the Minister, please refer 
to Legislative Council Question on Notice 910. 

MINISTER FOR COMMERCE AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

912. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Commerce and Industrial Relations: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission, WorkCover WA and Construction Industry Long Service 
Leave Payments Board (MyLeave) 

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1272.] 

In respect to gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation and travel received by: 

Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety, please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 913.  

The Minister, please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 910.  

MINISTER FOR MINES AND PETROLEUM — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

913. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
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(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 

Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety 

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1273.] 

Mineral Research Institute WA 

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1273.] 

In respect to gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation and travel received by the Minister, please refer to 
Legislative Council Question on Notice 910. 

MINISTER FOR CITIZENSHIP AND MULTICULTURAL INTERESTS — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

914. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural 
Interests: 

For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 

For receipt of gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation and travel by the Minister for Citizenship and 
Multicultural Interests: Tourism; Racing and Gaming; Defence Issues and Small Business: [See tabled paper no 
1274.] 

Receipt of gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation or travel by departments, agencies or government trading 
enterprises in the Citizenship and Multicultural Interests Portfolio: 

Office of Multicultural Interests 

Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 927. 

MINISTER FOR SMALL BUSINESS — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

916. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Small Business: 

For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
For receipt of gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation and travel by the Minister for Small Business; Tourism; 
Racing and Gaming; Defence Issues and Citizenship and Multicultural Interests please refer Legislative Council 
Question on Notice 914. 
Receipt of gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation or travel by departments, agencies or government trading 
enterprises in the Small Business Portfolio: 
Small Business Development Corporation 
[See tabled paper no 1275.] 

MINISTER FOR RACING AND GAMING — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

917. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
For receipt of gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation and travel by the Minister for Racing and Gaming; 
Tourism; Small Business; Defence Issues and Citizenship and Multicultural Interests please refer 
Legislative Council Question on Notice 914. 
Receipt of gifts, benefits, hospitality, accommodation or travel by departments, agencies or government trading 
enterprises in the Racing and Gaming Portfolio: 
For the former Department of Racing, Gaming and Liquor for 11 March 2017 to 30 June 2017 please refer to 
Legislative Council Question on Notice 927. 
For the Racing, Gaming and Liquor Division of the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries 
for 1 July 2017 to 13 March 2018 please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 927. 
Burswood Park Board and Western Australian Greyhound Racing Association (WAGRA) 
For the period 11 March 2017 to 13 March 2018 
(a)–(e) Nil. 
For Western Australian Racing and Wagering (RWWA) [see tabled paper no 1276.] 

MINISTER FOR VOLUNTEERING — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

924. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Volunteering: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 
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Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Department of Communities 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice no 900. 

MINISTER FOR SENIORS AND AGEING — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

925. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Seniors and Ageing: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Department of Communities 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice no 900. 

MINISTER FOR CULTURE AND THE ARTS — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

927. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
As lead Minister, the Hon David Templeman MLA, has tabled the response for the Department of Local 
Government, Sport and Cultural Industries, on behalf of the following Ministerial portfolios: 
Hon David Templeman MLA Minister for Local Government; Culture and the Arts 
Hon Paul Papalia, CSC, MLA Minister for Racing and Gaming; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 
Hon Michael Murray MLA Minister for Sport and Recreation 
Hon Benjamin Wyatt MLA Minister for Aboriginal Affairs 
(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1259.] 

MINISTER FOR HERITAGE — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

928. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Heritage: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
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(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 

(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 908. 

National Trust of Western Australia 

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1260.] 

Heritage Council 

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1260.] 

Former State Heritage Office  

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1260.] 

MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

929. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries  

(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 927. 

Metropolitan Cemeteries Board 

(a)–(e) [See tabled paper no 1261.] 

MINISTER ASSISTING THE MINISTER FOR STATE DEVELOPMENT, JOBS AND TRADE — 
PORTFOLIOS — GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

941. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer on Legislative Council question on notice 943 

MINISTER FOR AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

942. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
11 March 2017–30 June 2017 

Department of Agriculture and Food Western Australia 

  (a) (b) (c) (d) (e) 

Gift Chinese 
Figurine. 

7/06/2017 

  

His Excellency Shri O P Dhankar, Agriculture 
Minister, Government of Haryana 

$10 No relationship 

Gift Leadership 
Matters book 

9/5/2017 Evans Nicholas, Curtin University $30 No Relationship 

1 July 2017–13 March 2018 

Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development – See QON 943. 

MINISTER FOR DISABILITY SERVICES — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

944. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Disability Services: 

For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 

(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 

(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 
hospitality, accommodation or travel; 

(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 

(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 
private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

For the Ministerial Office: 

See table in Appendix 5 [See tabled paper no 1268.] 

1 July 2017 – 13 March 2018 

For the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions: See table in Appendix 1 [See tabled paper 
no 1268.] 
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11 March 2017 to 1 July 2017 
For the former Department of Parks and Wildlife: 
See table in Appendix 2 [See tabled paper no 1268.] 
For the Botanic Gardens and Parks Authority: 
See table in Appendix 3 [See tabled paper no 1268.] 
For the Zoological Parks Authority: 
See table in Appendix 4 [See tabled paper no 1268.] 
For the former Department of Environmental Regulation: 
See table in Appendix 6 [See tabled paper no 1268.] 
For the Environmental Protection Authority: 
See table in Appendix 7 [See tabled paper no 1268.] 
For the former Disability Services Commission: 
Nil response. 

MINISTER FOR ENVIRONMENT — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

945. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Environment: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 944. 

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING — PORTFOLIOS —  
GIFTS, BENEFITS, HOSPITALITY, ACCOMMODATION AND TRAVEL 

946. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Education and Training: 
For each department, agency and government trading enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities, 
including the Minister himself/herself, I ask in regard to the registration of the receipt of all gifts, benefits, 
hospitality, accommodation and travel by officers since 11 March 2017: 
(a) what was the nature of the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel received; 
(b) what was the date of receipt of each gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(c) what is the name of the individual, organisation or private company that offered the gift, benefit, 

hospitality, accommodation or travel; 
(d) what is the estimated individual value of gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel; and 
(e) does the organisation have any commercial or financial relationship with the individual, organisation or 

private company that offered the gift, benefit, hospitality, accommodation or travel and, if so, what is the 
nature of that commercial or financial relationship? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Ministerial Office 
[See tabled paper no 1262.] 
Department of Education 
[See tabled paper no 1262.] 
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Department of Training and Workforce Development 
South Metropolitan TAFE 
North Metropolitan TAFE 
Central Regional TAFE 
North Regional TAFE 
South Regional TAFE 
[See tabled paper no 1262.] 
Building Construction Industry Training Fund  
[See tabled paper no 1262.] 

MINISTER FOR SCIENCE — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

947. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Science: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question On Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR INNOVATION AND ICT — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

948. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Innovation and ICT: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question On Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR FORESTRY — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

949. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Forestry: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question On Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR FISHERIES — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

950. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Fisheries: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
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(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question On Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR WATER — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 
951. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question On Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR COMMUNITY SERVICES — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

952. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Community Services: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR PREVENTION OF FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — ON-DEMAND 
TRANSPORT SERVICES 

953. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Prevention of Family 
and Domestic Violence: 

I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR WOMEN’S INTERESTS — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 
954. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Women’s Interests: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 992. 



 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 April 2018] 1841 

 

MINISTER FOR CHILD PROTECTION — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 
955. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR YOUTH — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 
956. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Youth: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) Not in a work capacity. 
(b)–(c) Not applicable. 
(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR VETERANS ISSUES — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 
957. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Veterans Issues: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) Not in a work capacity. 
(b)–(c) Not applicable. 
(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR HOUSING — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 
958. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 
(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 
(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 
(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) Not in a work capacity. 
(b)–(c) Not applicable. 
(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 992. 
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MINISTER FOR LANDS — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

959. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 

I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 

(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 

(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 

(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

With reference to on-demand services other than taxis: 

(a) No. 

(b)–(c) Not applicable. 

(d) Refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 992. 

MINISTER FOR PLANNING — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

960. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 

I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 

(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 

(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 

(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

Refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 959. 

MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

961. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 

(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 

(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 

(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

Refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 959. 

MINISTER FOR SPORT AND RECREATION — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

975. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 

I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 

(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 

(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 

(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice no. 992. 
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MINISTER FOR VOLUNTEERING — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

976. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Volunteering: 

I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 

(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 

(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 

(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice no. 992. 

MINISTER FOR SENIORS AND AGEING — ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT SERVICES 

977. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Seniors and Ageing: 

I refer to the use of on-demand transport services, such as Uber, undertaken by the Minister or members of the 
Minister’s staff, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister or the Minister’s staff utilised such services; 

(b) were the costs of such service borne by the Department of Premier and Cabinet (DPC); 

(c) please identify in each case the name of the person utilising such services; and 

(d) what is the DPC protocol with respect to the use of on-demand transport services? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a)–(d) Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice no. 992. 

MINISTER FOR YOUTH — OPTUS STADIUM VISITS 

1008. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Youth: 

I refer to the recently opened Perth Stadium, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister visited the stadium, if so, on what dates, and for what purpose; 

(b) was the Minister attending as a guest of another person or organisation, if so, whom; and 

(c) for each occasion identified in (a), how did the Minister travel to and from the stadium? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

(a) Yes. The Minister attended the One Day International on 28 January 2018 and Opening Round of 
2018 NRL Telstra Premiership Season Double Header on 10 March 2018. 

(b) Yes. One Day International guest of PWC. National Rugby League guest of CEO, Todd Greenberg. 

(c) The Minister was driven to both events by a government owned vehicle driven by an Executive Transport 
Officer. 

MINISTER FOR VETERANS ISSUES — OPTUS STADIUM VISITS 

1009. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Veterans Issues: 

I refer to the recently opened Perth Stadium, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister visited the stadium, if so, on what dates, and for what purpose; 

(b) was the Minister attending as a guest of another person or organisation, if so, whom; and 

(c) for each occasion identified in (a), how did the Minister travel to and from the stadium? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

(a) Yes. The Minister attended the One Day International on 28 January 2018 and Opening Round of 2018 
NRL Telstra Premiership Season Double Header on 10 March 2018. 

(b) Yes. One Day International guest of PWC. National Rugby League guest of CEO, Todd Greenberg. 

(c) The Minister was driven to both events by a government owned vehicle driven by an Executive Transport 
Officer. 
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MINISTER FOR HOUSING — OPTUS STADIUM VISITS 

1010. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the recently opened Perth Stadium, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister visited the stadium, if so, on what dates, and for what purpose; 

(b) was the Minister attending as a guest of another person or organisation, if so, whom; and 

(c) for each occasion identified in (a), how did the Minister travel to and from the stadium? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) Yes. The Minister attended the One Day International on 28 January 2018 and Opening Round of 

2018 NRL Telstra Premiership Season Double Header on 10 March 2018. 

(b) Yes. One Day International guest of PWC. National Rugby League guest of CEO, Todd Greenberg. 

(c) The Minister was driven to both events by a government owned vehicle driven by an Executive Transport 
Officer. 

MINISTER FOR LANDS — OPTUS STADIUM VISITS 

1011. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 
I refer to the recently opened Perth Stadium, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister visited the stadium, if so, on what dates, and for what purpose; 

(b) was the Minister attending as a guest of another person or organisation, if so, whom; and 

(c) for each occasion identified in (a), how did the Minister travel to and from the stadium? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
From 21 January 2018: 

(a) 21/01/2018 – Community Open Day; 28/01/2018 – 2018 Gillette One Day International Series – 
The Minister was pleased to see Mia Davies enjoying the function and recognises the National Party’s 
support for and role in delivering a $1.8 billion metropolitan project; 01/02/2018 – Big Bash League 
semi-final with her family; 10/02/2018 – AFLW match with her family; 02/03/2018 – Concert 

(b) No; Western Australian Cricket Association; No; No; Venueslive 

(c) Public Transport; Public Transport; Public Transport; Public Transport; Public Transport, Taxi (on the 
way home). 

The Minister is also a 24 year member for the Fremantle Dockers and has attended the Fremantle v Essendon and 
Fremantle v Gold Coast games with her family. 

The Minister has also taken her family to the playground at the stadium precinct and to watch the construction of 
the Matagarup Bridge. 

MINISTER FOR CULTURE AND THE ARTS — OPTUS STADIUM VISITS 

1031. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the recently opened Perth Stadium, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister visited the stadium, if so, on what dates, and for what purpose; 

(b) was the Minister attending as a guest of another person or organisation, if so, whom; and 

(c) for each occasion identified in (a), how did the Minister travel to and from the stadium? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

 (a) (b) (c) 

20 July 2017 – Tour Minister for Sport and Recreation Driven 

8 March 2018 – Discussion Panel Committee for Economic Development of Australia Driven 

MINISTER FOR HERITAGE — OPTUS STADIUM VISITS 

1032. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Heritage: 
I refer to the recently opened Perth Stadium, and I ask: 

(a) has the Minister visited the stadium, if so, on what dates, and for what purpose; 
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(b) was the Minister attending as a guest of another person or organisation, if so, whom; and 
(c) for each occasion identified in (a), how did the Minister travel to and from the stadium? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 1031. 

MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — OPTUS STADIUM VISITS 
1033. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the recently opened Perth Stadium, and I ask: 
(a) has the Minister visited the stadium, if so, on what dates, and for what purpose; 
(b) was the Minister attending as a guest of another person or organisation, if so, whom; and 
(c) for each occasion identified in (a), how did the Minister travel to and from the stadium? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 1031. 

ENVIRONMENT — COCKBURN CEMENT LTD —  
PARTICULATE MATTER AND CARBON DIOXIDE EMISSIONS 

1055. Hon Robin Chapple to the Minister for Environment: 
(1) I refer to the issue of particulate matter being emitted from the Cockburn Cement operation in Munster, 

and I ask: 
(a) is the Minister aware that particulate matter is being frequently emitted at night from the 

premises operated by Cockburn Cement Limited in Russell Road, Munster; 
(b) is the Minister aware that the particulate matter appears to be strongly alkaline and appears to 

have caused damage to resident’s property in the area; 
(c) is the Minister aware that the particulate matter appears to take on cement-like qualities when it 

becomes moist; 
(d) is the Minister aware that numerous complaints by residents have been made to the department 

for many years about this issue and with requests for action to be taken by the department: 
(i) if no to (d), why not; 

(e) is the Minister aware that no prosecutions have been commenced by the department in respect 
of alleged breaches of conditions 21 and 22 of the present licence conditions relating to the 
Cockburn Cement in respect of any emissions; 

(f) is the Minister aware that no prosecutions have been commenced by the department against the 
licensee of the premises in respect of alleged breaches of the Environmental Protection Act 1986 
concerning the emission of highly alkaline particulate matter; and 

(g) is the Minister aware that Jim Houlahan, a resident of Beeliar, made written complaints to the 
department about the emission of particulate matter which occurred on or about 
30 January 2018, 22–23 February 2018 and 2–3 March 2018 at his home: 
(i) if yes to (g), has an inspector or other departmental officer attended in person to 

Mr Houlahan’s address regarding his complaint: 
(A) if yes to (g)(i), on what date(s) did the officer attend the residence of 

Mr Houlahan; and 
(B) if yes to (g)(i), what evidence was collected and, in particular, what samples 

were collected at the site and what photographic, video, written statements or 
other evidence was collected at the site; 

(ii) what steps are currently being taken to investigate the complaints: 
(A) if none to (g)(ii), why are no steps currently being undertaken; and 

(iii) will the department provide a written report to Mr Houlahan upon the completion of an 
investigation into each of the complaints: 
(A) if no to (g)(iii), why not? 

(2) I refer to the premises operated by Cockburn Cement on Russel Road, and I ask: 
(a) is the Minister aware that the premises operated by Cockburn Cement Limited in Russell Road, 

Munster is the only premises in the greater Perth metropolitan area licensed under the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 which is authorised by the department to burn coal; 
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(b) is the Minister aware of the dangers to human health of burning coal particularly in highly 
urbanised environments; 

(c) does the Minister believe that coal should continue to be used as a source of fuel at the premises: 
(i) if yes to (c), why; and 

(d) will the Minister direct the department to mandate as a matter of Government policy that coal 
shall no longer be used as a source of fuel by premises licensed under the 
Environmental Protection Act 1986 which operate in the greater Perth metropolitan area: 
(i) if no to (d), why not? 

(3) I refer to the National Energy Regulator, and I ask: 
(a) is the Minister aware that Adelaide Brighton Limited, the parent company of Cockburn Cement 

Ltd which operates premises in Russell Road, Munster is seeking to prevent the National Energy 
Regulator from publishing data about carbon dioxide emissions from the premises and its other 
Western Australian operations: 
(i) if no to (a), is the Minister aware of correspondence sent to his office recently about 

this issue; 
(b) is the Minister aware that other entities including Western Australia’s major gas and aluminium 

producers reporting carbon dioxide emissions to the National Energy Regulator have agreed to 
the publication of their greenhouse emissions; 

(c) is the Minister aware of any reason why Cockburn Cement Ltd and its parent company should 
be exempt from publication by the national Energy Regulator of data as to its carbon dioxide 
emissions; and 

(d) has the Minister or the department, under section 27 (1)(b) of the National Greenhouse and 
Energy Reporting Act 2007 (C/th) or otherwise, sought to obtain the carbon dioxide baseline 
data from the National Energy Regulator relating to premises in Western Australia owned or 
operated by Adelaide Brighton Limited or Cockburn Cement Limited: 
(i) if no to (d), why not? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(1) (a) Yes. The Cockburn Cement Limited Environmental Licence has limits for allowable particulate 

matter emissions. 
(b)–(d) Yes. 
(d) (i) Not applicable. 
(e) Yes. The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation amended Cockburn Cement 

Limited’s Environmental Licence in December 2016 after a review of the licence. As part of the 
amendment, conditions 21 and 22 of the old licence were replaced with new conditions for the 
control of dust, including requirements for ambient dust monitoring at the premises boundary. 
The amended Licence is currently subject to appeal. As I am responsible for determining the 
appeals, it is not appropriate for me to comment further on the matter at this time. 

(f) A prosecution was commenced against Cockburn Cement Limited in 2011 for pollution. 
(g) Yes. 

(i) No. 
(A)–(B) Not applicable. 

(ii) (A) Mr Houlahan’s complaints were recorded by the Department of Water and 
Environmental Regulation as part of the ongoing assessment of the premises. 

(iii) No. 
(A) The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation has advised 

Mr Houlahan of its current actions concerning Cockburn Cement Limited. 
The Department encourages people to subscribe to its community updates 
page on this matter. 

(2) (a) Yes. 
(b)–(d) There is no current requirement for the Cockburn Cement Limited premises to stop burning coal, 

and I am not aware of any current proposal from Cockburn Cement Limited to stop burning coal. 
The amended licence considered risks and impacts from emissions from the premises and applied 
conditions commensurate with the risks. The amended licence issued on 9 December 2016 is 
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currently under appeal. As I am responsible for determining the appeals, it is not appropriate for 
me to comment further on the matter at this time. 

(3) (a)–(d) The reporting of greenhouse gas emissions under the Commonwealth National Greenhouse and 
Energy Reporting Act 2007 is regulated by the Australian Government Clean Energy Regulator. 
Questions relating to these matters should be directed to the Clean Energy Regulator. 

(a) (i) Yes. 
ENVIRONMENT — CAPE RANGE NATIONAL PARK AND NINGALOO MARINE PARK 

1068. Hon Ken Baston to the Minister for Environment: 
Can the Minister please supply the following records in relation to Cape Range National Park and Ningaloo Marine 
Park for the financial year 2016–17: 
(a) miscellaneous returns; 
(b) Milyering Centre profit and loss; 
(c) annual wage bill; 
(d) Federal contributions to management of the World Heritage site; 
(e) State contributions to management of the World Heritage site; 
(f) annual maintenance costs; 
(g) annual vehicle costs; and 
(h) other grants received? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
The following information pertains to activities by the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions 
only. 
(a) Lease returns:  $107,987 
(b) Expenses:  $658,979 

Revenue:  $375,015 
Loss:   $283,963 

(c) Cape Range National Park:  $604,221 
Ningaloo Marine Park:   $1,354,860 

(d) $123,000 
(e) $4,296,000 
(f) $135,000 
(g) $262,224 
(h) $35,000 

CHILDREN IN CARE — HISTORICAL CARE AND PROTECTION APPLICATIONS 
1073. Hon Alison Xamon to the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to the historical practice in Victoria of attaching criminal convictions to children taken into state care, 
resulting in historical care and protection applications being released at times as part of a person’s criminal history, 
and I ask: 
(a) are historical records of children’s care and protection applications and orders recorded with any criminal 

conviction records in Western Australia; 
(b) if yes to (a), are any care and protection records disclosed in any contexts where a criminal history is sought; 
(c) if yes to (b), in which contexts; 
(d) if yes to (a), which agency holds these records; 
(e) if yes to (a), does the Government intend to take any action to address this issue; and 
(f) if yes to (e), please advise what action will be taken and when? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) No. 
(b)–(f) Not applicable. 

__________ 



1848A [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 11 April 2018] 

 

MINISTER FOR VETERANS ISSUES — PORTFOLIOS — TWITTER ACCOUNTS 
851. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Environment representing the Minister for Veterans 

Issues: 
I refer to Twitter, and I ask: 

(a) does the Minister have a registered Twitter account; 

(b) what is the Ministers' Twitter handle; 

(c) does the account describe you as a Minister and the portfolios that you hold; 

(d) other than the Minister, who else has access to the account; 

(e) do any of the Ministers' ministerial or departmental staff access and/or maintain the Twitter account; 

(f) how many Twitter users has the Minister blocked from accessing the account; 

(g) will the Minister please list the Twitter users that have been blocked from the account; and 

(h) how is the Minister ensuring compliance with the State Records Act 2000 with respect to public and 
private communications received and sent via Twitter? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) Yes.  

(b) @TinleyMLA.  

(c) Yes.  

(d) The Minister’s Twitter account is a public account. Anyone who chooses to follow the Minister’s account 
has access to the content posted by the account.  

(e) Yes.  

(f)–(h)  Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 886.   

__________ 
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