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THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland) took the chair at 12 noon, and read prayers. 

HOUSING AUTHORITY — TENANTS — INCOME ASSESSMENT 
Petition 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [12.01 pm]: I have a petition that has been signed by 58 petitioners and is in 
accordance with the standing orders of the house, in the following terms — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled, we the undersigned petitioners say that the recent decision 
by the National Party Minister for Housing to change the income assessment for Housing Authority 
tenants is a direct attack on the most vulnerable in our society. To now incorporate Centrelink and 
Veterans Affairs benefits and allowances as assessable income for the purposes of paying 
Housing Authority rent is effectively taking away tenant’s concession payments that are paid to assist 
with a particular situation or disability. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to call on the Barnett government to immediately reverse this 
grossly unfair and financially debilitating rental decision that is pushing pensioners, war veterans and 
the disabled into absolute poverty. 

[See petition 366.] 

SOUTH BEACH ESTATE — SPEED LIMIT 
Petition 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle) [12.02 pm]: I have two petitions, both of which have been checked by the 
Clerk and comply with the standing orders. The first petition reads — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned, say the current speed limit within the South Beach Estate of 50km/h is posing 
a hazard to those living in our neighbourhood. Many children play in the parks provided along the main 
street through the estate and cross roads to access play areas and parks. 

Traffic is travelling too fast to be able to stop and avoid oncoming traffic as well as people crossing 
roads. Windy roads also provide insufficient visibility. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to support a neighbourhood wide speed reduction to 40km/hour 
ensuring that traffic is travelling at a pace that poses less danger for residents. 

The petition has 77 signatures. 

[See petition 367.] 

COCKBURN–ROLLINSON ROADS INTERSECTION — UPGRADE 
Petition 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle) [12.03 pm]: The second petition reads as follows — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned, say the current timeline for the planned upgrade of the intersection of 
Cockburn Road and Rollinson Road in North Coogee is insufficient. 

At peak times drivers trying to turn right at the intersection of Rollinson and Cockburn Roads are facing 
dangerous turns due to high traffic volume traveling at 60km/h across the intersection along 
Cockburn Road. As a result, drivers experience significant delays as traffic is backing up particularly 
along Rollinson Road. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to support an urgent and immediate upgrade of the 
intersection of Rollinson and Cockburn Roads to make turns safe and improve traffic flow. 

That petition has 75 signatures. 

[See petition 368.] 
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PUBLIC TRANSPORT — COOLBELLUP BUS ROUTES 
Petition 

MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee) [12.04 pm]: I rise to present a petition to Parliament that has been duly noted and 
signed by the Clerks in accordance with standing orders. The petition, which contains eight signatures, reads as 
follows — 

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

We, the undersigned, say that Transperth’s proposed changes to Bus Routes in Coolbellup will have 
a detrimental impact on residents in Waverley Street, Romeo Road and Cordelia Avenue as it will make 
it difficult for local people to travel to Fremantle or Murdoch Station. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to ensure that Route 513 is left unchanged so that residents of 
Hale House and surrounding homes retain access to nearby bus stops that have a direct route to 
Fremantle and Murdoch Station. 

[See petition 369.] 

QUINNS BEACH — BEACH ENCLOSURE 
Petition 

MR A.P. JACOB (Ocean Reef — Minister for Environment) [12.05 pm]: I first acknowledge students from 
Creaney Primary School, which is in the member for Kingsley’s electorate. 

I have a petition containing 159 signatures that conforms with the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly. It 
reads — 

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

We the undersigned, say that we support the proposal of a beach enclosure being installed at 
Quinns Beach to provide those who swim within it additional protection from large marine animals. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to support the allocation of funds towards this project to ensure 
the enclosure is installed, and the safety of beachgoers is prioritised. 

[See petition 370.] 

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

BILLS 
Notice of Motion to Introduce 

1. Appropriation (Recurrent 2016–17) Bill 2016. 

2. Appropriation (Capital 2016–17) Bill 2016. 

Notices of motion given by Dr M.D. Nahan (Treasurer). 

BENEATH THE WAVES 
Statement by Minister for Culture and the Arts 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Culture and the Arts) [12.06 pm]: I rise to update the house 
on a fascinating interactive documentary produced through a collaboration between the Western Australian 
Museum, ScreenWest, Woodside and Periscope Pictures. The documentary entitled Beneath the Waves was 
launched at an event I attended last week, on Tuesday, 3 May, at the Western Australian Maritime Museum in 
Fremantle. It showcases the majesty of Western Australia’s Kimberley coastal and offshore waters and 
documents one of the world’s biggest marine biodiversity surveys. The images and data for the documentary 
come from a major research project led by the WA Museum. This involved six years of fieldwork, covering 
approximately 476 000 square kilometres of remote Kimberley waters, 2 500 islands, astounding unexplored 
reefs, and a plethora of amazing flora and fauna. But rather than presenting these extraordinary images as 
a simple documentary, it has been used to create an interactive platform, with images and data for the public to 
explore. Beneath the Waves was produced by the Western Australian–based Periscope Pictures, with financial 
support from ScreenWest. The documentary is the latest achievement of the WA Museum’s multi-award 
winning marine research venture, the Woodside Collections Project. Funded by Woodside Energy Ltd, this 
longstanding partnership has seen the collection of more than 16 000 marine species to help further biodiversity 
understanding and has led to the discovery of 180 new species to date. 
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The relationship between Woodside and the WA Museum began some 18 years ago to support marine biological 
surveys off Dampier in the Pilbara during the development of the North West Shelf. The partnership has 
continued and expanded, and has recently been renewed for another five years. The Woodside Collections 
Project has involved not only WA Museum staff, but also over 120 scientists from across 25 countries, and 
19 international museums have been involved. This is a wonderful opportunity for the sharing of knowledge and 
skills, as well as sharing Australia’s fascinating and unique environments and ecosystems with the world. Not 
only are such projects crucially important to scientific discovery and documentation in the state, but it is also 
wonderful that the information gathered has been made available to the public through documentaries such as 
Beneath the Waves. The documentary can be viewed at the Maritime Museum or on the WA Museum’s website. 
I encourage all members to take a look. 

ACHIEVER AWARDS 
Statement by Minister for Child Protection 

MS A.R. MITCHELL (Kingsley — Minister for Child Protection) [12.10 pm]: I rise to inform the house 
about the Department for Child Protection and Family Support’s Perth Airport Achiever Awards. This unique 
program, which has now been running for 26 years, continues to celebrate the efforts of young people who have 
been in care and who are striving to achieve their career goals through further education and training. I am 
inspired by the resilience and courage of these diligent young people who have decided to harness their tenacity 
and the support of those around them to create a positive future for themselves. 
The Achiever Awards are an incentive education and training program, offering cash prizes over three 
categories: $4 000 in the University Achiever Award category with five winners; $1 000 in the 
Registered Training Achiever Award category with 13 winners; and $1 000 in the Apprenticeship or Traineeship 
Achiever Award category with seven winners. Half of the cash prize was presented at a presentation event and 
the other half was given to the young people following their successful enrolment in semester 2 or the next six 
months of an apprenticeship or traineeship. Two additional awards were also presented at the ceremony. The 
Ida Curtois Inspiration Award, which recognises a young person who has made an important contribution to their 
community, was awarded to 17-year-old Desmond Farrell. Desmond is a positive role model who has changed 
the way many people view and understand Aboriginal young people and the issues they face. 
The Excellence in Education and Training Award, which recognises a staff member for their outstanding 
commitment to further education outcomes in child protection, was awarded to Eugenia Leslie-George from the 
department’s Broome office for her tireless work with vulnerable children and young people. I would like to 
extend my sincere gratitude to our corporate sponsors for their generous contributions, many of whom have 
supported the program for several years. The Foster Care Association of Australia joined the team of sponsors 
this year to support the Rise Up Regional Award, specifically developed to create positive relationships between 
regional young people and their communities. The young winners shared their stories in their nomination 
material and members will see some of their quotes in Parliament House this week. I would like to share 
a couple of those quotes now, which read, according to my notes — 

“I have realised sometimes the odds may be against you but whatever happens in life it all comes down 
to perspective. Whenever life has challenged me or got me down, I always try to face it with the right 
attitude and with determination.” 

And — 
“My overall goal is to obtain my degree in commerce and work for Child Protection and Family 
Services. I wish to one day provide as much high-quality work and support for families and children as 
my case managers and other various staff have done for me over the years.” 

I encourage all members to take the time to read these quotes, which provide a rare insight into their lives. 
NATIONAL DISABILITY INSURANCE SCHEME — TRIAL SITES 

Statement by Minister for Child Protection 
MS A.R. MITCHELL (Kingsley — Minister for Child Protection) [12.14 pm]: I am pleased to report that the 
Minister for Disability Services, Hon Donna Faragher, MLC, and Hon Christian Porter, federal Minister for 
Social Services, recently made a joint announcement on the future of the National Disability Insurance Scheme 
in WA. The commonwealth and state governments have agreed that the statewide rollout of the NDIS will 
commence on 1 July 2017 and they will continue to work towards October 2016 as a target for finalising 
arrangements for the rollout. 
As part of the agreement, the current trial sites in the Perth hills, the lower south west and Cockburn–Kwinana 
will be extended until July 2017 to provide certainty for people with disability in those areas. These trials will 
also be expanded to include a further 2 700 people. From 1 October 2016, the Disability Services Commission 
will also commence expansion of the WA NDIS model to the Armadale, Murray and Serpentine–Jarrahdale local 
government areas. The National Disability Insurance Agency model will also commence expansion to the local 
government areas of Bayswater, Bassendean, Chittering, Toodyay, York and Northam from 1 January 2017. 
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The state government will invest $181 million in the next financial year to support the extension and expansion 
of the NDIS in WA. Since the launch of the WA comparative trials, more than 4 000 Western Australians have 
had access to the increased funding and choice and control over their disability services that the NDIS provides. 
Taking into account the extension and expanse of the trials, WA compares favourably with the other states in 
implementing the NDIS. By 1 July 2017, 24 per cent of eligible Western Australians with disability will be able 
to access the NDIS. That will be around 11 000 people. The percentage coverage of NDIS in WA will be higher 
than that of Victoria and Tasmania. The latest quarterly report shows that 2 230 people with disability are 
participating in the WA NDIS trial in the lower south west and Cockburn–Kwinana. Of those people, 1 920 have 
an individualised plan. The progress is steady and the results are encouraging, as people with disability are 
achieving over 90 per cent of their goal plans. In addition, 1 882 people on the National Disability Insurance 
Agency’s Perth hills trial had approved plans. 

As the implementation of the NDIS continues in this state, we need to ensure it is accountable to the 
Western Australian community and it builds on the state’s existing relationships and long history of disability 
reform. The full implementation of the NDIS in WA will also draw on lessons learned from existing trials, 
resulting in comparative evaluation, and apply the same eligibility requirements and portability of supports. 

The state government is also clear that the voices of people with disability, their families and carers and the 
disability services sector need to be central to the approach for the NDIS in Western Australia. The extension 
and expansion of the trials is a great step forward. 

PUBLIC ACCOUNTS COMMITTEE 
JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON AUDIT 

Membership Change — Motion 

On motion by Mr J.H.D. Day (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That, as a result of the member for Churchlands’ appointment as a minister and his ceasing to be 
a member of the Public Accounts Committee, the member for Dawesville be appointed in his place on 
the Public Accounts Committee. 

Council Acquaintance — Motion 

On motion by Mr J.H.D. Day (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That, as the members of the Joint Standing Committee on Audit consist in part of the members of the 
Legislative Assembly Public Accounts Committee, the Legislative Council be acquainted accordingly. 

PARLIAMENTARY SUPERANNUATION BOARD 
Membership Change — Motion 

On motion by Mr J.H.D. Day (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That the member for Dawesville be appointed as a member of the Parliamentary Superannuation Board 
in accordance with the Parliamentary Superannuation Act 1970 to fill the vacancy caused by the 
resignation of the member for Churchlands. 

TERRORISM (PREVENTATIVE DETENTION) AMENDMENT BILL 2016 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mrs L.M. Harvey (Minister for Police), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Minister for Police) [12.17 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

This bill amends section 60 of the Terrorism (Preventative Detention) Act 2006 to extend the temporary 
detention powers for a further 10 years to 22 September 2026 to ensure that police officers can respond to, 
prevent and investigate potential terror threats in the community. The preventive detention powers of the act are 
based on part 5.3 of the commonwealth Criminal Code, which relies on referred legislative power from the 
states. As a result, the preventive detention legislation is similar to legislation enacted in other jurisdictions and 
somewhat bound by national guidelines. 

Under the Western Australian legislation, police officers are able to detain and search a person 16 years of age or 
older, prohibit contact between a detained person and specified others, obtain personal details of certain people, 
enter and search any place the officers reasonably suspect may harbour a target person, and/or seize things found 
that have been used to commit a terrorist act or may provide evidence of the commission of a terrorist act. 
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The act also allows for the issue of multiple preventive detention orders. However, the aggregated period of 
actual detention cannot exceed 14 days. 

Oversight of the powers conferred under the act is provided via a timely review of the orders before the 
General Division of the Supreme Court and a quarterly report tabled by the minister before each house of 
Parliament within 14 sitting days after the report is complete. 

Several provisions are set down for the review of the treatment of persons in detention, including special contact 
rules for people under 18 or incapable of managing their own affairs, the searching of people, and the disclosure 
of confidential information. Without an extension of the expiry date of the act, WA Police will not be able to 
apply for a preventive detention order or prohibited contact order after 22 September 2016. Fortunately, 
WA Police has not had to use these powers in Western Australia, but we cannot be assured that they will not be 
required in the future. National counterterrorism activities within Australia increased sharply in September 2014, 
with properties raided in Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane. The rise of the Islamic State of Iraq and the Levant—
ISIL—also prompted national and international concern and, in September 2014, the outgoing director general of 
the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation, David Irvine, raised the Australian terrorism alert to high. 

Counterterrorism activities and terrorist raids in New South Wales and Victoria have prompted the use of 
preventive detention legislation in those jurisdictions. In September 2014, the Australian Federal Police 
confirmed that three preventive detention orders had been issued for the first time under New South Wales 
legislation following raids on properties in Sydney that month. In June 2015, Victoria issued its first preventive 
detention order in response to counterterrorism raids conducted earlier that year. The gravity of these powers 
demands regular review of the operation and effectiveness of the act and reconsideration of the legislation. 
Reviews of the act will continue to be conducted three yearly in accordance with section 59(2)(b) of the act. 

The recent tragic events in Brussels are still fresh in our minds. Terrorism strikes at the heart of communities 
around the world and impacts upon the freedoms we have sought for so long to obtain. We all have to strive to 
make sure that terrorism becomes an unlikely possibility rather than a probability. Collectively, we, the elected 
representatives of our community, have a duty to do what we can as legislators to ensure that our law 
enforcement officials have all the necessary means available to them to prevent and respond to terrorism threats 
and attacks. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr M. McGowan (Leader of the Opposition). 

CRIMINAL LAWS (DOMESTIC VIOLENCE) AMENDMENT BILL 2016 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr M. McGowan (Leader of the Opposition), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the Leader of the Opposition. 

FIREFIGHTERS AND EMERGENCY VOLUNTEERS LEGISLATION 
AMENDMENT (COMPENSATION) BILL 2016 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr J.M. Francis (Minister for Emergency Services), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 
MR J.M. FRANCIS (Jandakot — Minister for Emergency Services) [12.23 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

I start by acknowledging the representatives of the United Firefighters Union of WA and the WA Volunteer Fire 
and Rescue Services Association in the gallery today for the second reading speech. 

I have said many times in this house that firefighters, as protectors of their communities in times of need, hold 
a special place in the hearts and minds of all Western Australians. Western Australians also greatly appreciate 
the selfless volunteers who serve time and again. We saw it this past summer in Esperance, Waroona and Harvey 
when hundreds of volunteers stood alongside career firefighters to protect their communities in those regions. 
Therefore, I am both pleased and proud to support the Firefighters and Emergency Volunteers Legislation 
Amendment (Compensation) Bill 2016. 

The purpose of this bill is to provide a rebuttable presumption for volunteer firefighters, state-employed 
firefighters such as Department of Parks and Wildlife and Forest Products Commission firefighters, and former 
career firefighters who contract any one of 12 prescribed cancers. This bill facilitates access to compensation 
entitlements for these personnel under the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981 or the 
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Fire and Emergency Services Act 1998. The bill also equalises insurance coverage for emergency services 
volunteers acting under the Fire and Emergency Services Act 1998, the Bush Fires Act 1954 or the Fire Brigades 
Act 1942. This bill is an important part of the government’s firefighter and emergency services volunteer support 
package announced by the Premier and the then Minister for Emergency Services on 31 October 2012. 

This government wholeheartedly recognises and deeply appreciates the significant contribution that firefighters 
make in protecting life and property in Western Australia and acknowledges that they are placed in a unique 
position of risk through exposure to carcinogens. During a structure fire, there is often a release of carcinogens 
due to the combustion of synthetic materials. There is scientific evidence that certain types of cancer are caused 
by accumulated exposure to these carcinogens. The protective equipment worn by firefighters goes some way to 
decreasing the risk of exposure to carcinogens, but it does not eliminate the risk. In the past, career and volunteer 
firefighters who developed cancer were required to provide proof of the link between firefighting and cancer in 
order to claim compensation. For instance, toxins and chemicals encountered at an incident are often not known 
or recorded. 

The Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981 has already been amended so that a current 
career firefighter employed by the Department of Fire and Emergency Services who contracts any one of 
12 prescribed cancers has the benefit of a rebuttable presumption to facilitate access to compensation 
entitlements. This bill expands this presumption to include other state-employed firefighters, volunteer 
firefighters under the emergency services acts, and former career firefighters who contract any one of the 
prescribed cancers. In order to ensure that there is no negative impact on these firefighters, the presumption will 
be retrospective to the same date that the presumption for current career firefighters commenced—that is, 
13 November 2013. 

For the presumption to apply under the proposed provisions of this bill, certain prerequisites will need to be met. 
Firefighters must have met the qualifying period for the prescribed cancer and they must have met the 
requirements for hazardous firefighting service—that is, a minimum of five years of firefighting service whereby 
the firefighter attended a required number of qualifying events. If these prerequisites are met, it will be presumed 
that the cancer occurred as a result of firefighting and is therefore compensable, unless proven otherwise. It is 
integral to the success of this legislation that the provisions contained within it are accessible to those volunteers 
who need them, and these thresholds will ensure that they are. 

Another purpose of the bill is to ensure consistency of insurance for volunteers carrying out statutory functions 
under the emergency services acts. Fire and emergency services volunteers in Western Australia currently 
operate under three separate pieces of legislation. Fire and rescue services volunteers operate under the 
Fire Brigades Act 1942; bush fire brigade volunteers operate under the Bush Fires Act 1954; and 
State Emergency Service, volunteer marine rescue services, and fire and emergency services unit volunteers 
operate under the Fire and Emergency Services Act 1998. Each group of volunteers is covered by a different 
insurance arrangement, which means that not all volunteers are entitled to the same level of insurance cover and 
some volunteers are better protected than others in the event of injury or loss. This bill amends the emergency 
services acts to provide uniform legislated insurance provisions for all emergency services volunteers. These 
new provisions will maintain or improve insurance coverage for volunteers. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Hillarys and member for Kwinana, if you want to 
continue the conversation, would you mind taking it outside. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The bill uses the term “responsible agency” to specify the person or entity with 
responsibility for a particular class of volunteer. Responsible agencies will be required to maintain an insurance 
policy for current and former volunteers who suffer an injury when engaged in volunteer activities. Under these 
provisions, an injured volunteer will be entitled to the same level of compensation as a worker under the 
Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 1981, unless otherwise prescribed. 

An insurance policy must be in place to cover loss of, or damage to, privately owned vehicles, equipment and 
items of personal property when being used for volunteer activities. This will apply when the volunteer activities 
are being carried out by a registered volunteer of the responsible agency, or at the direction of a registered 
volunteer, bushfire control officer or DFES staff member. Responsible agencies will also be required to maintain 
an insurance policy for loss or damage to vehicles, appliances, equipment and apparatus of their volunteer units. 

It is fitting that in the very week when we recognise nationally the contribution of volunteers to our communities 
I introduce this legislation to the house. It is also appropriate that with the same legislation we recognise the 
valuable years of service that retired career firefighters have given to this state. By introducing this bill the 
government will ensure that emergency services volunteers and retired career firefighters receive appropriate 
insurance coverage for injury and property loss or damage as they carry out their essential roles for the 
community. It is a way for us as a government to do what we can to recognise and provide for those who have 
selflessly dedicated themselves to the protection of our communities for so many years. 
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In closing, like many so many others, I have experienced the death of a family member, my father, from an 
illness contracted through exposure in the workplace. I understand the anguish and distress friends and loved 
ones endure. This bill says to those volunteer and career firefighters: the government has got your back. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms S.F. McGurk. 

ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2016 

First Reading 

Bill read a first time, on motion by Mr C.J. Barnett (Premier). 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the Premier. 

Second Reading 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [12.31 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The purpose of the Electoral Amendment Bill 2016 is to improve and modernise electoral processes for electors, 
political parties and candidates in Western Australia. I will now outline the major features of the bill. To begin, 
a healthy democracy ensures that all members of the community have equal access to the electoral process. 
However, many people with disabilities do not have this access. In short, such electors cannot cast a vote in 
secret; rather, they have to seek the help of another person to fill out their ballot paper. To address this situation, 
the Western Australian Electoral Commission will provide internet voting options for electors with disabilities. 
Internet voting will provide such electors with a sense of empowerment, independence and equality in the 
electoral process. Various forms of electronic voting have been used for several years in New South Wales and 
Victoria. As a result, there is an expectation by electors with a disability that internet voting will be available for 
the next state election in Western Australia. 

The operation of technology-assisted voting and, in particular, internet voting, requires the operation of complex 
information technology platforms. Accordingly, this bill proposes that the Electoral Commissioner has a degree 
of flexibility in determining approved procedures. These approved processes will be published on the 
Electoral Commission’s website and will provide: a definition of an eligible elector; for the elector with 
a disability to register to vote via the internet; for making of a record for each elector who has voted via the 
internet; for secrecy of electors’ votes; for each elector to authenticate their vote; that any vote cast be securely 
transmitted to the Electoral Commission and securely stored; and for the scrutiny and count of votes cast. The 
bill requires the Electoral Commissioner to ensure the independent auditing of internet voting. There will be 
considerable penalties for those who interfere with any computer software or data involved. Further, the 
Electoral Commissioner can determine not to use internet voting if he has any concerns. 

Secondly, since 2012, the Australian Electoral Commission has been directly enrolling electors on the electoral 
roll once they receive information from other government agencies, such as the Australian Taxation Office or 
Centrelink. Once the AEC receives this information, it communicates with the elector informing them that either 
they have been added to the electoral roll or their details have been updated. The elector does not need to reply if 
this information is correct. If the information is incorrect, the elector has 28 days to inform the AEC. However, 
to be on the state electoral roll, the elector is required to fill out an enrolment form. These two very different 
enrolment requirements mean that there are currently 170 000 electors in Western Australia who are on the 
commonwealth roll but not the state roll. This gap is expected to rise to over 220 000 by the state election in 
March 2017. Clearly, this situation is not sustainable. Further, if the act is not amended, thousands of electors 
will be confused and turned away at state polling booths. Therefore, the act will be amended so that when an 
elector is directly enrolled by the AEC, they will also be enrolled by the state. Retrospective provisions will 
ensure that the 170 000 electors who are not on the state roll will be enrolled once this bill is passed by 
Parliament. 

Thirdly, at recent elections across Australia there has been a significant increase in the level of early voting. For 
example, at the last state election over 150 000 electors voted early. This was an increase of over 37 per cent on 
the previous general election, and this figure is expected to rise considerably for the 2017 election. Currently, to 
vote early, an elector must declare a reason as set out in the act. The operational reality is that polling officials 
cannot test the veracity of such claims. Further, the increase in early voting reflects the reality of modern 
lifestyles and work patterns. Therefore, the act will be amended so electors no longer have to provide a reason to 
vote early. 

Fourthly, currently only candidates can appoint scrutineers. Allowing party secretaries and authorised persons to 
appoint scrutineers will ease the administrative burden on candidates, political parties and Legislative Council 
groups. Further, this change will facilitate a more streamlined process at count centres. 
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The Electoral Commission is of the view that in the modern age pens should be provided for electors to mark 
their ballot papers. For example, in the last New South Wales state election pens replaced pencils. It is intended 
that pens will be the operational norm at the next state election. 

Finally, there are some minor associated administrative changes to the Electoral Act 1907. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms J.M. Freeman. 

AQUATIC RESOURCES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2015 
AQUATIC RESOURCES MANAGEMENT BILL 2015 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 25 February. 

MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean) [12.37 pm]: As the shadow Minister for Fisheries I rise to make a contribution 
to the debate on the Aquatic Resources Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 and the Aquatic Resources 
Management Bill 2015. I am sure the Minister for Fisheries can catch up on the debate by reading Hansard if he 
so wishes. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: All right. I think he is the fourth minister in recent years for this portfolio. 

We support these bills. We think they take the issue of fisheries management a step further. Our position at the 
outset is that we will support the bills. It used to be possible to make a distinction that commercial fishers were 
there to plunder the resources and conservationists were there to protect them. Thankfully, we have moved on. 
Many commercial fishers now see the importance and in fact in some cases they are often leading the charge to 
conserve our fish stocks, and not just the fish stocks but our oceans, so that we are able to enjoy the benefits that 
they bring well into the future. The importance of conservation of our oceans cannot be overstated. I want to 
begin by quoting from an article on The Huffington Post in January this year. The article is entitled “The Oceans 
Will Contain More Plastic than Fish by 2050”, and states — 

In case you need further evidence that mankind is doing a remarkable job of destroying the planet, 
consider this: If we continue our ways, the world’s oceans will soon be home to more plastic than fish. 

That is according to a new report from the World Economic Forum and the Ellen MacArthur Foundation. The 
article continues — 

“The best research currently available estimates that there are over 150 million tonnes … of plastics in 
the ocean today … In a business-as-usual scenario, the ocean is expected to contain 1 tonne … of 
plastic for every 3 tonnes of fish by 2025, and by 2050, more plastics than fish (by weight).” 

In other words, in just 34 years, plastic trash in the ocean will outweigh all the fish in the sea.  

… 

At least 8 million tonnes of plastics—equivalent to one garbage truck every minute—leak into the 
ocean every year, according to the World Economic Forum.  

… 

By redesigning materials and developing new technologies, the research shows it is possible to 
eradicate plastic waste. 

… 

This report demonstrates the importance of triggering a revolution in the plastics industrial ecosystem,” 
Dominic Waughray of the World Economic Forum said in a statement, “and is a first step to showing 
how to transform the way plastics move through our economy.” 

Today, only 14 percent of plastic packaging is collected for recycling, according to the 
World Economic Forum. In comparison, the global recycling rate for paper is 58 percent, while that of 
iron and steel is 70 percent to 90 percent. 

Clearly, there’s room for improvement. 

Obviously there are a lot of other threats to the ocean other than plastic. I wanted to use that as an example to 
show that communities and governments have to take ocean conservation even more seriously than they do 
today. The idea that by 2050 there will be more plastic in the ocean than fish is extraordinary. One might say that 
in a country like Australia we probably do not contribute much to that, but we do contribute to it and we can 
make a difference.  
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The City of Fremantle recently wanted to ban plastic bags because not only do they create litter, but also a lot of 
those plastic bags end up in the ocean and marine animals consume them. It was dealt with by this Parliament; it 
was not this chamber, but the other place. Liberal and National Party MPs in the Legislative Council disallowed 
the regulations that would have allowed the City of Fremantle to ban plastic bags. Plastics are a huge problem 
and the conservation of the world’s oceans is a huge issue. This Parliament can make a difference, if it chooses 
to do so.  

The conservation of our oceans is important in its own right, but in addition to that, the economic benefit that 
this state accrues from our oceans is enormous. The minister’s second reading speech puts the accumulated 
economic benefit of commercial fishing, recreational fishing and conservation at $1.5 billion a year to the 
Western Australian economy in tourism and the like. The sum of $1.5 billion a year is a significant contribution 
to our community. One complaint that I hear from the commercial fishing sector is that in a state like 
Western Australia the needs of the commercial fishing sector often play second fiddle to industries such as oil 
and gas. I think that is a valid criticism. The current government in Western Australia has put all its eggs in the 
basket of mining, and oil and gas. The commercial fishing sector, which is impacted upon particularly by the 
offshore oil and gas industry, is often put under constant pressure whether through actual extraction or through 
exploration. The WA Fishing Industry Council is constantly being asked to comment on proposals for 
exploration licences from the oil and gas industry. It struggles to have the resources to make meaningful 
comment on some of the proposals that come forward. The commercial fishing industry sits in the shadow of oil 
and gas and mining in Western Australia. The government should give more attention to this industry. Members 
on the other side will be interested to know that the commercial fishing industry cracks a mention in WA Labor’s 
jobs plan. It is one of those industries that the current government should have been promoting to diversify our 
economy so that when the inevitable mining boom tapers off, as it has, we would not be left with no other 
industries to take up the slack. WA Labor recognises that we need to promote the commercial fishing and 
recreational fishing industries because they are important contributors to the economic wellbeing of 
Western Australia.  

The Labor Party supports the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 and the Aquatic Resources Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2015 because it recognises that the bills make a positive contribution to commercial fishing and 
recreational fishing and, hopefully, the environmental sustainability of our oceans. These bills have had a long 
gestation period. Back in June 2010, the then Minister for Fisheries, Hon Norman Moore, released a document 
called “A Sea Change for Aquatic Sustainability”. That was a framework for a new act of Parliament to replace 
the Fish Resources Management Act 1994. That paper called for public comment on the issue of the need for 
a new fisheries management act. I will go to a few passages in that document where the then fisheries minister, 
Hon Norman Moore, made the case for the need for a new act. Speaking generally about Western Australia’s 
environmental estate, it is stated on page 2 of the document — 

The next 50 years may well be the making or breaking point for the stresses associated with human 
impact on the environment in Western Australia … 

How Western Australians manage the things that we can manage will play a critical role in our future 
quality of life, and the economic, social and environmental health of our society. 

Our aquatic world—our rivers, lakes, estuaries and ocean ecosystems—are a vital element in a healthy, 
sustainable future for Western Australia. 

Our marine and freshwater systems are a critical part of our “natural capital” and fundamentally 
different from terrestrial ecosystems in the way they function. At this moment in time, most of our 
marine ecosystems are largely unchanged by human use. The same cannot be said of our rivers and 
estuaries, where the rate and degree of degradation is very closely linked to their proximity and 
connection to areas of intensive human land use. 

We also need to take into account responsible governance arrangements for aquatic creatures that have 
been seriously depleted due to habitat destruction and uncontrolled harvesting elsewhere in the world. 
Some of the lesser known include sawfish in the Kimberley, and populations of dugongs, sea lions, reef 
sharks and mantas. Higher profile species include humpback and right whales and great white sharks.  

The document continues — 

Our apparent success in these areas can be attributed in part to good governance, and in part because of 
a growth in community and industry awareness of the need for effective environmental management 
and the wide adoption of values supportive of ecologically sustainable development. 

However, it can also be due in part to the fact that WA is relatively wealthy in global terms … 

Our geographical isolation and relatively low population density will not continue to protect our 
environment by default. The opposite is almost certain. Without effective governance that integrates 
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sustainable use and development with conservation outcomes, and recognises the interconnections 
between human society and a healthy aquatic environment, we face a bleak future. 

… 

Twenty years on, the need to put sustainability at the centre of government decision-making, rather than 
on the periphery, has again been highlighted on the international stage … 

Twenty years on we need to put sustainability at the centre of the way we manage our aquatic environment. The 
document continues — 

The first step in achieving a more efficient use of government resources and better outcomes for 
metropolitan and regional WA must be to re-draw the primary legislation governing the management of 
aquatic biological resources — the Fish Resources Management Act 1994, and how it interacts with 
other State and Commonwealth legislation. This needs to establish clear lines of jurisdiction, 
responsibility and accountability across the spectrum of sustainability and conservation outcomes for 
aquatic biological resources. 

That document was produced in 2010. The then minister, in a very good document for a conservative fisheries 
minister, made the case for a new piece of legislation that put sustainability at the centre of what we do. It has 
been a while since June 2010, and in May 2016 we are debating the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 
and the Aquatic Resources Legislation Amendment Bill 2015. The new fisheries minister has obviously come 
into the job and pushed them along a bit, and I give him credit for that. He has managed to push them along in 
a way that some of his predecessors were unable to. 

The second reading speech of the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 states that there has been extensive 
consultation with industry and the recreational fishing sector on the bill. There have been discussions with the 
Western Australian Fishing Industry Council and Recfishwest, and those organisations have indicated their 
support for this bill. But I have to say—I am not doing them any disservice—I think there are still a lot of people 
in the recreational sector, and particularly in the commercial sector, who do not have a great understanding of 
how that bill works, to be honest, minister. Maybe that is because it has taken so long; the draft bill was put out 
maybe two or three years ago and these bills were introduced early in 2015. When I talk to people about it now 
they say, “Yes, we think it’s a good idea”, but if pressed as to what is in it, how it will work and why it is an 
improvement a lot of people scratch their heads. We are supporting it, but I give a word of caution: if the 
minister thinks he has done enough for the commercial fishing sector in particular to know what these bills are 
about and their implications after they become law, he has not. I am just warning the minister that I think a lot of 
people still do not understand what they are about. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: You haven’t enlightened them at all. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: With my speech? 

Mr M.H. Taylor: Yes. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: I have 44 minutes to go. I would have thought the member for Bateman would be out 
campaigning in Bicton! If the member would like me to tell him where it is, it is just down Canning Highway. 

Mr M.H. Taylor: It’s where I grew up. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: Maybe the Minister for Transport will be able to tell the member where it is! Anyway, I will 
turn to some issues in the bills. 

Ms J.M. Freeman interjected. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: I was just advised by the member for Mirrabooka that when the member for Bateman made 
his contribution on these bills he talked about fishing as a kid — 

Mr M.H. Taylor: Actually, I spoke about when I was a commercial fisherman, and my honours in 
aquaculture — 

Mr D.J. KELLY: — so I am sure when the commercial fishing sector wants to find out what is in these bills 
and read the member’s contribution they will be very impressed. But, anyway, it is not up to me — 

Mr R.H. Cook: They won’t be too impressed in the electorate of Bicton, I’m sure. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: As a kid, member for Bateman, my first fishing experience was catching blowies off the jetty 
at Bicton. If the member wants to know anything about that area, I am happy to fill him in. I think the member 
for Bateman was hard done by by the Minister for Transport, but I will leave that to the hard heads in the 
Liberal Party; maybe they were right after all. 

We are debating the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 and the Aquatic Resources Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2015. The Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 will repeal the Fish Resources 
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Management Act 1994 and the Pearling Act 1990. If this bill is passed, pearling will not be covered by its own 
piece of legislation; it will be incorporated into the fishing legislation in Western Australia. The Fish Resources 
Management Act 1994 was said to be part of a change in policy from managing individual fisheries to looking at 
the sustainability of fish stocks and the conservation of aquatic habitat. When that legislation was passed it was 
seen to be a step on the road to putting environmental considerations at the forefront. According to the second 
reading speech on the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015, this legislation will build on that process. The 
second reading speech states — 

This bill builds on, and extends, this change in focus, — 

That is, the change in focus to the sustainability of fisheries. 

from the management of commercial fishery target species to an integrated cross-sectoral approach to 
the management of aquatic resources. The bill is firmly based on the internationally accepted principles 
of ecologically sustainable development and ecosystem-based fisheries management. 

That is the bill’s stated purpose. The principal tools in achieving that are the creation, under this legislation, of 
aquatic resource management strategies that will be approved by the minister after community consultation. The 
aquatic resource management strategies will, amongst other things, set the total allowable catch and will give 
rise to aquatic resource use plans. Those plans will specify specific harvest rules for specific resources according 
to sector, whether commercial, recreational or traditional fishing. 

I said earlier that even people in the industry who have looked at this legislation still have a degree of uncertainty 
around it. A lot of it rests around people being unsure of what the aquatic resource management strategies and 
aquatic resource use plans will look like. The legislation states that they will contain this, this, this and this, but 
one of the things raised with me by industry people was that it would have been good to see, for example, a draft 
aquatic resource management strategy or a draft use plan so that they could see what those things might look 
like. This is framework legislation. People have to trust that when these things are developed they will meet the 
needs of industry and the recreational sector. Despite the long process of the preparation of this bill, a draft 
aquatic resources management strategy or a draft aquatic resource usage plan has never been produced. My note 
states that people think that this is a bit vague. There is uncertainty about what these things will actually look like 
and how they will be applied. 

There are also issues with these new instruments about the transition. I understand that the bill states that on day 
one the old fish management plans under the existing legislation will continue on. It is not expected that every 
commercial fishery in the state will change to these new instruments. That gives people some degree of certainty, 
but people do not understand—I suppose this is one of the questions the minister might want to address—
whether, if it is the minister’s intention in passing this legislation to transfer every commercial fishery from an 
existing fish management plan under existing legislation to a new regime under an ARMS and an ARUP, 
Fisheries will be given additional resources to do that. In the current environment, when Fisheries is not having 
its resources diverted to catching sharks and is allowed to do what it should be doing, its resources are very 
stretched. People are wondering, and I am certainly wondering, whether the Department of Fisheries will be 
given any resources to make the transition from the existing legislation to the new regime. It will be pointless, 
and it will certainly negate the purpose of the new legislation, if, having established the framework under the 
new legislation and championed its new emphasis on sustainability and other things, the Department of Fisheries 
does not have the resources to transition commercial fisheries from the old regime to the new. The minister 
might want to say something about that in his reply. 

While I am on the point of the transition, the second reading speech states — 

Importantly, the bill ensures that existing management arrangements and resource access rights for the 
state’s commercial fishing, pearling and aquaculture industries will be carried forward undiminished. 

Obviously, someone holding a share of an existing fishery will want to know that they will not lose their 
entitlement under the new regime, and that their rights will not be diminished when they are transferred over to 
the new legislation. The second reading speech appears to give comfort to those people, but I want to draw the 
attention of the house to clause 26 of the bill, “Method for allocating shares under ARUP”. Clause 26(2)(d) 
provides that the minister could choose to allocate resource shares set out in an ARUP in a way that includes sale 
by public tender or auction. The bill specifically gives the minister the option, once an aquatic resource 
management strategy and an aquatic resource usage plan have been set up for a fishery, of allocating resource 
shares set out in the ARUP by way of sale by public tender or auction. If the minister were to put shares in 
existing fisheries up for public tender or auction as part of the transfer to the new regime, he would get an 
interesting response from a number of people. I am wondering why the legislation is structured in that way. 

Apart from setting up aquatic resource management strategies, which will then have aquatic resource usage plans 
underneath them, as the centrepiece of the new regime that will bring sustainability to the forefront, the bill has 
other interesting aspects. One is the ability for resource sharing between the commercial and recreational sectors 
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when approved by the minister. I have a note here saying that that is a world first. I am not sure whether it is, but 
I am certainly not aware of other jurisdictions in which this sort of regime has been introduced. For those, such 
as the current member for Bateman, who might be interested in this, under the legislation, once an aquatic 
resource management strategy splits an allocation between the commercial sector and the recreational sector, it is 
possible or envisaged under the legislation that, for example, if the recreational fishing sector has a five per cent 
share of the total allowable catch for lobsters, and it is of the view that recreational fishers are taking only three 
per cent, Recfishwest could approach the minister and, with the minister’s approval, offer for sale the 
two per cent of the allocation that recreational fishers are not making use of. It could effectively be sold to the 
commercial sector. As I understand, that can only be on a temporary basis, and any proceeds from that sale 
would go into a specific fund under the legislation to be used to promote recreational fishing. My note says that 
this is a world first, but I think I made that note a year ago when the legislation was introduced. I do not know 
whether it is, or whether it is just a comment that I made, but I would be interested to know from the minister 
whether that arrangement is in place anywhere else in the world. The minister shrugs his shoulders, but he will 
find out. 
Obviously, if we are going to allow, for example, the recreational sector to offer for sale or reallocation some of 
its allocation, we will need to have a really robust measurement regime in place to ensure that we know exactly 
what the recreational catch is. I am interested to know this because obviously measuring the recreational catch is 
harder than measuring the commercial catch as it is taken by so many people from so many different places, 
whereas the commercial catch is measured by a whole range of mechanisms. I am interested in hearing, given 
that the recreational catch may now be up for temporary reallocation, what the minister will do in the area of 
measuring the recreational catch so that we can be sure that the measurements are fine and that any reallocation 
is genuinely of excess capacity and nothing else. That is an interesting part of the bill that I wanted to draw to 
people’s attention.  
The bill contains a new section on biosecurity, which is obviously a major issue in this sector. Western Australia 
is blessed with some of the most pristine waters in the world, partly because of its isolation, but with the increase 
in international trade we have to be on our game. A few budgets back the government made an announcement to 
allocate some $21 million, I think, to biosecurity, but this seems to have disappeared in subsequent budgets. 
Although the government has introduced this legislation, I would be interested to hear from the minister whether 
the resources will be there to ensure that the legislation is properly implemented. There is no point in having 
legislation in place to protect our marine environment if the department does not have the resources to make use 
of the new powers we are giving it. The opposition supports strengthening the legislation for aquatic biosecurity, 
but we doubt that in the current economic environment the government will make the best use of the legislation.  
The second reading speech makes it clear that one of the reasons for bringing in this legislation is to give 
improved security to commercial fishers and to recreational fishers; but, primarily, the beneficiary here is the 
commercial fishers, who currently enjoy the financial benefit of extracting resources from our fisheries. This is 
a key part of the legislation. Currently, fishers effectively have a licence, but that arrangement does not give 
them the security that allows them to go to a bank to borrow money and convince people that they have real 
security of tenure on that resource. Under this legislation, instead of a licence, they will have a share of 
a resource. Under the aquatic resource management strategy, the commercial fishing sector will be allocated 
a percentage of the total allowable catch and then commercial fishers will get a share under the aquatic resource 
use plan. That is perceived by the industry to be more secure. I will not say that it is a property right, and I will 
ask the minister more about this consideration in detail as it is my understanding that a share in the total 
allowable catch will not be akin to a property right, but it will be a more secure share of that resource. Members 
on this side support that because we understand that commercial fishers who want to make an investment in their 
industry need to have security of access to the resource. If their access to the resource is insecure, the incentive 
to invest is less. One of the things this legislation does is to set that share for the period of the ARUP. That is 
a key part of this legislation, and the opposition supports it. It will also give greater security to the recreational 
sector, which will have greater security over its share of the resource as well. I know that the recreational sector 
is very supportive of that.  
The legislation will require that there be an allocation for traditional fishing by the Indigenous population of 
Western Australia. I understand that is the first time that will appear in legislation. It is my understanding there 
has not been much, if any, consultation with Aboriginal organisations about this legislation and the allocation for 
traditional fishing. I find that a bit disappointing. The government made a point of consulting the commercial 
fishing sector and Recfishwest, but I am not aware that there has been any consultation on this element of the bill 
with Aboriginal organisations. If that is the case—I am happy to be corrected by the minister—that is a bit 
disappointing, because traditional fishing rights for the traditional owners of the land is an important issue. As 
we are going to incorporate those rights into legislation, Aboriginal traditional owners should have been 
consulted. I am also interested to know how those provisions of this legislation will interact with native title 
rights and whether the traditional fishing entitlements envisaged under this legislation will apply only where 
native title rights have been determined. I hope they will apply regardless of whether there has been a finding of 
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native title. It would be good if it did, because a lot of Aboriginal people have found, through the courts, that 
their native title rights have been extinguished. In my view, there is no reason under this legislation that rights to 
traditional fishing should not accrue to people who are Aboriginal as opposed to there being any sort of threshold 
that it applies only where there is a finding of native title.  

I refer to another aspect of the bill. I congratulate the minister for deregulating the fish processing sector in the 
first couple of weeks of holding the job. The bill also contains revised provisions for aquaculture. The opposition 
supports the promotion of that sector of this industry. A lot of people say that the future is in aquaculture, but the 
successes have been relatively few and far between. I do not say that as a criticism. The challenges in 
aquaculture are environmental and are many, so we on this side of the house support anything that the 
government can do to improve the prospects of that sector. 

The second bill, the Aquatic Resources Legislation Amendment Bill, is a very brief bill and complements the 
Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015, and the minister stated in the second reading speech — 

The purpose of this bill is twofold. Firstly, it will amend the Aquatic Resources Management Act 2015 
to provide that to the extent that a fee prescribed in the regulations under that act will include an amount 
that is a tax, the regulations may impose the tax. This is similar in effect to section 258(3) of the 
Fish Resources Management Act 1994. Secondly, it will amend the Fishing Industry Promotion 
Training and Management Levy Act 1994 to authorise the imposition of a levy for the purpose of that 
act. The amendment will have the effect of extending the capacity to impose a levy for fishing industry 
promotion, training and management purposes to a person who holds a resource share allocated under 
the Aquatic Resources Management Act 2015. 

It is a brief bill to complement the Aquatic Resources Management Bill, and the opposition supports it. 

I want to mention a couple of other issues. Recently an issue arose within the Western Australian herring fishery. 
The Department of Fisheries concluded that the herring fishery was under severe pressure and that there needed 
to be a reduction in the catch. The catch allocation was split 50–50 between the commercial and recreational 
sectors because the commercial industry argued that if there was to be a reduction, it should be shared 50–50 
between the commercial and recreational sectors. The recreational sector’s argument was that the commercial 
value of herring is pretty low but that the value of herring to the recreational sector—the mums and dads and 
families that go fishing—is extraordinarily high. The recreational sector argued that if there was to be any 
reduction, it should be made out of the commercial section of the fishery. The government, sensibly, supported 
that view. In effect, the commercial fishery was closed and the recreational catch was only limited by bag limits 
and the like. The opposition supported that decision, given the importance of herring to the recreational fishing 
sector. The question I have for the minister is: He was able to do that under the existing legislation so if a similar 
situation arose, would he be able to do that under this legislation? If an aquatic resource management strategy 
was in place that had an allocation of 50 per cent to the commercial sector and 50 per cent to the recreational 
sector and an issue occurred whereby the minister wanted to alter that split to protect, for example, as it was in 
the case of herring, the recreational catch, would he be able to do so or would he need to go back through 
a process of putting in place a new aquatic resource management strategy? Different views have been put to me 
about whether that would be able to be done under this legislation. Some people say yes; some people say no. 
I just want to raise that issue with the minister. The opposition supported the minister doing that. It was sensible. 
I know commercial fishers were not happy, and the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council made strong 
representation on that basis, but, in our view, it was the right decision to make. If, as I said earlier, a more secure 
right to the resource is given to both commercial and recreational fishers, would the minister be able to, in 
a similar circumstance as we had in the herring fishery, in a quick period of time, nimbly make an adjustment 
without having to go back through the processes prescribed in this legislation for the formulation of an ARMS? 
There is that issue. 

Members will be pleased to know that I will not sit down before I make some comments about the shark cull. 
Under the existing legislation, which is pretty good legislation that sets out how we manage our fisheries, when 
the Premier decided he needed to take decisive action over shark fatalities, the minister simply gave the 
government an exemption to allow for the capture of great white, bull and tiger sharks. So there was in place 
pretty good legislation to preserve our fish stocks but at the stroke of a pen the government gave itself an 
exemption so that it could step around the legislation and embark upon a shark cull that was unpopular, 
expensive and unscientific. One of my concerns about the legislation is that on my reading of clause 7 of the 
Aquatic Resources Management Bill, the minister is given similar powers of exemption. Despite six years’ 
consideration of putting in place a new bit of legislation that is supposed to improve the way we conserve our 
marine environment and despite all the other positive bits of the bill, the government will still be able to, at the 
stroke of a pen, allow itself to go out and kill great white sharks, bull sharks, tiger sharks and any other sharks 
that it may want to. The minister made an announcement earlier this week and specifically referred to the 
government’s serious threat policy, whereby if the government identifies a shark that it considers to be a serious 
threat, the intention is still to go out and try to catch it and kill it. Minister, that is extremely disappointing. The 
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minister will speak about this legislation as growing the economic benefits of the industry that accrue from the 
marine environment and he will talk about conserving the marine environment, but still, in the legislation, he 
will give himself the power to simply, at the stroke of a pen, continue to kill sharks. The shark cull was one of 
the worst bits of public policy that we have seen in many years. It was incredibly unpopular, very expensive, did 
nothing to make our beaches any safer and there was no scientific basis to back it up—none whatsoever. It is 
disappointing that the government is intent on having the ability to catch and kill sharks as part of the shark 
mitigation policy. When you think about it—the minister can roll his eyes, but he is now in the chair—the 
minister will be the one responsible for this matter. As I understand it, the serious threat policy will apply when 
someone has been attacked by a shark or when a shark has been located through, presumably, the satellite 
monitoring system—when a shark has been identified as hanging around in the one spot for a significant period. 
If it is likely to encounter swimmers in that location, the minister is going to send the boats out to try to catch 
and kill it. Minister, that is absolutely ridiculous. The minister has not produced any evidence, backed up by any 
science whatsoever, to show that this makes our beaches safer. Plenty of technology out there identifies 
non-lethal methods for protecting people against interaction with sharks. The government is funding some shark 
barriers, and the opposition supports that, but there are other emerging technologies like the Shark Shield, which 
Hon Mark McGowan spoke about over a year ago. It is a fantastic device, and is especially sensible for divers to 
wear. Other governments are trialling things like the Clever Buoy, which is basically sonar recognition of sharks. 
Once the shark is identified as being near a beach, the beach patrols are notified and the beaches can be emptied. 
There are numerous emerging technologies, all of which make a lot more sense than wasting money on any form 
of catch-and-kill policy. I urge the government to once and for all give up on its policy of killing sharks as part 
of the shark mitigation strategy. It is expensive, it does not work, it damages the environment and there is no 
science to back it up. 

In the few minutes I have left I would like to pay tribute to the individuals who were involved in the No WA 
Shark Cull campaign. That was a great example of citizen power coming to the forefront. The people who put 
together that campaign were just ordinary people so outraged by what was going on that they decided they could 
not put up with it. They did not know when they started it how it would end. They ran the campaign on 
a shoestring budget, but they had a crack. People like Natalie Banks, who organised the first rally at 
Cottesloe Beach, made an amazing effort. It demonstrated, pretty promptly, just how out of touch the 
government was on this issue. Every shark attack is a potential tragedy, but people want action that is actually 
going to make a difference. They do not want action that might get a good headline—like the Premier standing 
with a fish hook—they want action that is going to make a difference. I wanted to give a Hansard shout-out to 
the No WA Shark Cull people. I want to mention also the Sea Shepherd group, which does an amazing amount 
of work in the conservation area. It is probably most famous for its work opposing whaling in Antarctica. As an 
island nation with a strong interest in commercial fishing, it is in Australia’s interests that illegal fishing be 
stamped out wherever possible. Sea Shepherd is probably the only organisation that goes out into the 
international waters and to places where governments are often unwilling to go. It does an amazing amount of 
work. I had the privilege of getting a tour of MY Steve Irwin, one of its newest vessels, before it went out on its 
expedition to Antarctica. I met some of the volunteers. A lot of them come from Western Australia and basically 
give up their time; they do not get paid. In Volunteer Week I would like to pay tribute to those volunteers who 
help to keep Sea Shepherd going. 

I would also like to thank the staff at both the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council and Recfishwest for 
the work they do. I have already mentioned that WAFIC is often under the pump from the many demands put on 
it to respond to proposals from the oil and gas industry. Despite operating on reasonably limited resources, those 
at the council were very generous in their time talking to me about these bills. Likewise, Recfishwest is a very 
professional outfit and becoming more professional with every day. John Harrison is a very good spokesperson 
for WAFIC; Andrew Rowland likewise at Recfishwest is a very competent advocate for that sector. The 
opposition supports the bill but has questions it wants to deal with in consideration in detail. 

MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [1.36 pm]: I support the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 and 
the Aquatic Resources Legislation Amendment Bill 2015, but with some concerns along the way. I do not think 
enough energy and direction has been given to understanding the amateur fishing area and the impact it has on 
coastal communities up and down the Western Australian coast. I use the example of Preston Beach recently. 
I was out on the water and I counted 50 four-wheel drives on one section of beach there. Were they catching any 
fish? No, they were not. It is one of the few places where you can drive up and down the beach, although at 
times there are a few idiots who spoil that by speeding, but it is well maintained and looked after by the 
Waroona shire. The shire has rangers on that beach who keep things under control. The point I am making is that 
most of the four-wheel drives had a family with them. It is a unique experience in Western Australia that people 
can drive along a beach, put up a bit of shade and put the fishing rods in the water and let the kids play. It 
becomes very much a family unit. The costings for that are significant. To begin with, the four-wheel drive 
might cost around $100 000. On top of that many of them will have a $200 to $300 annex that they pull out of 
the side. The yuppies have the stainless steel barbeque that fits on the back of the ute; that is another $300. Then 
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we get down to the nitty-gritty: it is compulsory to have a carton of cans and a few bits and pieces such as bait—
some people even take bait with them—hooks, lines and sinkers, let alone sunscreen and rashies for the kids. All 
of those things add up to a huge industry. They are certainly not the rapists of the sea. I have seen many people 
go down there and catch two sand whiting for the day, so for them it is not about the fishing, but about the 
experience. We need to have more of an understanding of what that carries over into communities from 
Bremer Bay and Esperance all the way up to Broome and beyond. That is one of the areas that has been brushed 
over to some degree. It is interesting to see that in some areas, the minister has not really followed through with 
conservation. 
One of my recent criticisms of the minister’s group and Recfishwest is about the artificial reefs that have been 
built at sea. I would agree with the building of those reefs if they were conservation areas. With today’s 
technology, people can drive out, put their plotter in and park their boat over the reef. The fish are attracted there 
because the structures were put there, which makes it easier to catch them. I think that is the wrong way to go. 
Those areas should be left alone as conservation areas and, as the reef builds up, it will feed off to other areas. 
There is a huge amount of reef from Rockingham to Port Bouvard and down to Bunbury. It is not entirely true to 
say that those areas are fish deserts. People can get virtually the same sort of gear as professional fishermen but 
on a smaller scale. I am talking about the latest technology with echo sounders, plotters and markers. People can 
find little cracks in the reef—small areas that might be only as big as this room—that they can fish. I do not see 
why we have to make it easier for amateur fishermen to go and park on a designated area such as an artificial 
reef. I would like the minister to think about that in the future and do a bit more research. I saw some research 
the other day that I think came from the Fisheries office or from Recfishwest. A video camera was put on the sea 
bottom to see what fish went through. It could be seen straightaway that there were undersized dhufish and 
kingfish of various varieties. Yes, they are attracted to that area but, again, it is an area that attracts fish; there is 
no doubt about that. But why are we making it easier to catch those fish when part of the fun is having a good 
day out and catching one or two fish—maybe a few more—and then coming back? It is fine for people to go 
fishing a number of times and go home with none; that is part of the game. An amateur fisherman’s spend would 
involve the cost of a very average boat for $60 000. If they want something reasonable, they would be looking at 
$100 000 to go deep-sea fishing. Unfortunately, when people shortcut their spending a little and go out to sea in 
a boat that is probably not truly made for deep sea conditions, it can cause problems. 
Artificial reefs are very, very costly and some of that money could be put into other conservation areas. In fact, it 
would not be bad to have a few more boat ramps around the coast—not marinas, as such, but boat ramps in safe 
conditions that can be used in most types of weather. Although it has been a while since I have been down to the 
Hamelin Bay area, it is one area that, for many years, has come to mind. I have seen people hurt at 
Margaret River. I think two people were killed on the ramp there where a small breakwater may have saved their 
deaths. They got out to hook up the boat when the swell came in and the boat crashed down on top of them. That 
is what happens in those areas. I have concerns about the spend. 
That leads me to another area, which I have certainly discussed many times with the shadow Minister for 
Fisheries. It is about resource sharing and being able to sell off a portion of un-caught catch to the professionals. 
I will use crayfish as an example because I still dive for them on a regular basis. I would rather see crayfish that 
are not caught left in the water for conservation purposes. At the moment, there is a very ragtag system of 
recording how many are caught. I know people who, when they fill in the form stating how many crayfish they 
have caught, where and at what time, they falsify it because they do not want to tell people where they got 
a good catch. They put down that they caught only eight among their group when they might have caught 20. 
The measurement of those sorts of catches provides very, very dubious figures. We should not on-sell those sorts 
of things. The total allowable catch information is available. Whether it be for dhufish, crayfish, or whatever, it 
does not matter; we should leave it as is. If the total allowable catch is not caught, so be it because the fish will 
be there for next year. They do not move away and die over a two-year period. If we are talking about dhufish 
and crayfish, they are long-living creatures of the sea, so they are not a problem, as is squid, which might live for 
only 18 months. The dhufish and crayfish will be there next year and that helps, so we do not need other 
measures to sustain the conservation area. I am certainly worried. 
Another area in the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 of concern to me and many of my fishing buddies 
down in the south west is that Recfishwest is the body that the minister is likely to enter into an agreement with 
for the purpose of this subdivision. In the south west, there are moves afoot to establish a south west fishing 
body that will be a major fishing body in competition with Recfishwest. Many people in the south west do not 
think Recfishwest puts fishers’ interests to the forefront. There is some division within amateur groups. I am not 
saying that Recfishwest does a bad job but sometimes it can be blinded by something. If two groups are down 
there, will the minister pick one, or will he use two? The minister will have to explain that point so that the 
people in the south west understand it. Many people who fish in the south west come from inland towns; they do 
not live on the coast. Too often, surveys et cetera are issued to people with coastal postcodes. I am thinking 
about the people who travel down south from Mukinbudin and places like that. There is quite a good fishing 
group in Boyup Brook that needs to be accommodated under this legislation. I do not think their views are 
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always accommodated by Recfishwest. There is some dissension there that has been brought to my attention. 
I hope the minister will be able to say to me that only on the rarest of occasions will the un-caught catch be 
onsold because if it happens once, it will happen next year, the year after and the year after. I am not sure how 
three per cent of five per cent of the crayfish catch can be worked out because it should be based on the 
information in the forms that are filled out. I understand that is a very, very dicey calculation. 
As a regular diver, I can say that conservation methods to sustain dhufish are certainly working. I have never 
seen so many small dhufish as I have seen when diving in the last couple of years. My mates who go fishing and 
some of the younger blokes who are a bit keener than me—they go diving two or three times a week—are saying 
that they are returning up to 10 undersized dhufish a day. The good part is that people are complying. There are 
always one or two people who might not comply for different reasons but, in this case, the fish are being 
returned to the water and the policy seems to be working. That is a pat on the back. 
The disallowance of commercial fishers from fishing in the metropolitan area is another thing that I believe is 
putting pressure on the coastal strip. It is my personal belief—it is certainly not from the Australian Labor 
Party’s side—that a very short, sharp net fishing season should come back in the next couple of years to the 
metro area. As the population grows, people are going further afield. They have four-wheel drives and bigger 
boats and they are starting to put pressure on the bottom end. People at Windy Harbour are complaining to me 
about the number of people fishing there. They may be selfish as they have had it quite good for many years but 
those pressures will come back to bear and all of a sudden we will have to shut down fishing there and open 
somewhere else. I think we have to spread it out and make sure it is a bit more equal. 
There is another issue in this area that I have raised quite a few times. I was pleased to see that kids under 
16 who freshwater fish no longer need a licence. That does not go far enough. I would have no problem if there 
was a stocked lake such as Harvey Dam, which stocks trout and redfin perch, and people needed a licence to fish 
there. Again, the views of people in the south west are quite different from those of the Cottesloe pseudo fly 
fishermen who go down there and want to catch a few trout. We should let them pay for it; I do not have 
a problem with that. But when we go to waterways like Warren River, Collie River and Wellington Dam, those 
dams do not have a great deal of trout in them, if any. Why do people have to pay for a licence and then be told 
that if they catch a redfin perch, they should leave it on the bank? Anyone who does that is very silly because 
they are one of the best eating freshwater fish that anyone could taste. Why do people need a licence to catch 
something that is deemed a vermin species—an introduced species? The hypocrisy of this whole thing is that the 
same people say that they want to trout fish, yet it is an introduced species; it is certainly not native to 
Western Australia. We have two conflicting interests. It still comes back to the fact that little Johnny can fish 
now whereas he used to need a licence. I believe we should take one step forward and give people who 
freshwater fish in the inland regions the same rights as a person who fishes off Busselton jetty. At the moment 
there is an inequality there. If someone fishes off Busselton jetty and catches herring, they do not need a licence. 
If they want to fish for redfin perch off Collie Bridge, they have to have a licence. It is totally unfair and just 
a form of revenue raising, and not a great deal at that. 
The other issue that I wish to raise relates to professional fishing licences. I have asked some questions on notice 
relating to a shore-based net fisherman who has a professional licence and turns up with one or two boats and 
three or four four-wheel drives to net whitebait. I understand he should have only one car, one boat and one net. 
This has been going on for some years. Every time I bring it up, the numbers drop off a bit. They are entitled to 
catch fish but they should do it under the conditions of the licence, which to me means that they should operate 
from the shore under one licence. It is quite ironic to see the number of salmon being caught onshore in the last 
couple of weeks. I believe that is because in some areas they have not been netting the whitebait and the small 
bait and it has allowed the fish to feed in these areas. 
We talk about the family unit. It was great to drive down to Preston Beach on Sunday evening and watch the 
young people catching salmon, some of whom had never caught salmon in their life. Just before the long 
weekend I took a colleague—I was going to say “a gentleman”—and his son and another person down to 
Malimup Beach. We also had a bit of fun catching a few salmon. We caught a couple and then whatever we 
caught after that, we threw back. If I added up what we spent on the way down there and on the way back, it 
would be far better to buy dhufish from Kailis in Osborne Park with the amount of money that we spent. That 
just shows the tourism that comes from an industry that has been regulated to allow amateurs to fish. When we 
were driving out of Malimup Beach on the Friday afternoon of the long weekend, we saw car after car going in 
loaded to the hilt and we understand how much money people spend to go down there, far more than two shots 
of a professional net to take tonnes and tonnes of fish for bait or dog food. Actually, I should say cat food as I do 
not think dogs like it. 
As we go through this bill in detail, I will certainly raise some of these issues. We will talk through those issues 
further as we go along. Overall, I support the changes but I think some areas need tightening. 
MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle) [1.55 pm]: I welcome the opportunity to speak on the Aquatic Resources 
Management Bill 2015 and the Aquatic Resources Legislation Amendment Bill 2015. I was interested to hear the 
last two contributions, despite a very active fishing industry still operating from my electorate. Since I became 
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a member of Parliament, I have been on a learning curve about the industry and the issues facing the industry, 
particularly the rock lobster industry. The debate on this legislation and the discussions with the rock lobster 
industry that operates out of Fremantle, particularly the zone that operates out of Fremantle, have been 
interesting. I will be listening to the other contributions in this house to hopefully increase my knowledge of the 
issues facing the employers operating out of Fremantle. 

Clearly, as we operate in a state Parliament this industry is important to all of us. Not only do we have 
a responsibility to properly manage our aquatic resources and the fish and all the marine life within that, but we 
also have a responsibility from an environment point of view. We have a responsibility because of the number of 
people employed in that industry. 

Mr Speaker, I know you are interested in the fishing industry, particularly the rock lobster industry. 

The SPEAKER: Only the cooked ones! 

Ms S.F. McGURK: I have been going to the annual general meetings of my local rock lobster council that meets 
at the Italian Club towards the end of the year. I joked to John McMath, who runs the Western Rock Lobster 
Council in Western Australia, that despite three years of going to their meetings and having various briefings, 
I still had not tasted any of the fare. After John McMath had a weekend over at Rottnest, he knocked on the door 
of my electorate office and gave me a couple of crayfish. 

Ms R. Saffioti: You might need to declare that. 

Ms S.F. McGURK: I probably need to declare that. I am not sure. Given the current prices of rock lobster, that 
might be worthwhile. John had been out on the western side of Rottnest and picked up those couple of crayfish. 
As the member for Collie–Preston said, I should try those rock lobster with a glass of white and see how I go. 
I think that was his advice to me. I will leave that there. 

From what I know, the state of the rock lobster industry operating in Western Australia at the moment is quite 
healthy. There has been an incredible amount of concern about the changes in the industry, certainly preceding 
the changes envisaged in these bills. Not only is the price of the catch doing incredibly well, but also the market 
in particular. I do not know the exact figures, but I think around 90 per cent of rock lobster fished from 
Western Australian waters ends up in China. I tried to look for the exact figures without much luck, but a huge 
amount of that catch ends up in China. It will be interesting to see what changes to the free trade arrangements 
might have on the routes the rock lobster takes to reach China now. That will be interesting to see. For a variety 
of reasons, and I think partly because of the stewardship by the state government over the past couple of years, 
including the last Labor government, the rock lobster industry in Western Australia, from my understanding, is 
in rude health. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 2753.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
MENTAL HEALTH COMMISSION — RELOCATION 

258. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Minister for Mental Health: 
I refer to reports that the Minister for Mental Health said that the unopened mental health beds at Fiona Stanley 
Hospital are not required, despite numerous cases of mental health bed shortages. 

(1) Is the minister honestly telling those people struggling to be admitted to a mental health bed that those 
beds are not required at the moment? 

(2) How can mental health services reach their purchased activity level while still leaving six beds 
unopened, yet spend at the same time almost $7 million relocating offices and $1.85 million a year in 
rent? 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL replied: 
(1)–(2) I am very surprised that my first question about mental health is about chairs and things like that. The 

first mention on the radio this morning was about chairs, which is quite absorbing, but members 
opposite are talking about — 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: Stop bullying her. 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL: It is all right. I am delighted to answer this question, because once again we understand 
that relocation includes fit-out, and that is what the question was about. On the relocation, after a little bit of 
further investigation—I said on radio this morning that I would be investigating the chairs—the Mental Health 
Commission has come back with some very good information that I know the public will be very, very pleased 
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about. In the great negotiation for its lease for this facility, it included the fit-out within that, so the total cost to 
the public for the relocation of the Mental Health Commission and the other parts was $300 000. It did not pay 
for a chair at all; it was all in the fit-out. Members will find that their information is not correct. The lease 
negotiations undertaken by the Mental Health Commission mean that it has secured these premises with a cost to 
the government of $300 000. The chairs were paid through the lease negotiations. Now, let us get on to the next 
part about treatment services for people with facilities. At the moment, people think about beds, but we buy 
activity and activity requirements are being met. Beds do not necessarily mean treatment. They are part of it, but 
we buy activity and activity is treatment, and the treatment services are being met. The perception that someone 
has to be in a bed to be treated is not accurate and we need to make sure that we understand that difference. Yes, 
there is a need for some beds—absolutely. There is and there will be. But at the moment we are managing the 
requirements for activity and the treatment of people in mental health services. 

MENTAL HEALTH COMMISSION — RELOCATION 

259. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I have a supplementary question. Is it not the case that according to the question the minister answered in the 
other place yesterday, the rent for the new premises is $1.85 million per annum, which the minister ignored in 
her earlier answer, and is it not also the case that plenty of government office space or long-term-lease 
government office space is available for the Mental Health Commission? 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL replied: 

The Mental Health Commission received approval in 2014 to relocate the amalgamated Mental Health 
Commission and the Drug and Alcohol Office and other components associated with the Mental Health 
Commission to the one location, and it was always subject to a business case, as is the way it happens. Very 
much so that has been met and dealt with, and that is the negotiated lease that has occurred. 

SYNERGY — GENERATION CAPACITY 

260. Mr G.M. CASTRILLI to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the minister’s recent announcement regarding the reduction of Synergy’s generation capacity by 
380 megawatts. Can the minister please update the house on how this announcement will impact the electricity 
market? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN replied: 

I thank the member for the question; it is a very important one. As the member knows, we are going through 
a major review of the energy sector. Since I have been on my watch we have closed down over 400 megawatts 
of installed capacity. The reason we are doing that is twofold. We have substantial excess capacity. Even after 
the closure of those 400 megawatts, we still have more than 1 000 megawatts of excess capacity. At the same 
time we are growing the renewable sector significantly, and it will continue to grow, aligned with the 
commonwealth energy targets of between 27 and 28 per cent of total generating capacity on a national basis 
being renewable. I have asked Synergy to give me some advice on those 380 megawatts. 

One of the biggest challenges and a criticism that I have had is that that might include some coal, and it may. We 
have not decided on that. I can say a couple of things. One of our greatest challenges going forward is that coal 
supplies about 30 per cent of our electricity and it has the lowest price by a substantial margin. How do we 
accept and adapt to the renewable revolution and keep electricity costs low, which is a priority to this 
government at least, and also address the coal supply? If we do not get it right, we get South Australia, which the 
member for Collie–Preston raised appropriately the other day. In South Australia, Alinta announced the closure 
of its only remaining coal-fired power station, and immediately prices went up by 30 per cent. Also, because 
South Australia relies now on wind power, it will be highly exposed to blackouts next year if there is a very hot 
summer. When the weather is hot in South Australia, like here, the wind does not blow, and South Australia does 
not have anything but wind-produced energy. Going forward, how do we adjust it? The big issue is that a federal 
election is on and the two parties, Labor and Liberal, are coming up with distinctly different policies. 
The Shorten policy is to move to 45 to 50 per cent renewables by 2030. I will tell members something: that will 
close down most of the coal-fired power stations in Collie. 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: If that happens, in about 10 years Muja C and D will require substantial new investment. 

Mr M.P. Murray interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston, I call you to order for the first time. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is not only Shorten’s policy; it is also the WA Labor Party’s policy. To commit to 45 to 
50 per cent renewables by 2030 will lead to the closure of Muja C and D. That is the Labor Party’s policy. I can 
commit to putting pressure on reducing the volume of coal, but we are not committing to 45 to 50 per cent 
renewables. We will be the friend of coal and the friend of Collie. I asked the member for Collie–Preston to do 
likewise but he cannot because he is in the wrong party. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Labor Party is committed to eliminating coal. 

Mr F.M. Logan: Go down to Collie and say that! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I will go to Collie. You have got to deny you hate Collie—I love Collie! We have invested in 
the highway. We invested in Muja A and B and renegotiated the Premier Coal contract. What has Labor done? It 
has banned coal. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Come over and be constructive. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Through the Chair! 

Mr M.P. Murray: We asked you to come down eight weeks ago. Why haven’t you come down there? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am waiting for the member to come over. There is space. 

The SPEAKER: Through the Chair. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Do the right thing by your members. Come on over and defend coal. 

MENTAL HEALTH COMMISSION — ACCOMMODATION 

261. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I refer to the expenditure on lavish new offices for the Mental Health Commission. How can the minister justify 
spending more than $134 000 for 298 chairs at $450 each, included in the $1.8 million-odd for annual rent each 
year, when her government cannot find the money to open desperately needed mental health beds or fix the 
Quadriplegic Centre? 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL replied: 

As I said, my first question spends a lot of time on refits and chairs rather than people working on their mental 
health, but anyway if that is where the opposition wants to spend its time, I am very happy to spend my time 
there. The amalgamated services have gone to the new fit-out. At that place of work we have amalgamated not 
only the Mental Health Commission and the Drug and Alcohol Office, but a number of other agencies also 
located there. Their involvement keeps the approach to things very unified. We did have the Drug and Alcohol 
Office at Field Street where it obviously did not pay rent, but that building will be sold. I think it is on the market 
for about $4 million, which will go into the consolidated account. We cannot compare apples with oranges. At 
the same time, there is a higher cost going into St Georges Terrace, but the negotiated lease is very, very 
favourable and it included that complete fit-out, because we went into an absolutely blank building. As I said, 
regarding the cost of the chairs, they need to be of a certain standard, with the cost being $450 for an office chair 
of the correct standard. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Complete with training. 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL: I am well aware that any time that I have received a new chair or someone in my office 
has received a new chair, we are taught how to use it most effectively. I call that training and I think that is 
important, because otherwise we do not get the best use out of that chair. 

MENTAL HEALTH COMMISSION — ACCOMMODATION 

262. Mr R.H. COOK to the Minister for Mental Health: 

I have a supplementary question. Surely, the minister could have found more affordable accommodation for her 
staff while at the same time not having to forget about the needs of patients. 

Ms A.R. MITCHELL replied: 

I refer the member back to an earlier part of an answer I gave in which I said that cabinet had approved the 
relocation of this commission in July 2014. Unfortunately, my influence in that area was not as close as it is now 
and therefore I think that is the answer to that question. 
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JOONDALUP HEALTH CAMPUS — MENTAL HEALTH OBSERVATION AREA 

263. Mr J. NORBERGER to the Minister for Health: 

I was very pleased to attend Joondalup Health Campus with the minister this morning for the government’s 
announcement of a new mental health observation area. Can the minister please advise the house what this 
facility will mean for my community? 

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

I was very pleased to visit Joondalup Health Campus this morning with not only the member for Joondalup, but 
also the Minister for Mental Health and the Treasurer. This shows a very strong interest and commitment by the 
government to expand our front-line services in our health facilities and in relation to mental health provision 
specifically. I am advised that the emergency department at Joondalup Health Campus is one of the busiest in 
Australia, with almost 100 000 cases to deal with each year. Of those, about three per cent present with a mental 
health problem, and about one-third of those cases each year, or about 900 out of the 3 000 who present with 
a mental health problem, need to be admitted. The experience at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, where a separate 
mental health observation area was established about two years ago, has been very positive in indicating that it is 
far better to be able to separate mental health patients from the general emergency department wherever that can 
be done. It is better for the mental health patients themselves and it is better for other users of the emergency 
department. I am very pleased to say that the government has committed in the budget to be presented by the 
Treasurer tomorrow to establishing a new mental health observation area at Joondalup Health Campus. There is 
$5.1 million being provided by the state government together with $2 million from Ramsay Health Care through 
Joondalup Health Campus to create a $7.1 million facility. It will be a 10-bed observation and treatment area 
with interview rooms and appropriate quiet areas as well. 

Mental health issues in our community is one of the areas of significant increase in demand and one that we have 
addressed substantially since we have been in government. I understand that the amount of funding provided to 
the Mental Health Commission has increased by about 84 per cent, including treatment for alcohol and other 
drugs. That is a very substantial commitment indeed, and we expect that this new mental health observation area 
at Joondalup Health Campus will be very important and welcome to residents of the northern suburbs who need 
to make use of such a facility. From what was expressed to us this morning it will certainly be very welcome to 
staff working there, and it will build on the mental health observation area at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital. We 
hope to establish them at other appropriate locations in time as well. 

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING 

264. Mr F.M. LOGAN to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 

I refer to the release of yesterday’s report of the Auditor General named “Audit Results Report—Annual 2015 
Financial Audits”, which found that since the introduction of higher fees for vocational education and training in 
January 2014 under the Liberal–National government, student fee revenue has increased, training delivery has 
continued to decrease and graduates’ employability has declined for nine of the 11 state training providers. 

(1) Why under the minister’s government are graduates paying more for training yet becoming less 
employable? 

(2) What more evidence does the minister need to show that her government’s Future Skills WA policy for 
vocational training in Western Australia has completely failed? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY replied: 

(1)–(2) I thank the member for the question. It is great for me as Minister for Training and Workforce 
Development to get a question on training in this place. 

Several members interjected. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Do you see what happens, Mr Speaker? This is how important the issue is to the 
Labor Party—members interject before I am even one sentence into my response. This side of the house actually 
cares about — 

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mrs G.J. GODFREY: Point of order. 

The SPEAKER: Point of order, member for Belmont. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I withdraw that, Mr Speaker. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you very much. I call you to order for the first time. 
 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 11 May 2016] 2747 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: As I said, this government is very focused on improving — 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: This government is very focused on ensuring that the training and workforce development 
needs of this state are being met by our training system. That is why I announced some changes to TAFE and 
that is why I am working within the national framework to try to achieve better outcomes for people in training 
generally across the sector. With respect to apprenticeships and traineeship numbers and some other aspects — 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: With respect to the numbers of apprenticeships, traineeships and students going through 
our colleges, there have been some changes. Predominantly one of the major changes that has happened — 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member! 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Predominantly one of the major changes that happened was that the Fair Work 
Commission made a ruling and out of that ruling there have been significant increases in apprenticeship wages. 
Plus, Mr Speaker — 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn! 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, I call you to order for the first time. If you keep talking while I stand 
up, I will call you to order for the second time. We cannot have a debate during question time. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The member clearly is not understanding and has no awareness of this issue. The 
Fair Work Commission has made a ruling. Out of that ruling employers have found it increasingly difficult to 
sustain apprenticeship wages. 
In addition, commonwealth incentives to encourage employers to take on apprenticeships and traineeships have 
been declining. This happened to coincide with the state government’s Future Skills program that was designed 
around ensuring that people entering our training system were subsidised by government appropriately, 
according to their employability and the skills demands of the state. Out of that we have a priority skills list, and 
we will subsidise to the highest level people in the occupations for which we know there is a pipeline of work of 
available.  
As to the decline in apprenticeships between 2012 and 2015 in Western Australia, commencements are down 
18.9 per cent; traineeship commencements are down 26.3 per cent. 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: No, it is not fees! If the member for Cockburn listens, he might learn something!  
Nationally, there has been a decline in apprenticeship and traineeship commencements of 49.6 per cent. 
Although there has been a decline in Western Australia—we expect that to continue because of the economic 
conditions in the state and our changing workforce and economic situation—nationally commencements have 
declined by 49.6 per cent over the time that our commencements have declined between 18 and 26 per cent.  
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: We are doing better than other states. When we have a look at the commencements — 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, you have not stopped. I have been lenient with you; I call you to order 
for the second time.  
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: When we have a look at the commencements for apprenticeships and traineeships and 
compare ourselves with other states, Western Australia had 11 081 commencements last year with a population 
of 2.598 million. In New South Wales there were 20 449 commencements for a population of 7.544 million. Our 
commencements for apprenticeships and traineeships are double the rate of New South Wales, even with our 
economy changing. What are we doing? 
Several members interjected.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Midland, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Cockburn, I have been 
very lenient with you. If you shout out again, I will call you for a third time and the next time you will have 
a rest. 
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Mrs L.M. HARVEY: When we adjust the population, we are doing very, very well indeed. We are not happy 
with the decline in apprenticeships and traineeships, and we are doing something about it. We have the 
Housing Industry Association, the Building and Construction Industry Training Fund and the Department of 
Training and Workforce Development working on incentive schemes for employers to try to keep those second 
and third-year apprentices employed during the change in economic conditions. A range of other initiatives, 
Future Skills and the priority skills list is designed to ensure all those commencements in training will be for jobs 
where we see a future pipeline of work. We make no apology for that. We need to be training people to be 
employed, and that is why we will see more changes to the training sector over the next few years. The entire 
country has realised that the system needs to change if we are going to continue to meet the needs of our 
changing workforce.  

VOCATIONAL EDUCATION AND TRAINING 
265. Mr F.M. LOGAN to the Minister for Training and Workforce Development: 
I have a supplementary question. Does the Auditor General report not now show that the minister has clearly 
priced many students out of training? That is what the report reads.  
Mrs L.M. HARVEY replied: 
Absolutely not. If the member was keeping up with his portfolio area, he would see that this year the maximum 
fee increase was four per cent. For apprenticeships and traineeships it was a maximum of around one per cent. 
The vast majority of those skills areas in which we know there are jobs are being subsidised by 85 per cent by 
the government. We believe we have this formula right because we do not want to be training people in macramé 
when we need them to be trained for future jobs.  
Several members interjected. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: That is what Future Skills addresses, we have kept fees to a minimum, and we will 
continue to make changes to the training system to improve the viability of our workforce and ensure that we are 
meeting the needs of the state.  

ALBANY CENTENNIAL PARK SPORTING PRECINCT REDEVELOPMENT 
266. Mr T.K. WALDRON to the Minister for Regional Development: 
Can the minister please provide some details of the latest example of the Liberal–National government’s support 
for sport and recreation facilities in the great southern?  
Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 
I thank the member for Wagin for the question. He is of course a former Minister for Sport and Recreation, and 
he was very, very close to all the activities and has been involved with sport around the state and particularly 
showed some interest in what was happening in Albany.  
It was fantastic to be down there last week and to announce $5.75 million of royalties for regions money towards 
the Centennial Park project. I acknowledge the contributions of the Minister for Sport and Recreation and the 
Premier, who has been advocating for this project for Albany. This closes off what was a 2013 election 
commitment towards the sporting precinct. It is a fantastic precinct down there. The good City of Albany has 
been working on developing a master plan, and it is bringing together all the elements. In 2008 we made 
a commitment for $8 million towards that, in 2013 there was $8.75 million, $3 million was given at the end of 
last year, and this is now the final piece of that jigsaw. We are supporting what is a fantastic facility and 
supporting the young sporting fraternity in not only Albany, but also the broader great southern region by having 
a significant state-of-the-art facility for a range of sports so that they can come together and develop their skills 
and, hopefully, compete at the national and international level. We met some of those students at the end of last 
week. This particular fund or resource will support the eastern precinct of Centennial Park. A new football 
playing surface is involved with that; there is match-standard floodlighting, clubrooms, function facilities and 
meeting rooms, and also an elevated viewing area for the fans who want to appreciate the sport. This investment 
will support facilities that can attract significant events. We know what happened at Sounness Park in Mt Barker 
recently with one of the NAB cup events—I went and saw that—because it had the oval and facilities to cater for 
it. Narrogin will soon host an international hockey event because the facilities are available. Again, this is great 
news for Albany, and it is great news that it supports the broader development plan. I thank the Minister for 
Sport and Recreation and the Premier for their support and the great investment of $5.75 million of royalties for 
regions funds. The good people of Albany know that we deliver on our commitments.  

MINISTER FOR HOUSING — PROPERTY OWNERSHIP 
267. Mr F.M. LOGAN to the Premier: 
I refer to the Premier’s response in the other house yesterday concerning the Minister for Housing and his joint 
ownership of a property with the chief financial officer of a private building company. 
(1) How is the minister currently managing any perceived or actual conflict to satisfy the Premier and the 

cabinet secretary that he is not breaching the Ministerial Code of Conduct? 
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(2) Does the Premier continue to believe that no perceived conflict of interest exists, given the relationship 
between the Housing Authority, the minister and the company in question? 

(3) Has any further advice been provided to Minister Holt, given recent media revelations of the financial 
link; and, if so, what was that advice?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(3) The Minister for Housing has a long-term friendship with the person the member is referring to. They 

share a home investment that has been in place for a long time—I understand well before he was even 
a member of Parliament. There is nothing extraordinary about that. His interest was declared according 
to the ministerial code, and no issue has arisen in cabinet in which there has been a conflict or 
a potential conflict. If there was, I have absolutely no doubt he would exit himself from any cabinet 
discussion. There is no issue.  

MINISTER FOR HOUSING — PROPERTY OWNERSHIP 

268. Mr F.M. LOGAN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. How is the minister’s involvement in key government decisions affecting the 
company and the Housing Authority not a perceived or actual conflict of interest? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
I think I have just answered that. The fact that someone knows someone or has a long friendship, even if they 
share something, is not of itself a conflict of interest.  
Mr F.M. Logan: It is a financial interest. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, but it is not a conflict of interest in terms of ministerial responsibility, unless there 
was a particular issue coming before cabinet that would involve that individual. That would be declared by the 
minister, and he would leave the room.   
How rich it is that a Labor Party that lost four ministers in government and had three members compromised 
before the Corruption and Crime Commission should lecture us on conflicts of interest. Look at them—all 
screaming. I will make my footy team speech; it is coming on; I can hear it. I can go through them one by one. If 
members opposite want to see conflicts of interest they should stand in front of the mirror and look at 
themselves. 

POLICE — FRONTLINE 2020 — OPERATION RENEW 

269. Mrs G.J. GODFREY to the Minister for Police: 
Can the Minister for Police please update the house on any recent results from the local policing teams in my 
electorate of Belmont? 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I think you are about 30 seconds behind. We have finished that 
question, and we are on another question. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the first time. Just start that question again, please. 
Mrs G.J. GODFREY: Can the Minister for Police please update the house on any recent results from the local 
policing teams in my electorate of Belmont? 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY replied: 
I thank the member for Belmont for this question. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: It gives me great pleasure to stand in this house and talk about the successes of our 
Western Australian local policing team efforts in the south east metropolitan district. I know there are members 
in this house who applaud the efforts of our Frontline 2020 model. I know the supporters are nearly all on this 
side of the house. Most members are aware that, since February this year, the local policing teams have been 
targeting their efforts in the priority areas of theft, burglary, stolen motor vehicles, and family and domestic 
violence. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the second time. Member for Armadale, I call you 
to order for the second time. We are starting to waste time again. 
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Mrs L.M. HARVEY: To target those priority areas, the south east metropolitan district formulated 
Operation Renew, an intelligence team of officers working out of Belmont Police Station. I am sure that the 
member for Belmont is aware of that. They were tasked with targeting emerging and current crime hotspots and 
the specific offences that I mentioned earlier, and also putting the pressure on prolific priority offenders. To date, 
Operation Renew has resulted in 28 arrests. There have been 47 summonses, and a total of 175 charges have 
been laid. It has been a very successful operation so far. The charges include burglary, stealing, stealing motor 
vehicles and possessing stolen property. As part of this operation, 216 vehicles have been stopped, which has 
resulted in a further 81 charges being laid. The best result so far has been that nine prolific offenders have been 
detained and removed from the community. Although nine does not sound like a big number, prolific offenders 
commit many offences in a very short time, so it is very important that we try to get those prolific offenders off 
the streets, and that police target them in their everyday work. These are the kinds of results that the Liberal–
National government is proud of. That is why we support the Frontline 2020 policing model. 
I listened to the inane giggling of members on the other side of the house, and it offends me, as Minister for 
Police. They would undermine Frontline 2020. They would rather not have 175 charges laid against PPOs, and 
they would rather not have 81 charges laid as a result of vehicle stops. They want chaos to reign; they want to 
unwind a successful Frontline 2020 policing model. That is all they have to offer, and the people of the south 
east metropolitan district deserve better. 

PERTH FREIGHT IMPORTS — OUTER HARBOUR, KWINANA 
270. Mr W.J. JOHNSTON to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the minister’s reported view that it is environmentally unacceptable to build an outer harbour at 
Kwinana. Where should the next container port for Perth freight imports and exports be located? 
Mr D.C. NALDER replied: 
I thank the learned member for the question. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: I need to apologise; I have just been informed that I have misled the house! 
The member opposite actually tried to block me tabling the strategic assessment on the outer harbour yesterday. 
You allowed it to be tabled, Mr Speaker, but if the member had actually taken some time to read it, he would be 
well aware that what I am trying to say is that, when it is required, the government wants to build an outer 
harbour at Kwinana, but we have said that this cannot be a quick fix. There are environmental sensitivities there, 
and if the member for Cannington believes that he can ram through an outer harbour solution and maintain jobs 
in this state by cancelling a project that will deliver 2 400 direct jobs and 10 000 indirect jobs at a time when that 
is extremely important for this state, he is — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I call you to order for the first time. Minister, through the Chair, 
a quick answer. 
Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, I call you to order for the first time. Minister, through the Chair. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Members opposite are sadly mistaken if they think they can get up an outer harbour in 
Kwinana without a full and proper environmental assessment. 
Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Willagee, I call you to order for the second time. I should actually call you for the 
third time. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Let us just remind the house that four options were looked at, and the area that would be 
required to be dredged is in the order, across the four options, of 337 to 397 hectares. I have endured hours of 
scrutiny over the environmental aspects of the Beeliar wetlands. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Right, that is enough. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: There has been enormous scrutiny of the impact on six hectares of the Beeliar wetlands, 
which accounts for one half of one per cent. If we look at the area that we will be looking at in Cockburn Sound, 
we want to progress, when it is required, an outer harbour solution, but we are saying two things. The first is that 
we will need to undertake a full assessment. The second thing is—it has been talked about by previous Labor 
governments and this government—that it will be used as an overflow port. There has been no change in that 
language whatsoever. We are saying that there is far more capacity in the inner harbour. I have said in this house 
a number of times that the issue will not be the ultimate capacity of the inner harbour of Fremantle Harbour, but 
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what we as a community are prepared to accept for the inner harbour. There is plenty of time to develop the 
proposal for the outer harbour, but it cannot be a quick solution because, as the report commissioned for the then 
minister states, there are extreme sensitivities in Cockburn Sound, and they need to be properly considered. 

PERTH FREIGHT IMPORTS — OUTER HARBOUR, KWINANA 
271. Mr W.J. JOHNSTON to the Minister for Transport: 
I have a supplementary question. Is the minister saying that it is environmentally acceptable to build an outer 
harbour in Cockburn Sound, rejecting the views of the Treasurer? 
Mr D.C. NALDER replied: 
This is one of those oxymoron-type questions. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I want a quick answer, through the Chair. We are running out of time. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Sorry, Mr Speaker. I thought I was pretty clear that there are environmental sensitivities 
and a full process will need to be undertaken, and that is consistent with the Treasurer. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana, I call you to order for the first time. Member for Cannington, I call you 
to order for the first time. We are running out of time for no reason. 

ALCOA PINJARRA ALUMINA REFINERY 
272. Mr M.J. COWPER to the Minister for State Development: 
The minister recently visited Alcoa’s Pinjarra alumina refinery, which is the biggest in the world. Can the 
minister please advise the house on the contribution of Alcoa and the alumina industry to the state of 
Western Australia? 
Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 
I thank the member for Murray–Wellington for the question. Alcoa has been around Western Australia for some 
53 years, as the member for Murray–Wellington knows, and it has been a great contributor to WA’s economy; 
indeed, thousands of jobs have been created over those 53 years by Alcoa. I had the good fortune to visit the 
Pinjarra refinery, one of the largest refineries in the world, some weeks ago when I was down in the member’s 
electorate. The Pinjarra refinery produces 4.5 million tonnes per annum of alumina, and if we combine Alcoa’s 
other operations at Kwinana and Wagerup, it produces a total of nine million tonnes per annum of alumina, 
which is about eight per cent of the world’s total production. If we throw in the South32’s Worsley refinery in 
Western Australia, the total production of alumina out of Western Australia is about 14 million tonnes per 
annum, which is about 12 per cent of the global production of alumina. The bauxite for the sourcing of these 
three refineries comes from two sources in the Darling Range—Huntly and Willowdale. I visited the Huntly site 
a couple of years ago. Each year, 34 million tonnes of bauxite is sourced from these sites. 
Alcoa currently employs 3 900 employees with a payroll of $636 million per annum, and 2 000 of its employees 
live in the electorates of the members for Murray–Wellington, Mandurah and Dawesville. Each year Alcoa 
spends about $1.4 billion on operations and capital, which represents huge capital and operations expenditure in 
Western Australia. The industry as a whole, when we throw in Worsley as well, employs 7 200 people in 
Western Australia, which is terrific. The industry generates $78 million in royalties. 
Alcoa is also very strong in community services and it gives back to the community, as everyone knows. The 
industry supports science, technology, engineering and mathematics subjects and has employed lots of graduates 
from the University of Western Australia, including one graduate, Alan Cransberg, who went on to become the 
managing director of Alcoa’s Australian operations, and who recently retired from that area. Alcoa also supports 
Sculpture by the Sea in the member for Cottesloe’s electorate, which is another very important community 
project. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Thank you! 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I will wind up, Mr Speaker. One of the important things that Alcoa does is to support 
the state government’s domestic gas policy. It is the largest user of gas in Western Australia. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: What are you doing with that hand? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I will keep my hand down! 
Several members interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Question time is going to finish at quarter to three. I was hoping to get another question in. 
I did not want to stop. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I have just one more point, Mr Speaker. I was trying to say that Alcoa supports our shale 
and tight gas industry and, indeed, it invests in that area. It is very disappointing that members opposite do not 
support an industry that could provide thousands of jobs and a lot of economic benefits to the state of 
Western Australia. 

ELIZABETH QUAY — PLUMBING CONTRACT 
273. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to the faulty plumbing work at Elizabeth Quay. 

Point of Order 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Questions to a parliamentary secretary are not normal. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Carry on. 
Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I am happy to refer you to standing order 75, questions to ministers seeking information. It 
says — 

Questions may be asked of — 
(1) Ministers regarding matters under the Minister’s administrative responsibility. 
(2) The Leader of a party in government regarding that party’s policies; 
(3) Members regarding any matter connected with the business of the Assembly for which that member 

has charge; 
As to the duties of a parliamentary secretary, that is an arrangement between — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you to order for the first time. Member for West Swan, ask your 
question. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I did seek clarification before I asked the question. 
The SPEAKER: Just start; that is fine. Just ask your question. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I refer to the faulty plumbing work at Elizabeth Quay — 
(1) Has the parliamentary secretary been advised of the expected cost of remedial works for this major 

problem at Elizabeth Quay? 
(2) Can the parliamentary secretary explain why plumbing on this major project was undertaken without 

the government complying with its own government regulations? 

Mr J. NORBERGER replied: 
Thank you. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr J. NORBERGER: No, not yet. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, that is totally unnecessary. I call you to order for the third time. 
Mr J. NORBERGER: I will take that question on notice. 
(1)–(2) In relation to the first part of the member’s question, I have not been advised or notified, but the 

minister would be getting briefed on that. For the second part of the question, I will take that on notice 
and get back to the member. 

ELIZABETH QUAY — PLUMBING CONTRACT 
274. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Planning: 
I have a supplementary question. Will the parliamentary secretary commit to providing a full explanation of 
those works to the chamber by close of business tomorrow? 

Mr J. NORBERGER replied: 
The member may want to put her question on notice. 
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MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT — PORTFOLIOS —  
BIGGER PICTURE CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURE 

Question on Notice 5200 — Answer Advice 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [2.46 pm]: I rise under standing order 80(2) 
regarding question on notice 5200 to the Minister for Transport, which remains unanswered. 

MR D.C. NALDER (Alfred Cove — Minister for Transport) [2.47 pm]: I am aware that I signed a number of 
questions this morning, but I will double-check to make sure that one is responded to. 

CORRECTIVE SERVICES — CRIME STATISTICS — DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

Question on Notice 5218 — Answer Advice 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [2.48 pm]: I rise under standing order 80(2) also. Minister for Corrective 
Services, with respect to question on notice 5218 relating to crime statistics, accumulating and analysing and 
reporting crime and related statistics, and a number of sub-questions, the answer I received says “Please refer to 
the response to Question on Notice number 5217”, which was to the Minister for Police regarding her 
department. The question I posed to the minister was with respect to his department and the conduct of those 
activities and I request that he provides a better answer than referring to a question that does not relate to his own 
department. 

MR J.M. FRANCIS (Jandakot — Minister for Corrective Services) [2.49 pm]: Mr Speaker, that standing 
order does not allow the member to ask for clarification of a question, but the answer is — 

The SPEAKER: This is not a debate. You have raised the point. It is up to you to deal with it in your own time. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: All questions have been answered. 

The SPEAKER: That is fine; you can take it up somewhere else. The matter was raised by the member for 
Warnbro and I cannot take it any further. It is not a debate. 

DANGEROUS SEXUAL OFFENDERS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2015 

Receipt 

Bill received from the Council.  

AQUATIC RESOURCES MANAGEMENT BILL 2015 
AQUATIC RESOURCES LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2015 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle) [2.50 pm]: Before question time I was saying that my understanding of the 
rock lobster industry in Western Australia, particularly that section of the industry that operates out of Fremantle, 
is that it is in rude health. At the end of April last year I was fortunate enough to attend some sessions of the 
ninth Trans-Tasman Rock Lobster Industry Congress, held in Fremantle. It was quite interesting and helped 
increase my knowledge of the industry. I was particularly pleased that it had state presentations by people 
involved in the industry and various presentations by people, as the name of the conference implies, from 
New Zealand. The “State of the Fisheries” presentation by the Western Australian representative, the president 
of the Western Australian Rock Lobster Fisheries Federation, James Paratore, was a very detailed analysis of the 
state of the Western Australian rock lobster fishery. He talked about the harvest strategy of the industry from 
2014 to 2019 being around the sustainability objective that egg production will remain above its threshold value 
for the next five years, with a probability of greater than 75 per cent; that it has a harvest objective; and that the 
total allowable catch will result between the northern and southern zones. 

When comparing the gross value product for Western Australia with that of other states, WA fares well. Last 
year—that is, 2014–15—it was around $360 million, and that is across the whole country’s total value. I think 
that is based on a gross value production of $2.1 billion. Those figures might be a little old, but Australia is 
certainly doing particularly well, especially when compared with New Zealand. The beach price trend figures 
since 1962 that were given by James Paratore in his presentation last year are extraordinary. Since 1962, coming 
up to 54 years, the price has gone from about $1 a kilo—I think he is comparing across kilos in his graph—to 
about $60 a kilo last year. It has gone up significantly. Although the catch trend in 1 000 tonnes since 1962 has 
declined, the trend in the value of the industry since 1962 is undoubtedly and inescapably on a northward 
trajectory. That is good to see. In fact, James compared the unit values of the rock lobster industry with median 
house prices since 1970, which showed a very favourable comparison. He also did an interesting comparison of 
the spot price of iron ore and rock lobster, which showed that the industry is faring very well. 
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In my dealings with the rock lobster industry, it is particularly heartening for me to see an increasingly 
sophisticated approach to the industry. There were changes in the allocation of the catch in, I think, 2012 and 
2013 between the zones, and although people in Fremantle and around the sea zone were cautious about that 
allocation, they have fared well. They understand that it is partly to do with the current industry price and 
Chinese demand. However, they should feel particularly pleased with how the industry is going. 
It is interesting that just last year the WA industry won an award as part of the Marine Stewardship Council 
accreditation. A media release in May 2015 announced that the Western Rock Lobster Council was a finalist in 
the United Nations Association of Australia World Environment Day awards, recognising 15 years of 
maintaining the Marine Stewardship Council’s standard for sustainable fishing. The press release states — 

In 2000 the Western Australian Rock Lobster fishery took a pioneering step in the world of 
sustainability and became the first fishery in the world to achieve certification against the 
Marine Stewardship Council’s … standard for sustainable fishing. 15 years on and the fishery remains 
certified, leading the way for over 370 other fisheries to join the program equating to 11% of global 
wild capture landings. 
… 
The fishery was recently recognised — 

This is last year — 
at the global Seafood Expo in Brussels to celebrate 15 years of MSC certification. 

I know at times people working in the industry debate whether that certification is worth maintaining. It costs 
them and there is some frustration about whether it is worth them doing so, but this sort of recognition is 
important and I commend them for taking it on. The press release continues — 

… over 376 fisheries are engaged in the MSC program … fisheries already certified or in full 
assessment record annual catches of close to ten million metric tonnes of seafood. This represents over 
eleven per cent of the annual global harvest of wild capture fisheries … Worldwide, more than 
23,000 seafood products, which can be traced back to the certified sustainable fisheries, bear the blue 
MSC ecolabel. 

Along the same lines, an active debate has been going on about whether there should be country-of-origin 
labelling for Australian restaurants and about the pros and cons of whether consumers when sitting in restaurants 
or in a cafe should know that what they are eating is actually caught in Australian waters. I think many 
consumers would like that to be the case and many Australian producers would also like to see that sort of 
certification at a restaurant or an outlet. One of the arguments against that labelling—I heard a piece on this 
recently on ABC radio—was that industry representatives said that they cannot always rely on the market to 
produce the demand that is needed at a hospitality venue at a restaurant or cafe level. There is just not the 
security of supply. At one stage, for instance, barramundi from Australian waters might be available, but the next 
week there may not be the reliability of supply. As we know, a very high percentage of our eating seafood in 
Australia, and even in Western Australia, comes from overseas. That is a point of some frustration. 
I understand that the fish cafe in Fremantle, Clancy’s Fish Pub, was one of the first hospitality venues in Perth to 
have Marine Stewardship Council or country-of-origin labelling on its fish, so its customers know that they are 
getting fish that is Australian. Clancy’s markets itself proudly, quite rightly, with that as a point of difference. It 
is a very successful outlet that has fish pubs in a few other locations in Perth and Dunsborough as well. 
It is good to see the rock lobster industry in Western Australia taking up issues and making sure that its industry 
will be with us for a while. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Ms S.F. McGURK: A good example of how that industry tackled issues that were confronting it and engaged 
with government in this instance and ended up coming to a resolution was how it dealt with whale 
entanglements. There has been quite a significant increase in the number of whale entanglements and that has 
received some publicity. As I understand it, changes have been made to quotas and the catch season. There was 
a longer catch season in some months and this coincided with an increased interaction with the whale migration. 
There is a difference in the whale migration patterns depending on the species of whale and when the whales are 
travelling south or north. The industry set up a task force, which I think included the WA Department of 
Fisheries and the West Coast Rock Lobster Managed Fishery, and it came up with mitigation measures to apply 
to the West Coast Rock Lobster Managed Fishery from 1 May last year, and they continue to be in place now. 
They include some coordinates that the fishing boats need to be aware of and also a way of managing the ropes, 
and depending on the fathoms they are working at, or the metres they are fishing in, the specifications vary. 
I have not seen any figures on whether they have been entanglement free since adopting those mitigation 
measures 12 months ago. However, the last time I checked with, as I mentioned before, John McMath, who 
heads the Western Rock Lobster Council, he said that he thought that that was working quite well. 
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I have some figures on the number of whale entanglements. They had gone up significantly, particularly around 
2012 when there was quite a big spike in the number of whale interactions. That was likely to increase 
considering the change in season to quota base management of the fisheries and also the number of whales 
migrating along the Western Australian coast. To September 2012, there were 22 entanglements of humpback 
whales in fishing gear, with 13 of those being confirmed in western rock lobster fishing gear. It is good to see 
that the industry works with government, and I think they had some research assistance to positively deal with 
that particular challenge before them. 
I echo a point that the member for Bassendean made about some elements of the act, particularly about the 
long-term secure commercial access rights that are embedded in the legislation. Elements of the industry that 
I have had dealings with are in favour of the changes incorporated into the act, but I would not say that they had 
the robust understanding that I think would be good for them to have. Some of them said that it looked pretty 
good and they would just have to see how it goes. That would sum up the sentiment of people in the industry 
whom I interact with and who are based in Fremantle. That concerns me a little. When the Minister for Fisheries 
has an opportunity to speak on these bills, I ask him to address what measures are being taken to increase the 
understanding of the industry of how this might impact and, if it does impact negatively, what feedback 
mechanisms will exist for amendments or changes. On the whole, people from the rock lobster industry in 
particular are saying that these changes will give them added security, and that is welcome. 
I will address one final matter on sharks and the interaction between humans and sharks along our coast. This 
matter has been addressed a number of times in this house. The opposition was pleased to see the Premier 
withdraw the shark culling program that the Western Australian government had embarked upon—the drum 
lines and hooking program. I understand that the government felt that it needed to respond to a public fear of 
shark attacks. I have not seen the statistics in the length of time that they have been available to see what the 
actual increase in the number of shark attacks was, but I understand that the government felt that it needed to act. 
However, even the most casual observer could see the futility of embarking on a culling program. 
Notwithstanding that, there is still some support for it. I saw recently an interview by a journalist from 
The Australian who covers some of these issues. I do not think he has any qualifications in the area, but he said 
that he supported culling and he thought that there was some public support for it and that it had some merit. 
I want to draw to members’ attention a couple of points made in an article in August last year. The article was 
reprinted on The Conversation online. These comments were made by Jane Williamson who received funding 
for her work from the Australian Research Council. She is the deputy chair of the New South Wales Fisheries 
Scientific Committee. She makes a couple of points, but summarises — 

… there is no scientific support for the concept that culling sharks in a particular area will lead to 
a decrease in shark attacks and increase ocean safety. 

She makes the point that in Western Australia the tactic of baited drum lines — 
… did not improve the safety of swimmers, surfers or divers—one of the reasons why scientists actively 
opposed the cull. A similar long-standing policy in Queensland has shown little evidence of 
effectiveness. 

If I have time, I will refer to that analysis of the Queensland experience. She makes the point — 
Sharks have inhabited this planet for more than 400 million years, and have survived five mass 
extinctions. Earth is now entering its sixth—this time caused by humans—and sharks are at the pointy 
end, with 90% of the species already considered threatened. 
It is not just an issue on NSW’s surf breaks. Humanity’s growing demand for protein has put substantial 
pressure on oceanic systems, and industrial fishing techniques have reduced predatory fish populations 
to less than 10% of their historic numbers. Sharks are especially vulnerable because of their low 
reproductive rates, slow growth and delayed rates of maturity. 

In our region — 
The Indo-Australasian region is recognised as a hot-spot for global shark biodiversity, and in in this 
region Australia trumps all, with more than 36% of all known shark species living in Australian waters. 

Williamson goes on to talk about the pivotal role that sharks play within the ecosystems that they inhabit. She 
states — 

If we remove sharks as top predators from the ecosystem, the effects will filter down to animals lower 
down the food chain and cause unexpected changes to ecosystems. 

I am still referring to Jane Williamson’s piece in The Conversation. She asks — 
What can we do instead of culling? 
Indiscriminately culling sharks is dangerous to marine ecosystems, not to mention expensive and futile. 
We would be far better off allocating resources to achieving a greater understanding of the ecology and 
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behaviour of these large predators. We can increase knowledge of why and where sharks are likely to 
attack humans by tagging sharks and following their movements over time, or through genetic studies 
that can assess effective population sizes. 

We welcome the resumption of the tagging process that was suspended under this government’s framework. In 
Jane Williamson’s view — 

… aerial surveys are unlikely to be a successful strategy, however. Scientific analysis has already 
discredited aerial programs in NSW. 

It accounted for only — 

… a 12.5% success rate in spotting a coastal shark from a fixed-wing aircraft, and a 17.1% success rate 
in helicopters. As surveys are only done for a few hours per week, and pass over a particular beach in 
minutes, these patrols can give the public a false sense of security. 

She continues — 

… ultimately, we also need to take personal responsibility, and reduce the likelihood of an attack by not 
swimming at dawn and dusk, not entering the water at the mouth of estuaries with poor visibility, or in 
areas of baitfish. After all, even sharks can make mistakes. 

I think the move towards enclosed areas at beaches is very positive. Labor promised to put in an ocean pool, or 
allocate at least $5 million towards an ocean pool, in Fremantle in the last state election. My time is nearly up but 
I commend an analysis of the Queensland shark culling program that was made in The Conversation online in 
February 2014. It was done by Jessica Meeuwig from the Centre for Marine Futures at the University of 
Western Australia. Having analysed publicly available figures in Queensland, she concludes there has been no 
effective reduction in the number of human fatalities as a result of drum line shark culling in Queensland. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.15 pm]: I thank the member for 
Fremantle for her contribution and I acknowledge the strong commercial fishing industry in her area. From the 
outset, the minister will be relieved to hear that I, unlike others, will not mention sharks in my speech today. I am 
guilty of bragging, on a number of occasions, that there are no problems swimming at Rockingham Beach. I do it 
very often to train for triathlons because no sharks come in to Rockingham Beach. I have said this on many 
occasions until the other day when a paddleboarder explained to me that he was out about 50 metres offshore and 
saw a very dark shadow pass under his paddleboard. He then retrieved the distance between himself and the 
shore, packed up, and went home—and I have not been back to the beach since. I will make sure that I train only 
in the shallows from now on. 

I am very pleased to be able to make a contribution to the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 today. I was 
very pleased to hear from the shadow Minister for Fisheries that we would be supporting this bill. It is an 
important part of the evolution of legislation that goes through this place whereby we undertake to provide good, 
scientific evidence–based frameworks for managing difficult areas. From that point of view, we can put in place 
good legal frameworks for sustainable practices. In some respects, this is like Solomon’s bill; the Minister for 
Fisheries has an incredibly difficult job trying to adjudicate over allocations of resources in very difficult open 
systems. If we think that the Minister for Environment has a difficult job trying to manage the allocation of 
environmental resources mainly in a land-based context, imagine the difficulty in first of all deciding the extent 
of a particular resource in an aquatic environment and then understanding that the minister is the steward of the 
sustainable management of that resource. Decisions then have to be made about how a resource is allocated. 
I remember a comment that Hon Norman Moore made to me just before his recent retirement. I asked him 
whether he was pleased to be relinquished of the responsibilities of being Minister for Mines and Petroleum. He 
said, “Actually, being minister for mines is the easy part; being Minister for Fisheries is the hardest because, 
under fisheries, you only get one chance to get it right.” If the minister gets the allocation or the decisions wrong, 
they risk rendering a particular fish resource into difficult or unsustainable circumstances for seasons to come. If 
the resource is over-allocated, the very sustainability of that catch is tested; if it is under-allocated, the minister 
risks the wrath of the industry and recreational fishers at the same time. 

This is an important piece of legislation and in some respects it is not dissimilar to the modern environmental 
protection legislation or, in that sense, the new Public Health Bill that we recently put through this place. It puts 
in place a proper framework to manage the risk around these things rather than undertaking a prescriptive 
approach to the management of aquatic resources. In that sense, we are placing our faith in the scientific 
endeavour and application that goes to these things, and the evidence that backs up that science and the 
conservation principles that are firmly embedded in this sort of legislation. It is important that politicians are 
pulled out of that space. Politicians have responsibility for managing the frameworks under which these 
decisions take place. Politicians are important for striking the public policy balance on these issues. It is also 
important that we get the politicians out of the deliberation, which is clearly the space for the scientists. We have 
done that in recent environmental protection legislation and public health legislation, which deal with the 
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environmental health in the community, and we are dealing with it here in the Aquatic Resources Management 
Bill. This sits in stark contrast to the national approach that we see around climate change. Nationally, we see the 
science behind these issues being debunked by politicians who think they know better. We see politicians 
second-guessing and scrutinising the character of the scientists who are responsible for taking the debate 
forward. We see politicians for what is rank political gain and essentially the protection of vested and often 
industry interests taking a totally inappropriate role in the debate to undermine the science, to question the 
evidence, even though that evidence is scientifically based, and really question and contradict the conservation 
values that are implicit in these sorts of debates. 
We see the mess that has been made of the whole climate change debate nationally and internationally when we 
see politicians and industry interests trying to wedge themselves between the public policy and the science that 
drives the public policy. I commend the minister and the government for bringing this legislation forward 
because it seeks to place the science at the front of the public policy process, relying upon evidence so that the 
minister can make a properly informed decision. This stands in stark contrast to the national debate on climate 
change, which has failed the community, failed the environment and failed the international community and 
economies of the world simply due to politicians wanting to question the science behind this stuff for their own 
purposes. This is another important piece of legislation that has come before this place and that sets in train the 
proper allocation of resources in a sustainable, effective legal framework. 
I was struck by the statistics that the member for Bassendean, the shadow Minister for Fisheries, read into this 
place earlier today. He talked about the 150 million tonnes of plastic that infest our oceans and the impact that 
this will have on the environment. The shadow Minister for Fisheries talked about the rate at which the amount 
of plastic in our environment is overtaking the tonnage of fish stocks in our oceans. These are alarming facts but 
really go to the point that today we can no longer take for granted the vast environment that is our oceans. We 
have to properly manage the environment of our oceans and the fish stocks and aquatic resources therein. 
I thought the comments the shadow minister made about the Fremantle City Council’s efforts to ban plastic bags 
in that city were really interesting. The member for Bassendean talked about the lamentable contribution by 
Liberal members in the other place who ruled against Fremantle City Council, despite popular support for those 
measures, bringing that important contribution to the environmental debate. This goes back once again to the 
issue of politicians getting out of the space that is properly the space of environmental scientists and trying to 
don the white coats of science to second-guess the science behind this stuff and, in essence, ruining important 
environmental control measures. 
Both the minister and the shadow minister talked about the accumulated economic benefit of our fisheries 
providing a $1.5 billion contribution to the Western Australian economy. That contribution is towards not only 
the commercial and recreational fisheries but also tourism and people enjoying our natural environment. That 
goes further to the issue around making sure that we continue to support the conservation values that are built 
into this legislation. The shadow minister outlined how commercial fisheries often play second fiddle to other 
industries in our economy. He pointed to the very obvious example of the might of the oil and gas industry in 
Western Australia. That is just playing out the numbers. Let us not forget that the commercial fishing industry is 
capable of throwing its weight around. From that point of view, it has never been backward in coming forward 
and making sure it defended the economic interests of its members. If we can accuse the resource-based 
industries of kicking around industries such as the commercial fishing industry, the smaller player in the 
playground is the recreational fisher, who ultimately gets it from the commercial fisheries. This is just part of the 
fun that the minister has to adjudicate. 
I am also reminded of my days in native title when both the Western Australian Fishing Industry Council and the 
recreational fishers, armed to the back teeth with commonwealth-funded lawyers, would line up day after day to 
kick the living daylights out of any Indigenous-based fishing rights that may or may not have been discovered 
through the native title process. I simply remind the shadow Minister for Fisheries that we should not waste too 
much energy feeling sorry for the recreational fishers and the commercial fishers because when it came to 
promoting Indigenous fishing rights either through native title or being recognised in other instruments, those 
two bodies were always very clear in making sure that there was no transgression of their interests, economic or 
otherwise, with respect to recognising any sort of fishing industries from traditional fishing rights. 
I am very pleased to see that the minister has seen fit to include the recognition of customary fishing rights. He 
observes in his second reading speech — 

With respect to customary fishing, it is expected that the amount of the resource that will be set aside 
for customary purposes will reflect the estimated historical customary use of the resource. 

Obviously when a resource is under stress, it is up to the minister to then allocate the relative claims that the 
various stakeholders within fishing interests will have in relation to that. I ask the minister to clarify in his 
response to the second reading how that would be managed in the context of a fishery that is under pressure. Is 
there a hierarchical approach to the allocation of rights? Will commercial fishing rights, for instance, be 
considered a greater right than recreational fishing rights and will both those fishing rights ultimately be 
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considered to have a stronger claim on the fish stock than customary fishing rights? I would like to make sure 
that we preserve customary fishing rights because although they are a relatively small burden upon the fish 
resource, they provide an important cultural link for Aboriginal people in making sure that they can continue to 
practise their culture. Although it may mean a slight reduction in allocation rights for a commercial fishing or 
a lower bag limit for a recreational fisher, it will mean a very crucial transgression on customary fishing rights if 
they too are considered to be up for grabs in restricting the allocation of that fish stock. 
I take on board the comments by the member for Bassendean, the shadow Minister for Fisheries, when he says 
that he is concerned about the level of consultation with land councils and other Aboriginal groups throughout 
the state on the crafting of this legislation. I would like some reassurance from the minister that Aboriginal 
groups were consulted on this legislation. Also, will a decision on customary fishing rights rely upon a finding of 
native title or will the minister ultimately rely upon other legislative instruments in this legislation to recognise 
the customary rights of a traditional owner group even though that might not have been facilitated through the 
native title processes? A good example, for instance, is the Noongar claim, for which, to achieve 
a determination, it was agreed that there is no native title. I am thinking also of some of the groups in the 
midwest that may not have been successful in having their native title rights recognised but who obviously still 
have strong customary fishing practices. Some clarification from the minister around those issues would be 
greatly appreciated. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr R.H. COOK: This legislation also provides a legal framework around the growth of the aquaculture 
industry, which is a very important part of our whole fisheries space. I acknowledge the great work of the folk at 
the mussel farm that sits between my electorate and the member for Rockingham’s electorate. I acknowledge 
also that they lament the growth in snapper stocks in Cockburn Sound and its impact upon their harvest. 
On the issue of snapper stocks in Cockburn Sound, the minister will remember that recently an algal outbreak in 
the sound had a devastating impact upon some of the fish stocks. Was it algal? 
Mr J.M. Francis: Microalgae. 
Mr R.H. COOK: It was very small algae; nevertheless it was algae, which gave rise to anxieties in the 
recreational fishing community. There are two aspects of that. Firstly, it drove home to me that one should never 
stand between a recreational fisher and his or her right to fish. I attended the rally down at the Rockingham jetty 
and the level of anger at that rally was palpable as they took aim at the submarines, the Kwinana industry. 
Mr J.M. Francis: Submarines! That is disgraceful. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, it was alleged the submarines were responsible. The CIA got a guernsey too, I think. 
Mr J.M. Francis: It’s nothing to do with the submarines. 
Mr R.H. COOK: It was nothing to do with the CIA for that matter, and, I stress, nor was it anything to do with 
Kwinana industry. Mr Chris Oughton, the chief executive officer of the Kwinana Industries Council, in an act of 
extraordinary bravery or absolute foolishness, decided to explain to some of the members of the gathering throng 
how Kwinana industries were not responsible for it. It was neither the time nor the place for rational discussion 
about the impact of Kwinana industries upon Cockburn Sound. I am not sure what Chris had for breakfast that 
day, but whatever it was it gave him an extraordinary level of Dutch courage and he took the argument up to 
some of these people. I was quite literally worried for his physical safety. The level of anger there was just 
extraordinary. As I have said, various members of that community sought to blame a range of things, whether it 
was shipping, the submarines or a range of people, for the decline in fish stocks. That has since been clarified by 
the Department of Fisheries. I am not sure whether that gave people comfort. I think they were more comfortable 
blaming the CIA, but that was a good explanation. One of the things that resulted from that was a crowdfunding 
effort to purchase an extraordinary amount of snapper fingerlings to restock Cockburn Sound. That really drives 
home how we have an open system. How we can with some confidence decide that those fish would then be 
available for recreational fishing purposes months or years later, I am not quite sure, but they were quite happy 
to obviously make a contribution to the fish stock through that purchase. 
I would like the minister’s attention for a moment. I wonder whether that is a precursor for future interventions 
in our natural fish stocks; that is, people will seek to make an investment, if you like, in the natural fish stock and 
whether that will give rise to what might be considered some form of property rights. Consider in, say, four or 
five years when a Minister for Fisheries makes an allocation around bag limits in Cockburn Sound, elements of 
the recreational fishing community may say, “Hang on, the fish that you’re now talking about in 
Cockburn Sound, which should be of size, are the same fish we invested in five years ago. So as recreational 
fisheries we should have had a greater claim on that resource.” This is pretty futuristic stuff. What if we extend 
the idea that people will start making interventions by way of investment into fish stocks in the future in what 
they consider a semi-closed system, such as Cockburn Sound? Will that give rise to further consideration of 
property—I use the word “property” in very loose terms—rights around that fish stock? That might ultimately 
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provide some challenges for this legislation and challenges for a future Minister for Fisheries around the relative 
allocation of fish resources. That gives rise to the last two points I would like to make by way of questions to the 
minister. I noticed that the second reading speech states — 

Like existing fisheries management plans, an aquatic resource use plan may be disallowed by 
Parliament. 

That concerns me because we seem to be setting up a scientific, evidence-based public policy process around the 
allocation of resources, but ultimately that may be punted back into the political domain through a disallowance 
motion. So I am wondering whether there are restrictions around the basis on which a resource allocation plan 
might be disallowed. Let us say that the Shooters and Fishers Party get a majority in the upper house—
Lord preserve us if that is ever the case—and our politicians are struck by a particularly strong call around one of 
the interest groups inside the fisheries debate. If it is commercial, people might be worried about an important 
fish allocation of rock lobster resources, and there are some very powerful commercial industry interests around 
that or around recreational fishing resources. Is it possible that, ultimately, an aquatic resource usage plan might 
be disallowed simply on political grounds? Obviously, that is a concern if we are now saying that we want 
scientists to decide the way we do these things and for the minister to be guided by the science but, ultimately, 
that science will be up for question by the politicians. I would like some clarification of those issues. 
I noted what the member for Bassendean said about the hypothesis that recreational fisheries users or interest 
groups could ultimately reallocate their unused portion under a commercial arrangement with commercial 
fishing interests. That is obviously a bit of a concern. I would like to know how they would go about exercising 
a property right and what mandate it would have to be done under. It is a very real concern if the minister is 
contemplating turning what is essentially a non-commercial right to fish for recreational purposes to a property 
right that might be converted to some other interest. Again, we do not want people privatising their fishing 
rights, for want of a better description, under a process that is ultimately about conservation or converting 
a recreational interest to a commercial one, even if it is said that it should be for the purposes of promoting 
recreational fishing or providing more facilities. I think there are much better and safer ways that can be gone 
about. At the moment I am just stalling because I hope that the minister will come back in before I pose my final 
question. 
[Quorum formed.] 
Mr R.H. COOK: My final question is about a comment in the second reading speech, which is as follows — 

International and Australian experience has clearly shown that more secure rights of this nature — 
Which go to the allocation of rights for commercial fishing — 

will facilitate greater investment in, and stewardship of, the state’s aquatic resources. 
I understand that alludes to the concept that the shadow minister talked about that essentially this provides 
a commercial fisher with a greater opportunity to monetarise a right in a particular commercial fishery and that 
will potentially facilitate raising debt in order to improve fishing boats or something like that. They might be 
able to use that as equity in order to continue to invest in better equipment and advance the industry from that 
point of view. My question to the minister is: how is that done around fish stocks that might rise or fall 
significantly over a period of time? This comes into particularly sharp focus when we consider the violent impact 
that global warming is having upon some fish stocks. I am reminded of the situation, I think, in Ecuador recently 
where many tens of thousands of tonnes of small fish stocks, but also whales, were washed up on the beach 
because of the impact of global warming in those local waters. There will be really sharp changes in the aquatic 
resource and that will make it very difficult for a commercial fisher to have any confidence on 
a season-by-season basis that the value of their licence will be maintained. The minister might ultimately be able 
to say, “I am sorry, I recognise that you have an allocation around X or Y amount of rock lobster or some other 
thing, but because of the impact of global warming and this new algal bloom”—or however it is described—
“in Cockburn Sound, I will now halve that for this season.” All of a sudden there is a commercial fisher who 
might have taken out a loan based upon the particular value of the licence only to have the value halved. What is 
the impact that gets passed on to the minister and what liabilities are there for the state when that fisher in all 
good faith has raised debt based on the value of the licence? 
Finally, having posed those questions, I look forward to a response from the minister about that. I commend the 
government for continuing to drive legislation in this place that places science, evidence and conservation front 
and centre of the legal frameworks we put in place around fisheries, public health, environmental protection and 
a whole range of those sorts of things. Ultimately, this is stuff that should be driven by science and 
evidence-based policy, not by the wishes or great political opportunism of politicians. 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [3.46 pm]: I would like to make a contribution to the debate on the 
Aquatic Resources Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 and the Aquatic Resources Management Bill 2015 today, 
because sustainable fishing resources are of course crucial to my region of the Peel. It is important to note in the 
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house the significance of the Peel fishery, the role it has played historically in the Peel and the way forward to 
ensure we continue to have a sustainable fishery in the Peel–Harvey estuary and, indeed, the Indian Ocean to the 
west of the region. 
It is important to know that the site of Mandurah goes right back through Indigenous times to the first 
Western Australians. It was a gathering place for the Indigenous community for literally thousands of years. 
Indeed, history shows that fish, of course, remained a very important part of the diet of Indigenous people before 
the colonisation of Western Australia. Along with other sites along the Peel–Harvey system, Mandurah has been 
an integral part of the fishing industry. Fishing has been part of our history and our culture from the 1800s to the 
present day—both the commercial fishing industry and the popular recreational pursuit of catching the 
Peel region’s famous blue manna crab. I am interested in how the Aquatic Resources Management Bill relates to 
a process underway. I am aware that the current Minister for Fisheries is new to the portfolio, but I want to talk 
about the revolutionary process being undertaken with the move to seek Marine Stewardship Council 
certification of the Peel fishery. That process has now been going on for a period of time. I received an email 
only this morning from Julia Kent, who is part of SCS Global Services, which is a third-party independent 
certification body that has been undertaking an evaluation of the Peel–Harvey estuary fishery under the 
Marine Stewardship Council standard for sustainable seafood. The unique thing about the push in the Peel region 
to have our Peel fishery recognised as a world-class certified sustainable seafood operation is that it is 
a cooperative process between commercial and recreational fishers. It is a groundbreaking process, given the 
history. Over a long period of time—I moved there 27 years ago; I have lived over half my life there—there have 
been pressures on the recreational fishers seeking the harvest of the Peel–Harvey system, particularly the blue 
manna swimmer crab, and the take of commercial fishers. Historically, large numbers of commercial fishers 
have operated under licence in the Peel–Harvey fishery, but their numbers have declined since the heyday of the 
1970s and 1980s. It is still a very important and viable industry to our community in Peel. It provides 
a livelihood for the current licence holders and their families, and they employ people in their businesses. It is 
also an important, positive identity for the region that our fishery is seen through a lens of sustainability. There is 
no doubt that in the past there have been water quality issues—there remain concerns about the water quality of 
the fishery—but the efforts of various stakeholders to secure, under the Marine Stewardship Council’s standards, 
if you like, a gold-class rating for the seafood harvested from the Peel–Harvey is something that I strongly 
support. I applaud the various stakeholders who played a part in that. I particularly congratulate the local 
commercial fishers in the region who are part of the Mandurah Licensed Fishermen’s Association. I particularly 
give credit to Damien Bell, who is president of the Mandurah Licensed Fishermen’s Association. Damien is 
a second or third generation fisherman. His father was a commercial fisherman and Damien has continued the 
business. I am not 100 per cent sure whether his grandfather or grandparents were involved, but fishing is 
certainly in his blood. He is a young bloke with a young family in Mandurah. His passion, of course, is not only 
for the continued productivity and health and wellbeing of the estuarine system, but also he wants to ensure that 
the quality seafood produce grown in our region is done in a sustainable manner and that we value-add to that 
product. No matter where it goes—whether it is consumed locally or regionally, in other markets in the state or 
in other parts of Australia, or, indeed, if it is reaching export markets outside Australia—we want a value-added 
product that gets recognition for being from a sustainable fishery. That is what this MSC accreditation process 
has all been about. It has been a long process that has involved various stakeholders and a lot of effort, work, 
meetings and commitment, and I applaud the leadership of Damien Bell and the other members of the 
Mandurah Licensed Fishermen’s Association and their families, and the other stakeholders who played an 
important part in the Marine Stewardship Council process. 
I also acknowledge Recfishwest, which is a co-client in the application for the MSC’s ecolabel. It is important 
that this application has been made as a coordinated, cooperative process. We want to ensure that we continue to 
produce excellent quality product from the Peel–Harvey system from a commercial standpoint, while 
recognising and acknowledging that recreational fishers should also be able to enjoy part of that sustainable 
harvest. 
Many people have stories of the Peel–Harvey system, and the blue swimmer crab in particular. Some who have 
lived in Mandurah for a long time lament when the terrorists, as we call them, from outside Mandurah or Peel 
come down and plunder our blue swimmer crab and then duck off back to Perth or wherever they came from. 
But we also recognise that the recreational pursuit of the blue swimmer is an important part of tourism and 
marketability of the region. It is important that the Department of Fisheries, from a monitoring and, I suppose, 
a policing perspective, continues to maintain and improve resources to the region of Peel, particularly during the 
peak season when the catchers are out. We are reaching the two-month, no-take period for the blue swimmer 
species. It is important to acknowledge that there have been a number of high-profile—they have been reported 
locally; I think they should be reported more widely—significant fines and fine enforcements against illegal 
catchers. I hear stories all the time from, particularly, rec fishers about the regular taking of illegally sized crabs 
in vast numbers. I believe, despite the fantastic work of the Department of Fisheries and the police—there is 
a number of examples of joint operations to check and police the catchers by the visitors to the region—I still 
hear disturbing reports about large numbers of undersized crabs being taken from the estuary and people getting 
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away with that or avoiding scrutiny or capture by the officers. In the past, we used to have what I thought was an 
effective and efficient volunteer fisheries liaison officer program that was particularly effective in the Peel, 
particularly during the peak season. We had volunteer fisheries — 
Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, the member for Gosnells knows the one. What was that again? 
Mr C.J. Tallentire: Volunteer fisheries liaison officer. 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: They were very good. They were very dedicated volunteers who were passionate 
about making sure they educated people who were going out seeking crabs. That program dissolved to the 
detriment, in some ways, of the overall policing of the fishery. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

CRIMINAL LAWS (DOMESTIC VIOLENCE) AMENDMENT BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [4.01 pm]: I move — 
That the bill be now read a second time. 

I present a bill for an act to amend the Criminal Procedure Act 2004, the Evidence Act 1906, the Restraining 
Orders Act 1997, the Sentencing Act 1995 and the Criminal Code, to implement a number of criminal law 
reforms in the area of domestic and family violence. I am pleased to introduce the Criminal Laws 
(Domestic Violence) Amendment Bill 2016. I would first like to acknowledge the work done by the Law Reform 
Commission of Western Australia in its report “Enhancing Family and Domestic Violence Laws”. The extensive 
research and recommendations have assisted the WA Labor opposition to formulate the first step in a multi-step 
process to break the culture of violence in our families and communities and protect and support the victims of 
family and domestic violence. 
Before I turn to the content of the bill, some general comments on domestic and family violence would be 
appropriate. Domestic and family violence is a scourge on our community. It affects all sections of our society—
women, men, children and families. Men are victims of domestic and family violence, but women are 
overwhelmingly the victims of domestic and family violence. Victims of domestic and family violence suffer 
significant physical and emotional trauma; work and educational opportunities are affected; lives are disrupted; 
and many victims of this type of violence become homeless. Members of our community die as a result of 
domestic and family violence. Domestic and family violence is a complex crime, and a law and order and 
societal issue that we as a Parliament must lead the way in tackling. That is why today I am introducing the 
Criminal Laws (Domestic Violence) Amendment Bill 2016. 
Some of the measures I am introducing in this bill are similar to legislation passed in the Queensland Parliament. 
It is time that our Parliament passed the measures contained in this bill. It is time this Parliament shows that it is 
serious about combating the scourge of domestic and family violence. Our message from the opposition is very 
clear: we will not cop domestic and family violence. We will not cop breaches of violence restraining orders. 
This position and message is made clear by the provisions contained in this bill, but we want this message to be 
a bipartisan message of solidarity against domestic and family violence. We urge all members of this house to 
support the sensible measures in this bill. Fighting domestic and family violence should not be politicised for 
personal political reasons. We must come together as a Parliament and as a community to do what we can to 
fight this terrible crime. I urge the government to come on board with the opposition and support this bill. 
The bill before the house contains important reforms to the justice system in the area of domestic and family 
violence. This bill makes a number of amendments to the Criminal Procedure Act 2004, the Evidence Act 1906, 
the Restraining Orders Act 1997, the Sentencing Act 1995 and the Criminal Code to increase perpetrator 
accountability and protection for victims of domestic and family violence. The bill will provide for the 
signposting of criminal offences and convictions that occur in a domestic and family violence context, ensure 
that victims of domestic and family violence automatically fall within the definition of special witnesses under 
the Evidence Act 1906, and increase penalties for breaches of restraining orders. 
This bill also increases the maximum sentence imposed for domestic and family violence deaths dealt with under 
section 281 of the Criminal Code. The bill enables notations to be made that relate to domestic and family 
violence. The amendments enable notation to be made on a charge in respect of any offence to specify whether it 
is an offence that occurs in a domestic violence context. Also, if the offender is found guilty of such an offence 
or pleads guilty, the bill provides for a court to order that this be noted on the offender’s criminal history. 
Further, the bill allows for the prosecution to apply to the court for a direction that similar notations be made in 
respect of offences on a person’s criminal history. However, the amendments in the bill will not affect the 
court’s discretion on whether to formally record a conviction against the offender or when an offender’s criminal 
history can be taken into account. The capacity to examine a person’s past criminal convictions will flag to 
interested parties and anyone looking at a criminal history that this is an individual with a history of domestic 
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and family violence. The relevant provisions in this bill will ensure that the court has all the information before it 
that it considers necessary when there is a history of domestic and family violence in determining whether 
stronger penalties need to be imposed. 
This bill amends the Evidence Act 1906 to include a presumption that victims of domestic and family violence 
are to be regarded as special witnesses. Victims will have more access to the orders and directions that the court 
can make to support them in the process of giving evidence—for example, by giving evidence from another 
room or via a videotaped recording. This bill labels breaches of violence restraining orders as crimes and 
increases the maximum penalties for those breaches to three years’ imprisonment and six months for breaches of 
misconduct restraining orders and police orders. These amendments send a clear message to the community and 
to offenders that this type of conduct will not be tolerated. The opposition understands that this measure in 
isolation is not enough, but it is important to send the message to the public that domestic and family violence is 
unacceptable. 
This bill also contains provisions that I first introduced into this house in September 2012 as the Criminal Code 
Amendment (Domestic Violence) Bill 2012 to increase the maximum penalty for convictions under 
section 281 of the Criminal Code for domestic and family violence deaths. In order to convict under section 281, 
the “unlawful assault causing death” provision, the state does not need to prove that the offender intended to kill 
the victim; the critical issue is that death has resulted from an unlawful assault. Unfortunately, the government 
voted against my 2012 bill. I hope the government will this time support this important amendment. 
Recommendation 44 in the Law Reform Commission of WA report “Enhancing Family and Domestic Violence 
Laws” recommends the changes this bill seeks to make to section 281 of the Criminal Code. It should also be 
noted that the Attorney General, in tabling a review of section 281 of the Criminal Code on 18 February 2015 in 
the other place, acknowledged that there is considerable community comment on the need to reconsider 
maximum penalties for domestic and family violence under section 281. 
As I stated in September 2012 when introducing the Criminal Code Amendment (Domestic Violence) Bill 2012, 
the violent death of Saori Jones was foremost in my mind. It remains foremost in my mind today as I now 
introduce the bill before us. In December 2010, Saori Jones’ estranged husband battered her to death in his home 
in an inner Perth suburb while their four-year-old daughter tried to intervene, all the while pleading with him to 
stop. While this was happening, their 10-month-old baby was crying piteously to be fed. To quieten the baby, he 
placed it on the mother’s breast, putting a nipple into the baby’s mouth to stop it crying. He then left Saori’s 
body to rot in a bedroom. 
The Director of Public Prosecutions originally charged Mr Jones, the estranged husband, with manslaughter, 
which was then reduced to an offence under section 281, to which he pleaded guilty. As Saori’s body had been 
decomposing for 11 days before the police found her, there was a problem in determining the actual cause of 
death, even though Mr Jones admitted punching her. There was no argument that he killed her, but because of 
the decomposition of the body, Mr Jones was charged under section 281. He received a five-year sentence with 
a parole period of three years. He is now free. 
After the sentencing of Mr Jones for five years, the Director of Public Prosecutions, Mr Joe McGrath, 
commented that the government, in certain circumstances, should consider doubling the penalty for an offence 
under section 281 of the Criminal Code. That is what the relevant amendment in this bill does. 
In memory of Saori Jones and the other women who have died, and whose deaths have been prosecuted under 
section 281 of the Criminal Code, we need to do something as a Parliament. We need to pass this bill to ensure 
that the seriousness of domestic and family violence offences are reflected in the sentencing process. 
The amendments to the justice system contained in the Criminal Laws (Domestic Violence) Amendment Bill 
2016 are important and necessary measures in making clear to perpetrators and the community that domestic and 
family violence will not to be tolerated. 
From opposition, we have identified those recommendations from the Law Reform Commission report that will 
have an immediate effect on the scourge of domestic and family violence in our communities, but they require 
a singular resolve. This bill is only the first step in a multistep process that a WA Labor government will bring 
forward. I commend the bill to the house. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr J.H.D. Day (Leader of the House). 

SENTENCE ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 March. 
MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [4.12 pm]: It has been 
a couple of months since I was on my feet on this topic. As a minister of the government, I am not the lead 
speaker on this topic; I am continuing my speech from two months ago. As we all know, two months is a long 
time in politics. This issue is one that I take very seriously, and I want to continue my speech and conclude it for 
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the benefit of all of us in this house. My speech is to do with the Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2016. 
I want to put on the record very clearly, as I did before, that I support the idea of no body, no parole, but will this 
bill that is before us today deliver on this outcome? Unfortunately, it will not. It is deeply flawed and I will 
continue now to explain my rationale for believing it is deeply flawed. I refer members to the explanatory 
memorandum, which states, in part — 

Clause 6 also mandates that the Board must take into account any report tendered to the Board from the 
Commissioner of Police evaluating a prisoner’s co-operation including the extent of the prisoner’s 
co-operation, the timeliness, truthfulness, completeness and reliability of the information and the 
significance of usefulness of the prisoner’s cooperation with the investigation of the victim’s remains. 

The explanatory memorandum refers to the victim’s remains, which is in line with this notion of no body, no 
parole—if they tell us where the remains are, parole can be considered. I understand the concept, but my real 
concern is with the bill itself. The bill is a four-page document, but essentially everything is contained within 
page 3 of that document. If we want to get to the heart of this private member’s bill, we go to page 3 of the bill. 
Nowhere in the bill is there any reference whatsoever to the remains of a body. That phrase does not exist in the 
bill. I think that is a real shame because there are families out there who are deeply grieving the loss of their 
loved ones, some of whom have been wanting the person who was charged with the murder of their loved one to 
tell the family where the body is. That must be incredibly hard for the families. Certainly I, and I believe all 
members of the Liberal–National government, would want nothing more than to be able to force a prisoner, by 
way of a piece of legislation, to give up the location of the remains of the deceased, their loved one. But, as I say, 
this bill does not refer anywhere to locating the remains—nowhere. The bill does refer to “cooperation”. 

The issue I have is that there has been a lot in the media around this bill and it worries me that the focus of this 
bill has been more about generating public anxiety and public support for the notion of no body, no parole 
without delivering on the outcome itself. That is a real shame, and I think that more effort and more work should 
have been done by the member for Butler in drafting this bill so that, at the very least, it could have referred to 
the location of remains. Unfortunately, this bill does not do that. 

I also refer members to some special cases. When we think about the notion of cooperation of a prisoner, or even 
somebody charged with an offence, I expect the cooperation that we would seek from them would be during the 
process of them being arrested and interviewed. That is when we would want them to tell us the location of the 
remains of the body. If people are left to wait 20 years—that is, at the end of the prisoner’s sentence when they 
are coming up for parole—for the parole board to say, “We will consider parole if you now tell us where the 
remains are”, how is that an incentive to help a family who has been waiting 20 years to find out? How is that 
helpful? Again, this bill does not make that clear and does not support the families of the person who has been 
murdered. I will read from clause 6 of the bill, “Section 12B inserted”. Proposed section 12B(2) states — 

A report given under section 12 or 12A must not make a release recommendation in relation to 
a prisoner unless the Board is satisfied that the prisoner has satisfactorily cooperated in the investigation 
of the murder — 

This is the part I want members to focus on — 

(whether the cooperation occurred before or after the prisoner was sentenced to imprisonment). 

If it were a family member of mine, I would want that prisoner to tell the police where the remains were as soon 
as possible. This bill does not refer to remains; it just refers to cooperation and does not define what that 
cooperation is. All it says is, “Well, you can cooperate at the end of your sentence and then be considered for 
parole.” How is that helping the families? That is a really serious concern, and it should be a concern of all of us 
in this place. If the opposition is going to the trouble of debating a bill, a possible new piece of legislation, a new 
law, for goodness sake, do the right thing by the community and make sure that the bill is robust and that it will 
try to deliver on the outcome that the opposition purports in the media it will deliver. The opposition cannot go 
out there saying that it has 30 000 signatures on a petition supporting no body, no parole and that it has a bill that 
will do that when it will not do that. It will not do that! Frankly, it is a disgrace that we have emotional families 
out there in the community who are being led to believe that this will solve their problem. This bill will not solve 
their problem. This bill will build more anxiety and create more confusion. Frankly, it will create a situation that 
pitches Labor against the Liberal–Nationals on an issue without providing any substance to support the bill, and 
with people in the community, some of whom, dare I say it, having been hoodwinked into believing that the 
government is against the intent of this bill.  

The Liberal–National government is absolutely not opposed to trying to find a piece of legislation that will 
encourage a prisoner to give up, as early as possible, the location of the remains of somebody they have 
murdered. But the Liberal–National government is opposed to what looks to me to be, frankly, some sort of 
media effort rather than a real attempt to solve the problem. It disappoints me greatly that I have to allude to that 
particular view. 
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We could discuss many cases to demonstrate the difficulties with this bill. What about someone who says, “I will 
now at the end of my sentence tell you where the body is”? The police might think that is fantastic and they go to 
find the body but it is not there. What happens if the body has been moved by someone else? What about another 
example — 

Mr P.B. Watson: You’ve got fairies coming in. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Member for Albany, I am not being lighthearted here. 

Mr P.B. Watson: You are. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: This is serious. 

Mr P.B. Watson: You are being lighthearted. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: No; the member for Albany is making light of an issue in which families are 
distressed. This is serious. 

Mr P.B. Watson: At least we’re trying to do something. You’ve sat on your backsides for years and done 
nothing. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: All the member for Albany is doing — 

Mr P.B. Watson: You have done nothing over there. 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Let me finish, because I am going to have to sit down shortly. What about the prisoner 
who says, “I took the body out on the back of a 15-foot boat and discarded it two kilometres off the back of 
Rottnest Island”? They have cooperated. Where does this bill address the serious issues of intent? They are not 
being addressed. It is literally a one-page document. Nowhere in this document does it refer to the remains of the 
deceased—nowhere. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys) [4.22 pm]: I am very pleased to be on this side of the house at the moment in 
a seat that nobody has ever sat in. I do it with great honour as the new Independent member of this chamber. Can 
I say that I totally disagree with my former colleague who is sitting over there. He has been told by the 
Attorney General what to say. I know that the Attorney General opposes this bill. He would not say the things 
that the member for Churchlands has said; he would say that we do not need it. He would say that the 
Prisoners Review Board takes into account whether there has been cooperation and not do it and that it would 
simply delay the parole or not accept it. That is not good enough. 

The Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2016 is a very simple bill. I am very pleased that the member for 
Butler has brought it to the house. The member for Churchlands can go on as much as he likes, but nobody on 
that side of the house—the Attorney General in particular—has brought in a bill to match this one, which is what 
the government or the Attorney General would do if they thought there was some merit to it. The member for 
Churchlands said that it is a great idea—prisoners should not get parole if they do not tell the police or the 
Director of Public Prosecutions where a body is buried. Very often people will not even admit to killing 
a person, even though there is massive evidence to show that that person has been murdered by Mr X or Mr Y. 
They simply want to keep the facade going so that they do not have to admit that they have killed somebody in 
the hope that they will get parole anyway, even if they are charged and then convicted. 

There is no need for this situation. The government could have brought in a bill. In the time since this matter was 
mooted by the member for Butler, the government could have brought in a bill. It does not want to. That is the 
honest truth. The Attorney General is on record as saying that it is not necessary. The Prisoners Review Board 
will deny parole if the prisoner has not cooperated and will not reveal where the body is. There is no evidence to 
say that at all—none whatsoever. I know for a fact that those parents—the one in particular we have been talking 
about—must be devastated not knowing where their children are and where their bodies are buried. That is not 
the only case. There are other cases also. We have seen some dreadful cases over east, but I am more interested 
in what happens in Western Australia. Quite frankly, it is the government that brings in bills. It brought in bills 
under the previous Attorney General to deal with bikies, yet what has happened? Nothing has happened in seven 
years. Bikies are out there, shooting and killing each other, as they did in the northern suburbs in the last week or 
two, and it is continuing to happen. What is happening with organised crime? We are worried about 
methamphetamine, prostitution, people trafficking and all the rest of it. Everybody knows who is guilty of 
perpetrating those crimes. It is bikies. But we have done nothing. The government introduced legislation under 
the previous Attorney General, Christian Porter, who is probably more a politician than the present 
Attorney General. The present Attorney General is very strictly a lawyer; he is not so much a politician as 
a lawyer, and I do not say that to degrade him in any way. I think that it is a good thing because he tries to stick 
to the facts of the law and that is it. He is quite hard in his rulings on those things. But I think in this instance he 
is wrong. I think the public has every right to know what this Parliament is going to do about those murderers 
who will not disclose where the deceased person is. I know that if it were one of my children or any one of my 
family, I would want to know where they are so that I could lay them to rest properly in the correct way—in the 
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Christian way, if I might put it that way. Those people who do not are cruel and wicked; they are all the dreadful 
things you want to say about somebody. They are the epitome of evil because they are depriving the deceased 
person’s loved ones the ability to lay their loved one to rest and to be able to pay their respects as many times as 
they want to. Some people pay respects every month and some people go once a year if they know where their 
deceased relatives are. That is under normal circumstances, but in this circumstance, those people have no idea 
where their relatives are buried. The member for Churchlands asked what would happen if they have been 
dumped at sea. Let the person cooperate with the police and tell them that he or she dumped the body at sea. 
That would be cooperation. That would probably be covered under this bill, I would suggest. There would be 
a job retrieving the body if they have dumped it at sea, but at least they have admitted it. If they have admitted 
that they killed that person and they dumped them overboard, at least the relatives would know what had 
happened. That person would then be considered for parole. They might not be considered for parole quite as 
soon as other people, but they might get some parole. 
The member for Churchlands said that we cannot do that after somebody has served 20 years. They would not 
serve 20 years. If a prisoner is to get parole, it normally is stipulated when the sentence is given. The court would 
say that it is going to sentence a person to 20 years, with parole after 15 years, or something like that. Very few 
people ever get that sort of sentence. A life sentence should be a life sentence. That is what members of the 
public want. They want these really nasty people who murder other people to go to prison for the rest of their 
lives. That is why I think the member for Butler has done the right thing by bringing this particular bill into the 
house. 
I am sure that other members feel the same as I do. I know this must worry the government because this bill, this 
theme and this scenario would be very popular with the general public. The public wants to see an eye for an eye 
and a tooth for a tooth. People want to know that if somebody is murdered, their relatives, their loved ones, will 
know where to find them at some stage. Why would we want to afford that pleasure to a murderer who is simply 
being perverse, sadistic, narcissistic and the rest of it by not disclosing where the person that they have murdered 
is laying or buried—whatever has happened to them? Murderers do very often get pleasure from not revealing 
where the person they have murdered is buried. 
I do not want to speak for very long, because I think we will probably like to vote on this bill tonight. I will 
certainly be voting with the opposition on this bill, because I think it is a worthy one. If the government does not 
think it is the best bill and it thinks that there are some shortcomings in it and it wants to tidy it up, it can do that 
easily. But we know how the system works. This bill will not get past the second reading stage in this house and 
there will be no message from the Governor. I would also suggest that it will be killed off at the conclusion of 
the second reading stage and that will be it. But at least the message will be out there. The public will know who 
cares about people who have been murdered and the families who are left behind. It is the families left behind 
who have the heartache for the rest of their lives. It would make a great change, but I do not think it will happen. 
For the government to agree to a bill like this and to support it, it would show support for not only the people 
who have lost their loved ones, but also the people of Western Australia and show that members of Parliament 
care about those families who have lost loved ones by violence. It is violence. Those people have been 
murdered—there is no other way to put it—and they deserve the respect that this Parliament should give them, 
and we should allow them the opportunity. Whether it would make a great deal of difference, I cannot say, but it 
would make some difference. It would give them some comfort and it would give some incentive to those 
wicked and evil people who take the life of an innocent person. It would give the families a lot of comfort to 
know that that person will not get out of prison and will not get any parole whatsoever, unless they own up and 
admit where they have laid the body, so the families can treat their loved one with respect, lay them to rest and 
pay their respects. I support the bill. 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Leader of the Opposition) [4.31 pm]: I support the legislation brought 
forward by the member for Butler, the Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2016, which deals with a gap 
that currently exists in the law and in the criminal justice system. It does so in a way that is reasonable and 
sensible and tries to take account of the numerous circumstances that might exist in a situation such as this. The 
reason this legislation has been brought forward is twofold. The member for Mandurah had contact from 
Mr and Mrs Dodd, the parents of Hayley Dodd, who has been missing since 1999. Mr and Mrs Dodd clearly 
remain distraught by the fate of their daughter and remain vigilant and continue to engage in efforts to try to find 
her location today, while accepting that something untoward has happened to her. They launched a petition 
online, which acquired more than 20 000 signatures, calling for a change of this nature to the law. They based 
their petition on their observation of laws that were introduced in South Australia, which I think were identical to 
the legislation that the opposition has introduced in this place. Each state has its history. The South Australian 
government introduced those laws because over the years a range of murders have occurred in that state and in 
some cases the bodies have not been found. Each state has examples of someone being found guilty of murder 
and the location of the deceased’s body never being revealed by the person convicted. That person then sat in jail 
awaiting a potential parole date and there was no incentive for that person to reveal the location of the body. It is 
very difficult for the families involved. As we read often in the newspapers, they have a life sentence because 
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their son or daughter, brother or sister, wife or husband or mother or father has been murdered, yet the person 
convicted of that murder will most probably be released from prison at some point. In these special cases—
I admit they are few—they do not find out the location of the body of their family member. It helps with the 
grieving process and with whatever closure one can acquire when a family member has been murdered to be able 
to provide some sort of ceremony, whether it is a burial or a cremation, for their loved one. It provides also some 
certainty in relation to their faith. 

Mrs Dodd brought this issue to us. The member for Mandurah and I met with Mrs Dodd. Fortunately, the 
member for Butler saw the injustice of these cases and took up the matter; hence, here we are today debating this 
bill. Mrs Dodd is passionate about these issues. Matters are currently before the court so I cannot go into detail, 
but she desperately wants to know the location of her daughter. I support her in that. There are not many cases 
like this, but there are cases. 

We all know about the case of Mr Mansell and Mr Puddy: Mr Mansell was convicted of the murder of 
Mr Puddy. The location of Mr Puddy’s body has never been revealed by Mr Mansell, who is currently in prison. 
Mr Puddy’s family would love to know the location of the body of their son and brother, but Mr Mansell has 
never revealed that, yet there was sufficient evidence before the court to allow a jury to convict him. There was 
enough evidence to convict him beyond reasonable doubt without a body. He has been convicted and is now in 
prison for whatever term of imprisonment he has, but he could still be released and Mr Puddy’s family might 
never know the location of his body. Mr Puddy’s father is ageing; I am not sure how old he is, but he is elderly. 
I do not know how old Mrs Dodd is, but I would expect — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: She’s just had her sixtieth birthday. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I would have said that she was in her 50s; she has just turned 60. If anyone is ever 
convicted of Miss Hayley Dodd’s murder, Mr and Mrs Dodd may still never know where their daughter’s body 
is. The South Australian government came up with a solution involving a condition of parole for someone 
convicted of murder. Australia is different from the United States. Normally in Australia, when someone has 
been in prison for 20 years or so after being convicted of murder, they are released; in the United States, they are 
executed after 20 years in prison. Australia is engaging in an incentive-driven approach, which is that if people 
want to get parole, they need to cooperate with the police in a range of areas. The second reading speech of the 
member for Butler is very clear: it is about revealing the location of the body, and the legislation is clearly 
directed towards that. If the convicted person reveals the location of the body, the Commissioner of Police will 
provide a certificate to the parole board showing that cooperation. The parole board will then use that in its 
recommendation to the minister as to whether the person is eligible for parole. The reason the language is not 
absolutely specific—“You must say the location of the body or else you won’t be released”—is in the member 
for Butler’s speech; that is, circumstances can impinge on that hardline provision. It is very straightforward. He 
said this: two or more people may be involved in a murder. One of the individuals may well have been involved 
in the murder but then left the scene and does not know where the body is because the other individual disposed 
of the body. Those circumstances must be taken into account by the Commissioner of Police in the 
recommendation to the parole board, which then makes its recommendation to the minister. It is very simple; it 
is a practical situation that must be dealt with. 

The other point that the member for Butler made was that the opposition wants it to be broader than just 
“no body, no parole”. Let us say that more than one individual was involved in a murder. The police know that 
there was more than one person, but the person they have—they have enough evidence to get a conviction 
against them—will not reveal who the other people were. That person’s lack of cooperation therefore means that 
they will not get parole either. It broadens the legislation; it makes it stronger and better in circumstances in 
which someone is murdered by more than one person. The police commissioner can take that into account in 
making the recommendation to the parole board and then on to the minister as to whether the person gets parole. 
Did they cooperate in advising who the other people involved in the murder were? It seems to me pretty sensible 
that we would allow for those individual circumstances to be taken into account. Do they provide information on 
where the body is? Do they provide information on who else was involved? If they do not, they do not get 
parole; that is the intent of the bill. To me, that is a gap in the law that should have been fixed before now. I will 
tell members why it is important. It is important because it helps with a few things. First, it helps with closure for 
the families. As I said, families want to know the location of their loved one and they want to know before they 
die. They do not want to go to their grave not knowing what happened; they want to know. That is the advice 
I have received from Mr and Mrs Dodd. They want to know. I expect that is the case all over the country for 
people in these horrible circumstances. They want to know. Second, it helps with the investigation. The police 
can advise an alleged perpetrator, who is probably not aware of the nuances of the law, that if they do not tell 
them the location of the body, this is the law as it stands and if they are convicted, they will not be released. 
I would have thought it was a pretty good incentive for the perpetrator to advise the police of the location of their 
victim. It is also a good incentive to do it early in their period of imprisonment. I heard the member for 
Churchlands say that a time frame should be put on it. Let us imagine that we put a five-year time frame on it. If 
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a person is convicted of murder, they will have to tell the police the location of the body within five years or they 
will not be eligible for parole. 

I have never been to jail and I have never been convicted of murder but I imagine that those who have been were 
probably not in a good frame of mind. All these emotions might be going through these people’s minds, whether 
it is anger at what has occurred to them, anger at the person whom they committed the offence against or that 
person’s family and friends or they are under a code of silence because they might be a member of some sort of 
outlaw gang, and they are determined they are not going to say anything. That might go on for a few years. Once 
they have been in prison for 10 or 15 years, perhaps that anger, that sense of being part of a gang or motorcycle 
group or whatever will dissipate and the code of silence will disappear, because the incentive of getting out after 
20 or 25 years if they are cooperative might kick in more strongly. Of course, we cannot put a time frame on it. 
If someone is in such a frame of mind, they will never reveal the body because there will be no incentive for 
them to do so if, as was suggested by the member for Churchlands, we put a time frame on it. 

Mr S.K. L’Estrange: I didn’t suggest a time frame. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The member did in his speech on 24 February. 

There are reasons the laws are constructed the way they are. They are based on the South Australian example. 
I understand that the Victorian government is following suit. Those laws are reasonable and sensible. Today we 
want to get this bill to a vote. Today we want to see where members stand. These things should not drag on 
forever. I think the families involved need some advice from the Parliament about its intentions. We want the 
government to support these laws. We think they are sensible and reasonable. I have heard two arguments from 
the government against them. The first argument was put by the Attorney General, who said in his rather 
disparaging remarks about Mrs Dodd that these laws are not necessary because he would never let anyone out in 
that circumstance, as though he will be the Attorney General for the next 1 000 years. Clearly, he will not be. He 
may not even be the Attorney General 10 months from now. We are saying that this law would apply and bind 
future Attorneys General, whoever they may be. The second argument against it was put by the member for 
Churchlands when he said, “We support the intent but the wording is all wrong”, which is always the classic line 
from a government not to support an opposition’s bill. The government rolls it out every single time: “Oh, it’s all 
there. We support the intent but we found a problem in the wording.” Any one of us can do that with every 
single bill that comes before this house if we want to. We can find a hole in the wording of every single bill and 
ask, “What does this mean?” or “What does that mean?” and tie the minister in knots about the wording if we 
want to. 

I think members clearly understand that this bill is based on the wording of the South Australian bill. It takes into 
account the circumstances that might arise. It allows for no parole and allows for a case in which there may be 
more than one perpetrator or an offender who was caught cooperating with the police in identifying other 
offenders. It also provides an incentive for convicted murderers to provide the location of the deceased. That is 
what it does. There is no trickery or anything of that nature. It is basically based upon a grieving mother who 
lives in the member for Mandurah’s electorate, who launched a petition. She approached her member of 
Parliament and brought this forward to Parliament based on what another state has done. That is what it is. It is 
up to the government how it votes. I advise it to vote for the legislation because it fixes a hole in the law and it 
gives some comfort to families who are dealing with significant grief. It provides an incentive for one individual 
in particular in prison in Western Australia today who has not revealed the location of the body of the person he 
is convicted of murdering. If this law is passed, it will certainly provide some comfort for this family and 
encourage that individual to provide the location of Mr Puddy’s body. That is what it is about. There is no 
trickery in it. It is just a decent thing to do. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Minister for Police) [4.45 pm]: I rise on behalf of the government to 
make my remarks on the Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2016. I do not think anyone in this 
Parliament or anyone in our community opposes the intent of this legislation. I think this government has been 
very clear from day one that we support victims, not offenders. We get criticised for that. That is why we 
introduced the very first Commissioner for Victims of Crime in this state to be an advocate and a voice for 
victims of crime. In these circumstances described by other members, “victims of crime” would obviously 
extend to people who have died in a violent fashion. It is based on a concept that the government supports and 
has sympathy with; that is, families need to find some sort of closure, as difficult as that may be, if they have lost 
a loved one in a violent way. 

Dr A.D. Buti: How do you get closure if you can’t find the body? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I would like to go back to — 

Dr A.D. Buti: Answer the question. How do they have closure if they can’t find the body? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Armadale, it is not question time. If the minister does 
not take the interjection, she is not obligated to. 
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Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Mr Acting Speaker, I will address this one interjection. There cannot be any closure if the 
body cannot be found. The government does not disagree with that sentiment. Members on this side have said 
that they support the intent of this legislation. 

I go back to what families go through. I am not going to quote which remaining family member of which victim 
this relates to but I want to read part of an interview with a victim who lost their sister to a violent crime. It 
states — 

Every time they find a body, on TV or anything, I always just hope that it is. People say, “Why do you 
hope it’s your sister? “Don’t you want her to come home?” But I know she’s not coming home, so for 
her body to be found is more important. 

… 

It’s a pain that you can’t discuss—Unless you’ve been through the pain yourself, you can’t describe it. 
No-one else can say, “I can feel what you’re going through,” unless they’ve gone through it themselves. 
They can try and imagine what the pain is like, but they can’t imagine what that is, living day in, day 
out not knowing where she is, not knowing what she’s been doing, what she would be doing now if she 
was here. Would she be married and have children, or would she be going to school, or would she be 
going to uni or have a job? What would she be doing? Would she be travelling round Australia? You 
wonder all the time. 

I cannot imagine what it must be like to live with that. As a mother, as a sister and as a friend of many people, it 
must be an indescribable horror to not know where the remains of a family member who has been murdered lie. 
It would be a horror for any family member not to be able to have some ceremony to say goodbye to them and 
lay them to rest in an appropriate fashion.  

We understand and absolutely support the intent of this bill. However, I think it is very important that we give 
some context to what exists and why the government has taken the position that it has. The 
Sentence Administration Act 2003 governs all aspects of release on parole and conditions on which parole may 
be granted. The overriding consideration of parole is set out at section 5B of the act—the safety of the 
community. Section 5A contains 11 release considerations that must be taken into account when considering 
parole. I will not read through all of them, but one of them is — 

(d) issues for any victim of an offence for which the prisoner is in custody if the prisoner is released, 
including any matter raised in a victim’s submission; 

Further down it states — 

(k) any other consideration that is or may be relevant to whether the prisoner should be released. 

Sections 5A(d) and 5A(k) are of particular relevance to the Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2016. 
There is a legislative basis for the Prisoners Review Board to receive and consider victims’ submissions 
regarding the release of a prisoner prior to a prisoner completing the full term of their sentence, as outlined in 
section 5C of the act. As part of its deliberations about a prisoner’s application for early release, the board is 
required to take into consideration — 

issues for any victim of an offence for which the prisoner is in custody if the prisoner is released, 
including any matter raised in a victim’s submission; 

That is section 5A(d) of the act. It is important to note that when an offence resulted in death, the victim is 
defined in section 4 of the act as “any member of the immediate family of the deceased”. 

The Victims of Crime Act 1994 provides guidelines to protect and support victims of crime. These guidelines 
apply to all state government agencies and staff, including the board. One of the guidelines under the Victims of 
Crime Act is that a victim’s views and concerns may be considered when a decision is being made about whether 
to release the offender from custody, unless the prisoner has completed the full term of the sentence. 
Sections 12 and 12A of the Sentence Administration Act deal with reports that must be made by the board to the 
Attorney General. These reports must deal with the release considerations relating to the prisoner, and in cases in 
which a prisoner is serving a sentence of life or indefinite imprisonment for murder, they may recommend 
whether the Governor should be advised to release such a person on parole. 

This is important: under the existing regime, a prisoner’s refusal to reveal the whereabouts of the victim’s body 
would be a release consideration, particularly if it is an issue for the family of the deceased. I cannot imagine any 
circumstance in which it would not be an issue for the family of the deceased. This also goes towards 
a consideration of whether there is generally an acknowledgement of guilt and responsibility for the offending 
and whether the safety of the community is affected. Once again, we go back to the paramount consideration of 
the Prisoners Review Board with respect to community safety. 
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Much has been said about comparing Western Australia’s regime with those in other states. They are not the 
same. Western Australia differs in that the Attorney General receives a recommendation from the board. In other 
states such as Victoria, the Parole Board makes the decision about whether to release the prisoner. 
Western Australia’s sentencing regime is different from that in Victoria. In Western Australia, the court must 
either set a non-parole period or order the offender never to be released. In Victoria, life imprisonment is not 
mandatory for murder, and murderers usually receive a fixed head sentence as well as a non-parole period. We 
can see why in Victoria it may be important to be very specific and give specific legislative requirements and 
a framework around the Prisoners Review Board because it is the decision-making authority for the release of 
those offenders prior to the completion of their sentence. 
South Australia has a similar regime to that of Western Australia in that life imprisonment for murder is 
mandatory and the court may decline to fix a non-parole period. However, the Attorney General in 
South Australia considers the recommendation of the board, applies his mind to the matter and then provides 
advice to the Governor. The Attorney General therefore has an opportunity to consider various factors, including 
whether the prisoner revealed the location of the deceased’s body. To date there has not been a case in which the 
board has recommended the release on parole of a murderer when the body of the deceased victim has not been 
disclosed despite the accused knowing its whereabouts. 
This bill seeks to introduce a new section 12B in the act in accordance with which the board may recommend 
only that the Governor should be advised that a prisoner ought to be released on parole if the board is satisfied 
that the prisoner has satisfactorily cooperated with the investigation of the murder, as held in proposed 
section 12B(2). Proposed section 12B(3) provides that the board must take into account any report tendered by 
the Commissioner of Police evaluating the prisoner’s cooperation in the investigation of the murder. The 
proposed new section will apply only to prisoners serving life imprisonment or indefinite imprisonment for 
murder, which is the definition of “prisoner” under a new section 12B(1). The bill sets out a non-exclusive list of 
information—section 12B(3)(a) to (d)—that may be included in the Commissioner of Police’s report, being — 

(a) the nature and extent of the prisoner’s cooperation; and 
(b) the timeliness of the prisoner’s cooperation; and 
(c) the truthfulness, completeness and reliability of any information or evidence provided by the 

prisoner; and 
(d) the significance and usefulness of the prisoner’s cooperation. 

This bill thus introduces a new concept into legislation, the issue of satisfactorily cooperating in the investigation 
of the murder, which is not listed as a release consideration under section 5A of the act but is elevated to a factor 
that overrides all release considerations. The Attorney General has said that he believes this amending bill is 
unworkable in its format in some specific cases. I will outline a couple of specific cases that highlight the 
proposed difficulties with this bill. Allan David Thompson is a 1999 case in which Thompson was charged with 
wilful murder. When interviewed, he claimed that 10 years earlier he and another offender disposed of the body 
of 18-year-old Gavin Stubbs in a mine shaft. He told various versions of how Stubbs was killed, including that 
his throat was cut and he was fed Ratsak. Thompson took the police out to the location where he thought the 
body had been placed and appeared genuinely to be trying to identify the mine shaft, but there are hundreds of 
mine shafts in the scrub outside Kalgoorlie. Police used earthmoving equipment to excavate a few but never 
found any evidence of a body. 
Another case is Brent Donald Mack, who is a severely impaired young man who lived with his mother. He was 
charged with murdering his mother in 2008 and faced trial on that charge in 2012. The state alleged that he killed 
his mother and disposed of her body, thereafter stealing her assets and bank funds. Shortly prior to his trial he 
took police to where he said that he had disposed of the body—a marsh location. Despite police attempting to 
locate signs of a body, they were unable to do so. There was no suggestion that he was not doing his best to 
identify the location of the body. In those two circumstances in which prisoners cooperated, we still have no 
bodies and no closure for the families of the people who have been murdered and whose remains have not been 
recovered. 
To reiterate the government’s position, we support the intent behind this bill; that is, the whereabouts of the 
deceased’s remains is an important issue that ought to be taken into account by the Prisoners Review Board 
when considering release, no matter the offence for which the prisoner was convicted. The government does not 
agree with the way in which this important policy is introduced through the current structure of the bill. The 
parole structure in Western Australia is working well and is clearly understood. The paramount release 
consideration is the safety of the community, although the board must consider all release considerations set out 
in the act. The introduction of the concept of cooperation with the investigation of the murder as proposed in the 
bill is problematic for a number of reasons. Firstly, it will have the effect of fettering the board when considering 
parole. The bill elevates cooperation with a murder investigation above existing release considerations. It 
removes the board’s discretion that is applied when weighing up all issues that affect the possible release of 
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a prisoner. It could be argued that the final say in the recommendation of parole in the circumstances set out in 
the bill would not be with the board but with the police commissioner. It would be difficult for the board to 
justify a report in which it confirms that it is satisfied that a prisoner has satisfactorily cooperated in the face of 
a report of the police commissioner saying that the prisoner has not. It contradicts the overriding consideration of 
parole set out at section 5B of the act—the safety of the community. It may create an inducement or pressure to 
give the police information or make admissions and cooperate in accordance with the wishes of the police at the 
price of their own freedom, well beyond the alleged objective of revealing the location of the remains of their 
victim. Such pressure in place prior to charge or trial could be used to argue that admissions are involuntary, 
improperly or unfairly obtained and/or that other crucial evidence is inadmissible. Not only does it suggest an 
uncontrolled exception to the right against self-incrimination, but it takes consideration of suitability for parole 
out of the hands of the board. It fails to take into account the differences between South Australia and Victoria, 
where the parole boards make decisions, and Western Australia, where the board makes recommendations to be 
considered by the Attorney General in formulating advice to the Governor. The government is of the opinion that 
it is relevant whether a prisoner has assisted in the location of the deceased victim’s remains. However, we 
believe the bill in its current form does not articulate that. In light of this, and although the current release 
considerations cover this issue, the government is prepared to support an amendment to the bill to provide for an 
additional release consideration in terms of which the Prisoners Review Board must consider the extent to which 
the prisoner has assisted in the location of the deceased victim’s remains. 
There have been a number of contributions made in this place about this amending legislation. I do not believe 
there is any member in this place who does not sympathise with its intent. Everybody would like closure for the 
families whose names have been mentioned—Margaret and Ray Dodd and their remaining children, and the 
Puddys. Much has been said about the Attorney General’s assessment of this issue. My understanding is that the 
Attorney General, after his opening remarks in response to the no body, no parole legislation, has been in touch 
with Margaret and Ray Dodd personally and has apologised for any offence that may have been caused by his 
remarks. We believe that it is important that everything is done to try to have offenders in custody convicted of 
homicide offences linked to a crime in which a victim’s remains are not recovered cooperate with the authorities 
to try to find those  remains in order to give closure to their families. It is very important. It is taken into 
consideration at present, and the Attorney General has said that he would not release any person on parole if they 
had not revealed where the remains of the victims were for the sake of the family. As I said, we will support this 
legislation—we support its intent—but we will move some amendments to clarify it. Our amendments, which 
I will circulate during consideration in detail, specifically address the consideration, which the member for 
Churchlands highlighted perfectly, that there is no reference in this amending bill before the house to the 
location of the person’s remains. We think it is important that that is in the legislation, so our amendments will 
make specific reference, if a prisoner is in custody for events relating to the death of a person, to the extent, if 
any, to which the prisoner has assisted in the location of the person’s remains. This will be a specific reference, 
as a consideration of the parole board, to the cooperation of the offender in locating the person’s remains. We 
think it is important that that is articulated as a consideration of the parole board in keeping with the intent of the 
legislation and also in keeping with the expectations of those victims’ families and the people who signed the 
petition who want no body, no parole laws that make a reference to the offender assisting authorities to locate the 
deceased person’s remains in the interests of the family members finding some closure. I thank members who 
have contributed to this debate. I thank the member for Butler for highlighting the issue. Clearly, with over 
20 000 people supporting the intent of the legislation, it is an issue that the community is concerned about and 
that is why the government will support the bill, but with amendments. 
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.05 pm]: The debate on the 
Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2016 is not closed and I have to say a few words because I know 
Laurie Puddy. He contacted me when the member for Butler first brought this bill into the house. I have had to 
agonise over it, and I am very happy to hear the Minister for Police saying that the government supports the 
intent of the bill and will support it with certain amendments, which I will be very interested to hear about as we 
go through consideration in detail. 
Dr A.D. Buti: Didn’t you discuss it in the party room? Have you just found that out? 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: We did discuss it in the party room. We said in the party room—not that I need to tell the 
member what we said in the party room!—that we would look at this bill put forward by the member for Butler 
in the full context of what it meant to the community, the victims and their families. 
Getting back to Laurie Puddy, I met him some years ago when I was a sportswriter. He was chairman of the 
Western Reds when they were in the rugby league competition. He is a very decent individual and the Puddys 
are a fine family. He now lives in Sydney. Because he knew me, he contacted me at the time and made some 
points about the fact that he felt that we as a government should support this bill that has been put before the 
house. In an email to me he made the following point — 

The Attorney General tells us he would not approve any such bail release without having details of 
body whereabouts.. Well, why wait another 13 years before the guilty one has to consider his position. 
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I think that is the nub of this whole debate we have been having. I think that if this bill becomes legislation, with 
the amendment that the Minister for Police has already indicated the government will move, it would be a good 
outcome for all concerned—for the many families that have found themselves in the situation of having lost 
loved ones and never having been able to come to closure. I do not know the Dodd family, but the 
Western Australian community, and the Australian community, are very well aware of that case. I guess none of 
us can really understand the trauma and the grieving that families go through when they are put into these 
situations. I told Laurie Puddy that I would speak in this debate and that I would support the legislation. When 
we discussed it in the party room, there was a general feeling among members of the government that we could 
not ignore it and that is why I am glad tonight that the government will support it, albeit with amendments. 
I think even with the amendments the legislation will still produce the outcome that the member for Butler and 
the families of the victims are looking for. 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler) [5.10 pm] — in reply: I thank members for their contributions, and I would like to 
comment on some of them. We are pleased the government has indicated that it will support the 
Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2016, but that it will move an amendment. 
I will deal with the difference between the Western Australian situation and that of other states. The table under 
section 12A of the Western Australian Sentence Administration Act states that someone who receives life 
imprisonment for murder when a minimum period has been set under section 90(1)(a) of the Sentencing Act 1995 
will be considered for parole at the end of the minimum term, and every three years thereafter. What has 
attracted some controversy is that at the end of the expiration of the minimum term and at each three-year 
interval the board must provide a written report to the Attorney General. The case of Catherine Birnie has 
attracted some controversy because the one survivor and the other families are re-traumatised every three years 
and there is the whole question as to whether it should be raised every three years; I put that aside. 
Section 12A(2) of the Sentence Administration Act reads — 

The Board must give the Minister a written report about a prisoner at the times stated in columns 2 and 
3 of the Table to this section, whether or not it has given the Minister a report about the prisoner under 
section 12. 

The Sentence Administration Act states that at the end of the minimum term, or every three years after if parole 
is denied at the end of the minimum term, a report will be prepared for the Attorney General. Ultimately in 
Western Australia, it is the Governor, on the advice of the Attorney General, who decides whether or not to 
admit the person to parole. 
The Attorney General’s first position on the bill we brought forward—perhaps his first reaction before the matter 
had been considered by all government members—was that the bill was not necessary because he would never 
release a convicted murderer who had failed to disclose the whereabouts of the remains of the deceased. The 
minister representing the Attorney General in this place—the Minister for Police—said that the Attorney General 
had been in direct contact with Mrs Dodd, who was one of the promoters of this amendment. According to my 
notes, the letter dated 4 May from the Attorney General reads — 

I also noted that Judge Cock, Chair of the Prisoners Review Board of Western Australia, would be 
prepared to meet with you to discuss the approach of the board to matters of parole in order to allay the 
concerns you may have. This offer remains should you wish to avail yourself of it. 
I sought to assure you that I would not be inclined to advise the Governor of a release of a murderer on 
parole who has not disclosed the whereabouts of the body of the deceased victim. 

“I would not be inclined”; that is something less than an outright statement that “In all circumstances I shall 
refuse”. What the Deputy Premier representing the Attorney General said is true in that this bill, to a certain 
degree, takes away some of the discretion from the Prisoners Review Board and the Attorney General him or 
herself—we have had distinguished female Attorneys General. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Hon Cheryl Edwardes. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I refer to Hon Cheryl Edwardes—a well-regarded Attorney General. 
This bill introduces proposed new section 12B, “Board not to recommend release unless prisoner serving 
sentence for murder has cooperated”. The proposed new section will delimit the board’s ability to consider all 
matters set out in the objects of the act and says, “You will not make a recommendation to the Attorney General 
unless there is a certificate of cooperation from the Commissioner of Police.” The member for Churchlands 
sought to criticise the bill and me personally by saying, “You people don’t trust the Commissioner of Police, but 
here you are putting forward legislation that entrusts the responsibility to the Commissioner of Police to evaluate 
the cooperation.” I suggest that there is no better person to evaluate the cooperation of a suspect than the 
Commissioner of Police and his officers. Of course we trust them in that regard. Of course the police department 
makes mistakes from time to time; there is no doubt about that. People have raised, in the media and elsewhere, 
the case of Mallard that I was involved in, but of course parole was never intended as a hedge against wrongful 
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conviction. People should not look at parole as a safety net for someone who has been wrongfully convicted, 
because parole might never be recommended. No, if people are wrongly convicted, they have recourse firstly 
under the Criminal Code for an appeal to the Court of Appeal, and if that is refused and new evidence comes to 
light, they can petition the Attorney General to make a reference back to the Court of Appeal under the 
Sentencing Act. There is a process. 

The speeches of the member for Churchlands and the Minister for Police, although we welcome their support, 
echoed the concerns of the Criminal Lawyers’ Association of Western Australia and other criminal lawyers’ 
associations around Australia. It was a little odd to hear the government advocating the position of the 
criminal lawyers’ associations here and elsewhere, although at the end of the speech the Minister for Police, 
representing the Attorney General, indicated that the government would offer support for the bill, but that it 
would move an amendment. I have not seen the amendment. It is not on the notice paper, so I have not had 
any opportunity at this stage to consider that amendment. No doubt I will during consideration in detail, as 
I understand the second reading stage will be supported. 

As to the actual wording of the legislation, I said in my second reading speech that the considerations in 
proposed new section 12B(3)(a) to (d), replicate the position in South Australia’s amending legislation. I note 
that shortly after the publicity was afforded to this bill, the Attorney-General for the Northern Territory said 
that it, too, would replicate the South Australian legislation, and that the Attorney-General, Mr Elferink, 
would introduce that bill to the Northern Territory Parliament. Of course, that was met with howls of protest 
by the Criminal Lawyers Association of the Northern Territory because it would apply to one convicted 
person in the Northern Territory at the moment, Bradley John Murdoch, who was convicted of the murder of 
Peter Falconio—a very high-profile case. They said it would be unfair to Murdoch. A good friend of mine, 
with whom I went to law school, and who is now the president of the Criminal Lawyers Association up there, 
criticised this proposal, because they are looking at it from the aspect of the convicted murderer, as the 
Criminal Lawyers’ Association of Western Australia is approaching this situation from the standpoint or 
aspect of its members’ clients—the convicted murderers. The Attorney General’s first response was that it 
would not make any difference because no-one in those circumstances would ever be released, but that has 
been watered down somewhat in his correspondence with Mrs Dodd, in which he states that he is not inclined 
to release anyone in those circumstances. We say that is a far weaker position than what is contained in this 
bill. 

As I said in my second reading speech in introducing this bill, I discussed the legislation with senior police 
officers at the major crime squad. I did this in this context, not that I was ringing up for advice, but to disclose 
to them that shortly after introducing this bill I received at my electorate office correspondence from 
Cameron Mansell, the convicted murderer of Craig Puddy, inviting me to come to the prison in which he is 
held to have a discussion with me. He said that he is now a Christian, and the discussion he wanted to have 
with me could be helpful to Mr Puddy’s family. Of course, as a member of Parliament, I would not accept that 
invitation without speaking to the police and doing whatever the police wanted me to do, because I was aware 
that, during the course of the investigation, Mr Mansell did not cooperate in the police interview at all and, 
during the nine and a half weeks of his trial, he sat mute in the dock. He was subsequently convicted. After 
Mr Mansell’s conviction, Mr Puddy senior, the father of the victim, told me that he had attended at the prison 
in the hope of speaking with Mr Mansell to get some clue to the whereabouts of the remains of his beloved 
son. Mr Mansell, as was his right, refused to accept Mr Puddy as a visitor. In those circumstances, I rang 
Western Australia Police to see what I should do or how I should respond. They told me they had a list of 
questions they would like to give to me, and that I should attend at the prison and see Mr Mansell. Then there 
was a page 3 article in the newspaper, shortly after this bill was introduced, centring on the plight of Mr 
Puddy and the Puddy family. After that, I received another curt correspondence from Mr Mansell saying that 
he did not want to see me at this stage. He wanted to consider his position. He knows something—he has 
something to consider. I contacted the major crime squad again to convey that information to them. 

During these conversations with the major crime squad, its officers expressed to me their total support for the 
concept behind this bill. They believe that it would make a huge difference to their investigations if, during 
the time of interview, they could point out to an accused that if he does not disclose the whereabouts of the 
body—it is up to him; he has the right to silence—he is choosing to run the risk of what is contained in 
proposed section 12B, that there will never be a report to the Prisoners Review Board unless he cooperates. 
The Deputy Premier, in her response on behalf of the government, said that this bill diminishes the rights of an 
accused murderer to remain silent, and could put pressure on an accused person to reveal information. That 
stands somewhat in contradiction to what the government is now proposing, in saying that it supports the bill 
subject to an amendment. We will have to wait and see what that amendment is. However, as far as the police 
are concerned, they believe that this bill has weight and merit for their investigations. It is interesting that the 
government would say that one of its concerns about this bill is that it somehow impinges upon or diminishes the 
accused’s right to silence. 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey: I did qualify that, in that, if it impinges on the accused’s right to silence, it could end up with 
the evidence so obtained being inadmissible as part of the court process. You can’t take those words out of 
context, member for Butler, because they were placed in context, in that we don’t want to diminish the evidence 
of an investigation. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I thank the Deputy Premier for that interjection. The rules concerning the admissibility of 
admissions made against a person’s interest outside of court, which would ordinarily be regarded as hearsay, but 
an admission made outside of court, turn upon this proposition: was the admission made of the person’s own free 
will, without threat or inducement? The existence of statute law could not — 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We do not accept that as a situation that would preclude or weigh against this amendment 
to the act. We welcome the government’s support for the bill, and we understand that during consideration in 
detail an amendment will be moved. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 3 put and passed. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): The question is that clause 4 stand agreed. 

New clause 3A — 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I move a new clause 3A. I move — 

Page 2, after line 9 — To insert — 

3A. Section 5A amended 

 After section 5A(c) insert: 

(ca) if the prisoner is in custody for an offence relating to the death of a person, the extent 
(if any) to which the prisoner has assisted in the location of the person’s remains; 

I have given a copy to the Clerk. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, we need to wait for the amendment to come. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Can I seek some clarification? My understanding is that we are now debating 
clause 3 and there is a proposal for an amendment we have not yet seen but which I understand has been 
circulated. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me; I thought we had already passed clause 3. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am speaking at the moment to proposed new clause 3A. I just want to seek some 
clarification. The minister has circulated to us an amendment that will sit after clause 3, “Act amended”. I am 
asking whether we should be voting on clause 3 as it is presented in the bill. The minister proposes to amend 
clause 3. What I am interested in, as I read the clause that has been presented as an amendment to section 5A, is 
that after section 5A(c), the amendment is to insert proposed paragraph (ca) as follows — 

if the prisoner is in custody for an offence relating to the death of a person, the extent (if any) to which 
the prisoner has assisted in the location of the person’s remains; 

If we go to section 5A(c) in the act, we see that the minister’s amendment will be an addition to the existing bill. 
I am not sure whether the shadow Attorney General has had time to consider the amendment at this stage, but 
I am interested in his response, if he has had a chance to look at it, or, indeed, the minister might explain her 
amendment a little further. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have a point of order. I am not quite sure. Where is this to be inserted? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: We have agreed on clauses 1, 2 and 3, and before we bring in clause 4, proposed 
new clause 3A is being inserted. It that correct, minister? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: Yes. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: It is on page 2, after line 9. 
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Mrs L.M. HARVEY: By way of explanation for those members who might be unsure of what this does, 
section 5A of the Sentence Administration Act 2003 — 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have a point of order. I am asking something different from what the minister is 
talking about. The minister’s amendment does not tell us where it is inserted. I have frequently moved 
amendments and what happens is that we write in “page 7, line 6” to insert whatever, but this does not do that. 
The amendment does not describe where in the bill it is to be inserted. I wonder whether, before the minister 
explains her intention—it may well be that we agree with her intentions—an amendment could be moved in 
a form that is capable of being considered by the chamber, because this amendment is not capable of being 
considered by the chamber as it does not describe what needs to happen to the bill. Do you see the point I am 
making, Mr Acting Speaker? It does not tell us where the bill is to be amended, and that is the obligation of the 
person moving an amendment. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The minister is inserting a new clause 3A. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But where? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: On page 2. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The amendment does not say that. I will read out the circulated amendment. It states — 

New clause 3A 
Minister for Police — To move: 

To insert: 

3A. Section 5A amended 
After section 5A(c) insert: 

(ca) if the prisoner is in custody for an offence relating to the death of a person, the extent 
(if any) to which the prisoner has assisted in the location of the person’s remains; 

I am still on my point of order. I am not at all discussing the merits of the matter that has been moved. I am 
asking why we are considering an amendment that does not describe what has to happen here in the chamber, 
which is what the amendment is expected to achieve in respect of the bill. That is why I am seeking an 
understanding from you, Mr Acting Speaker, because at the moment the amendment is not in proper order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, it is a technical thing, but this is the way the Parliamentary Counsel’s 
Office has drafted it. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But that does not help us. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am just telling the member that the PCO has drafted it this way. Section 5A comes 
before section 12, and that is why it is coming in at proposed new clause 3A. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Further to that point of order, Mr Acting Speaker, I am not arguing about any of those 
issues. I am indebted to the member for Girrawheen for handing me the notice paper. I draw 
Mr Acting Speaker’s attention to page 17 of the notice paper, where you will see an amendment standing in the 
name of the member for Gosnells, which says, “Page 21, after line 17 — To insert” and the insertion follows. 
The problem I have is that no-one in this chamber knows where this matter is to be inserted. Why are we 
debating it at this moment? Why would we not debate it prior to the debate on clause 6? The amendment does 
not tell us what is to be done by the chamber—not by the act. As I said, these might be the most meritorious 
words to be inserted in the act, but we are not dealing with the act; we are dealing with the 
Sentence Administration Amendment Bill 2016, and this amendment is not in proper order and the chamber 
cannot deal with it until it is withdrawn and submitted to the chamber in order. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The parliamentary staff insert where they need to as they are drafting, but in this 
draft, which is normal, the insertion by the minister is quite in order to put it in before section 12, which would 
be proposed new clause 3A. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Further to this point of order, I am still confused because absolutely nothing in this 
amendment mentions section 12. As I understand it, you have called clauses 1, 2 and 3 of the bill and you put the 
question that clause 4 be agreed, and then the minister moved an amendment. The question before the chamber is 
that clause 4 be agreed. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No; clause 3 has already been agreed to, as I understand. The only thing before the 
chamber, as I understand, is that the Acting Speaker proposed that clause 4 be agreed. As I said, this is not 
a debate about the merit, but nothing in this amendment directs the chamber to where this matter is to be 
inserted.  
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The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): It is new clause 3A.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Where is it going to be inserted, Mr Acting Speaker? 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am sorry!  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! It is being inserted. The only place new clause 3A can be inserted is 
before clause 4, because clause 4 deals with proposed section 12B. It has to come before then.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: But, Mr Acting Speaker, you have proposed that clause 4 be agreed.  

Mr P. Abetz: No. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Go back. Mr Acting Speaker, you called clauses 1, 2 and 3 and then you proposed 
clause 4.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: I did propose that, and the minister got up before it was even put to the vote.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I know. I am not saying that the vote has been taken; but we are debating clause 4. 

Mr P. Abetz: No, we are not.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, we are, because the Acting Speaker put it to us. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I have no trouble with the content of the clause. I am just asking. The fact is that the 
Acting Speaker proposed that clause 4 be consented to. That is what happened. This does not make any sense; 
clause 3 has been agreed to. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, it is my discretion to say, yes, it is true that I did call for clause 4. There 
was no response, but the minister got up to add new clause 3A, which I am accepting.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: So where is it going?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: It is going before clause 4. So it was clause 3 and now it is new clause 3A.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Can we get the amendment corrected so that it reads what it should where the insertion is to 
be made. It would not be very difficult for the minister to write “page 1, after line 9, insert” and then we would 
be proceeding in proper order.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! I suggested in the beginning, and I accept what you are saying, member, 
that it is being inserted on page 2, after line 9, “3A”.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: If the minister could just fix that up, then we can proceed.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, can I confirm that what I have said is correct; that is your intention?  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I thought it was quite clear that we have moved from clause 3 and before clause 4, to 
insert a new clause 3A. That is what my amendment proposed. 

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Excuse me, members. The member for Cannington is right. I did say clause 4. But 
then you, minister, got up and said that you needed to insert new clause 3A. So I am using my discretion to say 
that we are going to accept new clause 3A. That is what we are doing now.  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. The advice I was given in moving this amendment was 
that straight after clause 3 had been voted on and before clause 4 was put that I needed to move my amendment 
to insert new clause 3A, which is what I have done.  

Debate Resumed 

The ACTING SPEAKER: So the question is that new clause 3A be agreed to.  

A member interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: You are in the wrong seat, member for Midland. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Excuse me. I believe that my colleague the member for Butler wanted to talk on this.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The opposition cannot accept this amendment because it seriously weakens the objects of 
the amending legislation. It inserts into section 5A of the Sentencing Administration Act 2003, at 
“Release considerations about people in custody” — 

(ca) if the prisoner is in custody for an offence relating to the death of a person, the extent (if any) to 
which the prisoner has assisted in the location of the person’s remains;  
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It is one of the considerations; it is not a prohibition on granting parole. They can consider it. I have already read 
to the chamber the letter that the Attorney General wrote to Mrs Dodd, saying that he would not be inclined in 
these sorts of circumstances, where remains have not been recovered, to recommend parole.  
We say that the bill, as proposed by the opposition and currently before the chamber, in proposed 
section 12B places a prohibition upon the Prisoners Review Board from even considering the question of parole 
without a certificate of cooperation being issued by the Commissioner of Police. We oppose this new clause. 
However, I foreshadow that if the government were to move in relation to proposed section 12(B)(3)(a) through 
to paragraph (d), for example in proposed section 12B(3)(a) “the nature and extent of the prisoner’s cooperation 
in locating the deceased’s remains”, and similarly in paragraph (b) “the timeliness of the prisoner’s cooperation 
in locating the deceased’s remains”, in paragraph (c) “the truthfulness, completeness and reliability of any 
information or evidence provided by the prisoner in locating the deceased’s remains”, and, finally, in 
paragraph (d) “the significance and usefulness of the prisoner’s cooperation in locating the deceased’s remains”, 
we would accept those amendments to proposed section 12B(3). But as it stands the notice of amendment that 
we have before us just adds a consideration that can be taken into account. Then I note on the amendments that 
have been put to us, although these have not yet been moved, it is foreshadowed that the rest of the bill—
clauses 4, 5 and 6—will be deleted. In other words, this bill will be gutted and replaced with this far weaker 
position, that it only expresses a consideration that is to be taken into account. It does not propose any bar to 
parole where the prisoner’s remains have not been located. I take on board both the speeches previously made by 
the member for Churchlands and by the minister and say, fair enough, if they want the words 
“prisoner’s remains” to be included, then they should be included in clause 6 in proposed section 12B(3)(a) 
through to paragraph (d).  
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: You said “prisoner’s remains”.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I think I corrected myself and said the “deceased’s remains”. I think that Hansard will 
show that I mean the “deceased’s remains” could be included as the words. I read it out correctly: “the nature 
and extent of the prisoner’s cooperation in locating the deceased’s remains”, and then the same words to be used 
in paragraphs (b), (c) and (d). What is being proposed here is a serious weakening of this bill so as to render it 
a much weakened proposition. For that reason the opposition will not accept this proposed new clause.  
Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I concur with the comments of the member for Butler. It makes me question whether or 
not the government is genuine about supporting this bill, because if we weaken a bill so much that we reduce its 
actual effect, it is not really support for the bill. It is clear that the government has been embarrassed into 
supporting this initiative of the opposition, so it wants to pretend that it supports the initiative that we have taken. 
But in seeking to move this amendment and in seeking to remove other clauses of the bill, it is significantly 
weakening it so that it significantly reduces the impact of this bill.  
Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I concur with the member for Butler, who has carriage of the bill. I concur with the 
manager of opposition business. This amendment does nothing but neuter this bill. It does nothing to enhance it 
whatsoever. It weakens it enormously. If this amendment is agreed to—the government probably has the 
numbers for it to be agreed to, although I would very disappointed if it did because I think the member for 
South Perth would be very disappointed after his conversation with Mr Puddy—it will do nothing. It will simply 
give those vicious, vile, wicked murderers an opportunity to try to gain some sort of benefit of parole by simply 
saying, “I will cooperate; I think that body is down that mine shaft there” and when the police try to find that 
body, they cannot find it. That person who has been convicted of the murder can justify it and say, “I did try to 
help.” It does nothing whatsoever. 
I think the government is embarrassed by this bill before us in the house because it has enormous community 
support. I have spoken to many people in my electorate and they agree with it wholeheartedly. No body, no 
parole. They want to see justice in this state. We have not seen an awful lot lately. We have seen the crime rate 
go up by over 20 per cent in the last year or two, and people are sick to death of it. We have seen more murders 
and more vicious, violent acts. I will not agree with this new clause; I think it weakens the bill. I think the 
government should have the courtesy and the courage to say, “We got this wrong. The opposition has done 
a good job on this particular bill and we should support it as it is.” To neuter it simply diminishes the right and 
the memory of those people who have been murdered by these vicious people.  
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: This amendment seeks to amend section 5A of the act, which contains 11 release 
considerations that “must” be taken into account when considering parole, not “can” as the member for Butler 
says. This amendment specifically inserts the words — 

if the prisoner is in custody for an offence relating to the death of a person, the extent (if any) to which 
the prisoner has assisted in the location of the person’s remains; 

The member for Butler made reference to other clauses in the bill that make reference to a person’s remains. 
I would appreciate it if he could please point me to the page and line number in which the words 
“person’s remains” or “victim’s remains” appear in his bill. I have not been able to find it, which is why the 
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government is proposing this amendment that makes a specific reference to the prisoner assisting in the location 
of the person’s remains. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Certainly. As I explained, if the government were to move an amendment to clause 6—
I am foreshadowing this—so that proposed section 12B(3)(a), for example, would read, “the nature and extent of 
the prisoner’s cooperation in locating the deceased’s remains”, we would accept that amendment. That is what 
I said. I did not say those words were in the bill. If the government wanted to amend the bill by amending 
proposed subsection 3B so that it reads “the timeliness of the prisoner’s cooperation in locating the deceased’s 
remains”, we would accept that amendment, as we would accept a similar amendment to proposed section 
12B(3)(c) and (d). I did not say that those words were already in the bill; I said we would accept that. 

At the moment the government is putting forward an amendment to gut this bill by deleting everything after 
clause 3 and inserting its proposed new clause 3A, which we oppose. In other words, have the title of the bill, 
have the commencement date of the bill and scrap the rest of it because the rest of it is a prohibition on the 
Prisoners Review Board. The board cannot even consider parole because it first has to receive a report from the 
Commissioner of Police. If he does not give a certificate of cooperation, which could include those amendments 
that I have foreshadowed, which would satisfy the government by putting the words “the deceased’s remains” in 
proposed section 12B(3)(a) through to (d), that is fine because there will be a prohibition on the 
Prisoners Review Board making a parole recommendation to the Attorney General. What is being proposed in 
the government’s amendment, which we oppose—new clause 3A—is to insert into section 5A release 
considerations about people in custody, not a prohibition. If the government’s amendment goes through tonight, 
it is not a case of no body, no parole; it will have gutted the bill. That is why we oppose it. Section 5A of the act 
states — 

a reference to the release considerations relating to a prisoner is a reference to these considerations 

In other words, the Prisoners Review Board can consider the release and weigh it in the balance, amongst the 
many other things to be weighed in the balance, but it does not operate and will not operate as a prohibition to 
parole when the convicted murderer has refused to cooperate about the location of the deceased’s remains. That 
is why the opposition opposes this amendment.  

Division 

New clause put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr I.M. Britza) casting his vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (32) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms M.J. Davies Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr N.W. Morton 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr S.K. L’Estrange Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.S. Love Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms L. Mettam Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr C.D. Hatton Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
 

Noes (21) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.C. Tinley  
 

            

Pair 

 Mr B.J. Grylls Mr P. Papalia 
 

New clause thus passed.  

Clause 4: Section 12 amended — 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I have a question for the member for Butler. What does proposed section 12B, referred in 
clause 4, seek to remedy? Could the member for Butler please explain how it will give effect to the reassurances 
that he has given the community about how we can locate a body? 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Section 12A legislates that the board must report to the Attorney General about people 
serving a life term for murder as set out in the table in section 12A, which provides that the Prisoners Review 
Board’s report on a person who is serving “life imprisonment for murder where the minimum period has been set 
under section 91A of the Sentencing Act” will be made at the expiration of the minimum term and every 
three years after that. This bill provides that that report will not happen “Except as provided in section 12B”, 
which provides “where a person is serving a sentence of life imprisonment for murder where a minimum period 
has been set” or a person is serving a period of “indefinite imprisonment” where the nominal sentence defined 
under the Sentencing Act was imposed for murder; then the considerations come into play. We are more than 
happy to accept an amendment, if that is what the government wants, to proposed section 12B(3)(a), (b), (c) and 
(d) that says “in relation to the location of the deceased’s remains”, which would reflect the consideration that 
the government has just voted for through introducing new clause 3A and would go further and act as 
a prohibition to a report being forwarded without the Commissioner of Police’s certificate of cooperation. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: From what the member for Butler is saying, it sounds as though he intends that proposed 
section 12B would be a paramount consideration of the board when making a recommendation for release. Could 
the member please articulate whether that is his intention with that clause? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It will be more than a consideration because the board will not be able to consider parole 
for a person who has been sentenced to life imprisonment under section 91A of the Sentencing Act when 
a certificate has not been provided by the Commissioner of Police evidencing the murderer’s cooperation in 
locating the deceased’s remains. It will override all the other considerations in section 12A to act as a prohibition 
because clause 5 amends section 12A. It deletes “a report” in 12A(5) and inserts “Except as provided in 
section 12B”, so it gives primacy to 12B. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The government will oppose clauses 4, 5 and 6, because the explanation the member has 
given makes everything that follows on from our new clause 3A unworkable. That is the government’s view. 
Those clauses make this bill an unworkable piece of legislation and we cannot support it. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: With respect, it does not make it unworkable. New clause 3A amends section 5A by 
inserting a new subsection (ca), which states — 

One of the considerations to be taken into account if a prisoner is in custody for an offence relating to 
the death of a person, the extent (if any) to which the prisoner has assisted in the location of the 
person’s remains; 

How do we assess that? We go further into the legislation and find that proposed section 12B strengthens that 
consideration to make it impossible for the board to consider a recommendation of release without the 
commissioner’s recommendation. We say the government’s proposed amendments to clauses 4, 5 and 6—that is, 
scrapping them—will seriously weaken the opposition’s bill and render nugatory the proposition of “no body, no 
parole”. We agree that the amendment passed by the chamber introduces a new consideration, but it does not 
operate as “no body, no parole”. It strengthens the legislation somewhat, but it can no longer be regarded as 
“no body, no parole”, because proposed section 5A(ca) is to be weighed amongst all the other considerations; it 
does not act as a roadblock to parole in circumstances in which a murderer has refused to disclose the location of 
the body. It will be one of the things to be considered. Obviously, the government must have had some difficulty 
with this legislation because the Attorney General’s first response was that it is not needed. Now the government 
is saying that it will support the bill once it has gutted it and made it considerably weaker, and that is why we 
oppose deleting clause 4. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am astounded that the Minister for Police and this government would oppose this 
particular bill and would actually be seen to some extent siding with the criminals—siding with murderers. I find 
that absolutely appalling. I would have thought that any Minister for Police would welcome a bill like this, 
because the job of the police is to put these people behind bars—to charge them with murder and to make sure 
they get a conviction. What the minister has put forward in a tricky way on behalf of the Attorney General and 
the slick lawyers who put these amendments together has gutted the bill. They have castrated the bill; they have 
neutered it in every single way. This bill will be absolutely worthless after tonight because the government has 
got the numbers, but it has no conviction when it comes to upholding law and order—not in this particular 
instance, absolutely not. I feel ashamed that I was once a minister on that side of the house who would be 
standing there having to try to justify something against the opposition. But I am not ashamed; in fact, I am 
proud to be able to stand here and say it is a disgrace that the government would try to gut this bill completely, to 
side with murderers and not the victims’ families. The victims’ families want to know where their loved one’s 
bodies are. By the time this bill is finished tonight, if it is finished tonight, and it could well be, it will be 
worthless. I tell members what, I will absolutely talk to my constituents, and I am sure every member on this side 
of the house will be talking to their constituents. Once and for all they will do away with the furphy that the 
Liberal Party is strong on law and order. As I have said, it has done nothing with the bikie legislation after seven 
years. Murders are still being committed out there as are all sorts of other crimes, and the government has done 
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nothing. Yet, here we have a very simple bill that really protects the families of the victims of murder—vicious 
murders—and we want to try to bring some sort of comfort to them. With the amendment that has been put 
forward so far, and by gutting the rest of this bill, the government is doing nothing but siding with those who 
commit these crimes to make it easier for them to get parole without even having to tell where the bodies are. 
I find it deplorable and I would like the Minister for Police to try to justify in some way how she can hold that 
position and hold her head up high while putting forward stupid furphy amendments that obviously the 
Attorney General has had a word in—he has obviously had something to do with it—because he does not want 
to see this bill happen. He wants things to stay exactly as they are. That is not good enough and the public will 
not stand for that. Are there 20 000 signatures on the petition? That is 20 000 people—a lot of people in a lot of 
electorates. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It is 40 000—I stand corrected; 40 000 people. That could change the face of the next 
election, quite frankly. On something like this I know where public sympathy lies. It does not lie with the 
hardline approach of our Attorney General, which I totally disagree with, by which he will not admit that this bill 
could help those families who need to find their loved ones. I feel absolutely ashamed for the government; 
government members should hang their heads in shame. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: What has been perpetrated here this afternoon is nothing other than an attempt at a slick 
con. I thought it was good news when I heard that the government was finally going to change its view and 
support this legislation brought forward by my colleague the member for Butler. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: They are not being truthful. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: I accept that interjection, member for Hillarys. The government has not been truthful 
here. Even I, as disappointed as I am with the government, took it at face value when I first heard this afternoon 
that it would support the bill. I thought the government would do that because it recognised that there were 
hundreds of thousands of people in this state who wanted to see the bill supported. We all know that if there are 
40 000 signatures on a petition, there is probably 10 times that amount of people, if not more, who would have 
the sentiment to sign a petition. 

This bill makes sense. It beggars belief that the government has been saying week in and week out that it would 
oppose the bill. I thought that sooner or later the government would wake up to itself, and that surely it was not 
a sustainable position for the government to take to the election or to the community. Today I even had my hopes 
up and I thought that this government had finally seen the writing on the wall and listened to the community and 
it was going to do the right thing here. But I came into the chamber only to see that these amendments to the bill 
had been put forward. The minister will not con anyone; the Liberal Party will not con anyone. We will make 
sure that no-one is conned. The minister might have conned her own backbench and she may indeed even have 
conned the National Party. I will look to see how those people vote and how they stand on this issue, because 
this is nothing but a con. It is a kind of Clayton’s support so the government can go out there and say that it, too, 
supports no body, no parole legislation. Through her actions today the Minister for Police has shown that she 
does not support no body, no parole legislation. She is not supporting the families who have lost their loved ones 
and do not know where they have been buried or where they are. I would not have thought that that was too 
much to ask and I would have thought that most people in the community could not care less whether the 
perpetrators of those crimes wasted the rest of their lives in jail. That is what I would like to see happen if they 
do not even have the dignity to advise those families where the remains of their loved ones are. 

This bill has widespread community support. We have seen this minister bring forward a few little clever tricks 
before, and today she thinks she is especially clever because she has had some clever legal advice from the 
Attorney General and those lawyers who work in state government who have provided advice on how this bill 
could be let through, but with it effectively gutted so it has no relevance and does not deliver the intent for which 
it has been brought forward. I do not intend to speak much longer on this, but between now and the election we 
will not shut up about the fact that this government has gutted the bill, that it has not delivered and that it has not 
supported it. We will continue to push this. I am in no doubt that this is an issue that we will take through to the 
next election. Should we be elected at the next election, we will deliver on this legislation and it will become law 
in this state, despite the Liberal Party’s tricky efforts at a con here. We will continue to campaign on this issue 
and we will continue to fight for those families that have not only suffered the loss of a loved one, but do not 
even know where the remains of their loved ones are. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will carry on from the words of the member for Midland. This is a very 
disappointing situation we find ourselves in tonight. I texted Margaret Dodd, who is the mother of Hayley Dodd. 
Last year, she introduced through a Facebook site a proposal that the WA government should introduce 
legislation on no body, no parole. Margaret and Ray Dodd have lived a nightmare since 1999 when their 
daughter Hayley disappeared. They are but one of a number of families who have lived and continue to live 
a nightmare because the loved one, whom it is presumed was murdered—in some of these cases of course we 
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know that they were murdered—and the body of their loved one has not been found. Margaret and Ray Dodd 
and many, many people in Western Australia supported an online petition. I presented the initial half of it to this 
place when it contained 20 000-plus signatures. Since that online petition with 20 000 signatures was presented, 
another 20 000 people have signed that petition and there are also some hardcopy petitions that have been signed 
as well. They will be presented by me and other members, particularly of the Labor Party and probably the 
member for Hillarys, to this place. The argument for this piece of legislation is that it determines that if 
a convicted murderer does not divulge the whereabouts of the deceased, he or she should not at all be expected to 
be granted parole. That is the simplicity of the bill before us that was introduced by the member for Butler.  

My text of this afternoon to Margaret Dodd reads — 

Hi Margaret. Just an update — 

I spoke to Margaret this morning as well — 

The Libs have now indicated they will support our No Body No Parole Bill but will be moving some 
amendments. We have not seen these Amendments yet. I will keep you up to date. Cheers DT 

She wrote back, “Good news thanks”. I am going to have to ring Margaret Dodd and her husband, Ray, tonight 
and say that the Liberal government, supported by the National Party, has decided that it is going to totally gut 
this bill and treat the bill and its intent with disdain. That is a disgrace! The government did not have the decency 
to support the bill as it indicated it would even an hour or so ago; now the government wants to move 
amendments. It has already gutted one bit of the bill by deleting the clause that we opposed the deletion of 
earlier, and now the government has listed on the notice paper three more amendments that seek to delete some 
other clauses. What a gutless effort! You gutless members of the government! After this bill was introduced, and 
after we saw the petition I presented on behalf of Margaret Dodd and her family, the first initial response by the 
Attorney General was to say this was only a kneejerk reaction by a grieving family. That was how this 
government—this Barnett Liberal-National Party government—decided to respond initially. Since this bill was 
introduced and the member for Butler read his second reading speech and comment was made, we see—it is 
evidenced by the amendments the minister has presented—that back in March 2016 the government was 
deciding how it might concoct to gut this amendment bill. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member, I understand how emotional this is. I pointed out to 
you at the beginning that we are on clause 4. Clause 6 is a good place to think about a more — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: And we are opposing it. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: It is up for debate. We have to keep to the substance of the amendment. Keep going, 
but just keep that in mind. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The amendment is a gutting of the legislation! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It is a disgraceful experience now! Government members on the other side—you 
government members! You National Party members!—need to understand the significance of what exactly they 
have done to this bill this evening. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I would like to hear further from the member for Mandurah. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Mandurah. I just note that clause 6 is also somewhere you 
could canvass what you are discussing at the moment. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We know, as I outlined earlier, that in the presentation of this bill the intent was made 
very clear right from the beginning by the member for Butler. It has significant support from the community of 
Western Australia. Over 40 000 people signed an online petition. If members visit the Facebook site that has 
been operated by Margaret Dodd and many, many others, they will see that it has wide support from across the 
Western Australian community. Why is it that Western Australia is one of last states considering this legislation? 
It is already happening and has happened in South Australia, New South Wales, Queensland and Victoria! Why 
are we the last state, it seems, to understand the community concern? The Minister for Police, as the mouthpiece 
of the Attorney General, has destroyed the simple intent of this bill, and she has thrown back into the faces of 
people such as Margaret and Ray Dodd, the Puddy family and others a hope that she would not play politics, that 
she would not be embarrassed by what she has seen, and that she would actually say, “This is a sensible piece of 
legislation, we are going to support it and it is important to get through. It is an opposition bill, but we will 
demonstrate fairness and equity.” The government has not done that this afternoon; it has gutted this bill and it is 
on its head. I tell members what: wait until we go into the next election because this will be a big one we will 
take to the election, and members opposite better watch out! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The piece of paper that has been circulated by the Minister for Police does not actually 
contain amendments. 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey: No, they are not. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: She just wants to oppose the clause. Rather than getting too distressed over this, member 
for Mandurah, I would just simply let the Minister for Police vote against these clauses, which is what the intent 
is for the next three clauses. It will be quite clear to the public then that the government does not support this bill 
and the main thrust of this bill. I would just let them vote against it; I would not even enter into any debate. 
I think the debate has been enough now and I think everybody knows where we are coming from. I will certainly 
tell my constituents what the situation is; I am sure the member for Mandurah and everybody else will do the 
same. My suggestion to the member for Mandurah—I understand it is very, very close to the member’s heart, he 
is very, very sensitive to it and I do not blame him for that—is that we need to simply put the clauses, the 
minister will simply say the government will oppose the clause, and let them oppose it. Let us show the 
government up for what it is. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: If the member for Butler could please articulate. The government’s concern with 
clauses 4, 5 and 6 is that we believe they make this entire piece of legislation, once amended, should the 
amendments go through, unworkable. The government’s belief is that the paramount consideration always needs 
to be the safety of the community. That is why we are opposing clauses 4, 5 and 6. We are not proposing 
amendments to clauses 4, 5 and 6, we are proposing to oppose them because the advice that the Attorney General 
has provided to me is that our previous amendment—the insertion of clause 3A—fulfils the “no body, no parole” 
intention. That is the government’s advice, and that is why we have put that amendment on the notice paper. It 
has been accepted as part of this amending bill. Our advice is that clauses 4, 5 and 6 make that intention 
unworkable; that is why we are opposing clauses 4, 5 and 6. That is our best advice. I do not propose to go into 
any further debate on it. I think we have articulated our position quite clearly, unless the member for Butler can 
articulate how, for example, “satisfactory cooperation” and some of these other ambiguous terms will be 
articulated if they are not defined in the bill. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have two points. Firstly, that the government says, curiously, that a bill that provides 
“no body, no parole”—a bill that provides that a murderer who has not disclosed the whereabouts of the 
deceased’s remains will remain in prison—compromises the community safety is errant nonsense! How can 
community safety be compromised if the murderer remains for the rest of his life in prison? This is just errant 
nonsense. The minister said that is the government’s best advice. In view of that, we just cannot take the minister 
at her word. Could we see the advice please, minister? Could the minister table the advice or lay it on the table 
so that the chamber can see that advice? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: It’s not my bill. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The minister said she had advice! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think the point made by the member for Butler was this: clearly, the member for Butler is 
managing a piece of legislation without any advisers, without all the benefit of government, and yet the minister, 
just a moment ago, said the analysis the government conducted had showed that the legislation put forward by 
the member for Butler had some flaws in it. She claimed she had some analysis. He is saying, “For us to be able 
to take the minister’s position seriously, we need to see the analysis.” We are asking the minister to table the 
analysis she is claiming shows that the legislation is flawed. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: I think the member needs to go back and check what I said. I said that the advice the 
Attorney General has given me — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: You didn’t say that. You didn’t say that at all. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Yes, I did say that. I said that the advice the Attorney General has given me—and 
I articulated this in my second reading contribution—is that the bill elevates cooperation in a murder 
investigation above existing release considerations. We believe that our amendment fulfils the no body, no 
parole intention and strengthens the considerations that the parole board must consider prior to recommending 
the release of a prisoner, and that clauses 4, 5 and 6 will create ambiguity, and potentially make the 
Sentence Administration Act unworkable. That is why the government will not support them. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will just very briefly point out to the minister the furphy that she is perpetrating. This 
is a government that loves secrecy. It has been criticised in the media regularly for the fact that it loves secrecy. 
The minister says that there is advice that would assist the chamber in making a decision about this legislation, 
but she will not release that advice to the chamber for everyone to benefit from. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is an unreasonable position, and the member for Armadale, whose interjection 
I accept, is right, because we had the argument that it was advice to the government, and then it was advice from 
the Attorney General, which are two different things. 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey: I corrected that; it was the advice of the Attorney General. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am sorry; did the minister apologise and correct that? I missed that. 
No one would expect the minister to think that any member of this chamber will accept advice that we have not 
seen. It is time for the minister to be honest with the chamber. 

Division 
Clause put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (21) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.C. Tinley  

 

Noes (32) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms M.J. Davies Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr N.W. Morton 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr S.K. L’Estrange Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.S. Love Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms L. Mettam Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr C.D. Hatton Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 

 

            

Pair 

 Mr P. Papalia Mr B.J. Grylls 
 

Clause thus negatived. 
Clause 5: Section 12A amended — 

Division 
Clause put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (21) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.C. Tinley  

 

Noes (31) 

Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr S.K. L’Estrange Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.S. Love Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms L. Mettam Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr C.D. Hatton Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Ms M.J. Davies Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr N.W. Morton  

 

            

Pair 

 Mr P. Papalia Mr B.J. Grylls 
 

Clause thus negatived. 
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Clause 6: Section 12B inserted — 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This clause gives embodiment to the proposition of there being no body, no parole. The 
government had said that the bill does not talk about the deceased’s remains. The opposition has voted to 
maintain the bill in its current form. However, as I said before, we would accept an amendment to this clause to 
the effect that proposed section 12B(3)(a) reads — 

the nature and extent of the prisoner’s cooperation in locating the deceased’s remains; 
We do not think it is necessary to put those words in and certainly in South Australia, where this has passed the 
Parliament with the support of both parties, they had no difficulty understanding this bill as this government 
does, saying that it will render the whole system unworkable and will compromise community safety. I have 
never heard such a nonsense proposition that adherence to the requirements of proposed section 12B would 
compromise community safety. The government has not offered one word of explanation as to how keeping 
a convicted murderer in prison would compromise community safety. Community safety may be compromised if 
an unrepentant murderer who has not expressed one murmur of contrition, evidenced by locating or pointing the 
police to where the deceased’s remains are, is released back into the community. Keeping a murderer in prison 
for the rest of his life does not compromise community safety. The government has got its logic back to front 
because it is doing this three-card trick of saying it supports the intent of the legislation. It has not. It has gutted 
the legislation and it is the government’s intent to oppose clause 6 to make sure that this legislation is skinned, 
gutted and rendered nugatory with the weak expression that it is something that can be taken into consideration 
with other things. We know how this works. We have seen it with dangerous sex offenders under this 
government’s administration when the community has expressed its utmost disgust and concern that prisoners 
who are adjudged by a psychiatrist to present an ongoing real danger of further offending, are released into the 
community without this government or this Attorney General appealing the decision to release them under the 
serious sex offenders legislation. That will compromise community safety, but keeping a murderer in prison for 
the rest of his life when he has shown no contrition for his woeful and murderous acts cannot compromise 
community safety. We would be very pleased to hear the government articulate how keeping a murderer in 
prison presents a danger to and compromises the safety of this community. It is absolute nonsense. Make no 
mistake, all those petitioners and the local newspapers will get correspondence explaining what the government 
has done this evening. This government has gutted the no body, no parole bill. 

Division 
Clause put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (21) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.B. Watson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Ms M.M. Quirk Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr F.M. Logan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Ms R. Saffioti  
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr R.F. Johnson Mr M.P. Murray Mr P.C. Tinley  

 

Noes (30) 

Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Mr S.K. L’Estrange Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.S. Love Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr I.M. Britza Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr J.E. McGrath Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms L. Mettam Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr C.D. Hatton Mr P.T. Miles Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell  
Ms M.J. Davies Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr N.W. Morton  

            

Pair 

 Mr P. Papalia Mr B.J. Grylls 
 

Clause thus negatived. 
Title put and passed. 

TAXIS — INDUSTRY REFORM 
Motion 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [6.52 pm]: I move — 

That this house calls on the Minister for Transport to immediately address the concerns and hardship 
being faced by the taxi industry. 
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I have 60 minutes in which to speak and I intend to use every single minute, but obviously not tonight. I want to 
raise this issue because it is very important. Yesterday there was a rally of taxidrivers on the front steps of 
Parliament House. There is a genuine concern about the state of the taxi industry and what has happened since 
the introduction of some competitors into the market. I want to go through this matter in detail because I believe 
that the government has a responsibility to act. I raised this matter in Parliament last year. As I said then, when 
I assumed the portfolio role of shadow Minister for Transport, I quickly tried to get across the taxi industry 
problem and the issues facing taxidrivers. I became aware that they were being treated without any fairness by 
the government and that basically their concerns had been pushed aside. I will talk a little about the introduction 
of UberX into WA. I want to make it clear that the government has always had the responsibility to react when 
companies come in and operate outside the law. I had a quick read of the Supreme Court judgement that was 
handed down last week. I know that many people in the taxi industry are disappointed with that judgement. One 
of the key lines in that judgement was that Uber operates outside the current laws in WA. I think it is 
a significant problem that someone can come in and operate outside our existing laws and create something that 
is not on a level playing field. The taxi industry is not operating on a level playing field with its competitors. We 
are seeing significant hardship, whether it be of the drivers or the owners. We are seeing some very difficult 
situations, with taxidrivers, in particular, facing difficult workplace conditions and the requirement to work 
extremely long hours at much reduced incomes. 

I do not want to go on about what people personally think about their last taxi or Uber experience; that is not 
really my concern. My concern is making sure that the government creates fairness out there in the community. 
As I have said, the Liberal Party purports to be a party of small business. Many of these taxi plate owners operate 
small businesses that have been dealt with very harshly by this government because of the minister’s failure to 
act. I will go through it. 

As we know, in August 2014 the government was notified that UberX was about to enter the WA market. There 
were a number of emails and a lot of communication between that company, the Department of Transport and 
the minister’s office. We know that Uber held a launch party in early August, which a number of Liberal Party 
members attended. Since that time, Uber has basically operated unfettered in the community. The government 
has not really responded with any clear policy direction or certainty for the existing players. It has had enormous 
opportunity. I think it has been 20 months since the introduction of that competitor and there is still no real 
certainty or plan for the existing industry. In December last year the minister released a media statement saying 
that the government was going to deregulate but five months later, there is still no real plan and no real certainty. 
What has happened out there on the streets? The government is basically driving down driver’s wages and 
conditions and creating a very difficult environment. It is not something that should have been allowed to 
continue for years. The government should have been on top of it and it should have acted more quickly to 
address the situation. 

I know that there is deep disappointment within the taxi industry. Many operators have told me that they have 
supported the Liberal Party and they supported particular members of Parliament at the last election. 
I understand they were key supporters in many members’ electorates. They have been let down by the members 
that they elected and let down by a Liberal Party that purports to look after small business. Their concerns have 
been ignored. As a result, they have faced significant hardship. We have seen a significant devaluation of private 
plates and a reduction in the weekly income of taxidrivers and taxi plate owners. We are seeing safety concerns 
raised across the industry. 

I believe it is incumbent on the government to address these issues as soon as possible. I understand that the 
minister said there will be an announcement next week. That announcement has to come with some real certainty 
and a real plan for everyone involved. The last time there was an announcement was in December. A media 
statement was put out saying there was going to be deregulation. Basically, everyone thought there would be 
deregulation but no associated regulations or change in legislation has come forth. The government has 
deregulated by stealth. 

House adjourned at 7.00 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

TREASURER — PORTFOLIOS — HUMAN RESOURCES SATISFACTION SURVEYS 

5170. Mr M. McGowan to the Treasurer; Minister for Energy; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
For each agency, department and Government Trading Enterprise (GTE) within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities: 

(a) does the agency, department or GTE engage the services of an outside organisation, company or 
individual to conduct any human resource-related surveys, such as employee satisfaction surveys or exit 
surveys; and 

(b) if yes to (a): 

(i) what is the nature or description of each type of human resource-related survey conducted by 
the outside body or individual for the agency, department or GTE from 1 July 2015 to date; 

(ii) to whom does the outside body or individual report on the results of these surveys; and 

(iii) what was the cost of such engagements for the period 2015 to date? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 
Department of Treasury 

(a) Yes. 

(b) (i) The Department of Treasury (Treasury) Proactivity Survey – conducted between November 2015 
and January 2016 to measure baseline for proactivity.  This will inform and drive Treasury’s 
priority strategic goal of a culture of ideas generation. 

(ii) Treasury. 

(iii) $6,250 

Economic Regulation Authority 

(a) Yes. 

(b) (i) Employee Engagement Survey 

(ii) Economic Regulation Authority 

(iii) $1,833.36 GST Free 

Government Employees Superannuation Board 

(a) GESB subscribes to Survey Monkey to conduct staff satisfaction surveys. 

(b) (i) Two staff satisfaction surveys conducted during the period from 1 July 2015 to date. 

(ii) The results of these surveys are collated and reported on internally within GESB. 

(iii) The cost of subscription to Survey Monkey from 1 July 2015 to date is $330.00. 

Horizon Power 

(a) Yes. 

(b) (i)–(iii) There have been no surveys conducted from 1 July 2015 to date. 

Independent Market Operator 

(a) No. 

(b) (i)–(iii) Not applicable 

Insurance Commission of Western Australia 

(a) Yes. 

(b) (i)–(iii) There have been no surveys conducted from 1 July 2015 to date. 

Office of Multicultural Interests 

(a) No. 

(b) (i)–(iii) Not applicable. 

 



2786 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 11 May 2016] 

Office of the Auditor General 
(a) No. 
(b) (i)–(iii) Not applicable. 
Public Utilities Office 
(a) No. 
(b) (i)–(iii) Not applicable. 
Synergy 
(a) Yes. 
(b) (i) Synergy surveys include those to monitor employee engagement, employee diversity and the 

organisational health index of the business.  
(ii) Results are reported to various managers throughout the business. 
(iii) Survey costs are often included in broader contract costs are as such are unable to be extracted. 

Western Australian Treasury Corporation 
(a) Yes. 
(b) (i) Employee engagement survey. 

(ii) Western Australian Treasury Corporation Chief Executive Officer. 
(iii) $21,571 

Western Power 
(a) Yes. 
(b) (i)–(iii) There have been no surveys conducted from 1 July 2015 to date. 

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION — PORTFOLIOS — HUMAN RESOURCES SATISFACTION SURVEYS 

5176. Mr M. McGowan to the minister representing the Minister for Education; Aboriginal Affairs; 
Electoral Affairs: 

For each agency, department and Government Trading Enterprise (GTE) within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities: 
(a) does the agency, department or GTE engage the services of an outside organisation, company or 

individual to conduct any human resource-related surveys, such as employee satisfaction surveys or exit 
surveys; and 

(b) if yes to (a): 
(i) what is the nature or description of each type of human resource-related survey conducted by 

the outside body or individual for the agency, department or GTE from 1 July 2015 to date; 
(ii) to whom does the outside body or individual report on the results of these surveys; and 
(iii) what was the cost of such engagements for the period 2015 to date? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
Department of Aboriginal Affairs 
(a) No. 
(b) Not applicable. 
Department of Education 
(a) No. 
(b) Not applicable. 
Department of Education Services 
(a) No. 
(b) Not applicable. 
Country High School Hostels Authority 
(a) No. 
(b) Not applicable. 
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School Curriculum and Standards Authority 
(a) Yes. 
(b) (i) No surveys conducted in this period. 
 (ii)–(iii) Not applicable. 
Western Australian Electoral Commission 
(a) No. 
(b) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR HEALTH — PORTFOLIOS — HUMAN RESOURCES SATISFACTION SURVEYS 
5178. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Health; Tourism: 
For each agency, department and Government Trading Enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
responsibilities: 
(a) does the agency, department or GTE engage the services of an outside organisation, company or 

individual to conduct any human resource-related surveys, such as employee satisfaction surveys or exit 
surveys; and 

(b) if yes to (a): 
(i) what is the nature or description of each type of human resource-related survey conducted by 

the outside body or individual for the agency, department or GTE from 1 July 2015 to date; 
(ii) to whom does the outside body or individual report on the results of these surveys; and 
(iii) what was the cost of such engagements for the period 2015 to date? 

Mr J.H.D. Day replied: 
Department of Health 
(a) Yes. 
(b) (i)–(iii) [See tabled paper no 4149.] 
Healthway 
(a) No. 
(b) (i)–(iii) Not applicable. 
Health and Disability Services Complaints Office  
(a) No. 
(b) (i)–(iii) Not applicable. 
Tourism Western Australia 
(a) Yes. 
(b) (i) Not applicable – None conducted during 1 July 2015–15 March 2015. 

(ii) Chief Executive Officer. 
(iii) Not applicable – None conducted during 1 July 2015–15 March 2015. 

With respect to the Rottnest Island Authority 
(a) Yes – Survey Monkey. 
(b) (i) Employee Exit Survey, Unhealthy Workplace Behaviour Survey, Internal Training Feedback 

Survey. 
(ii) Chief Executive Officer and Manager Human Resources. 
(iii) $300 annual fee. 

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION — PORTFOLIOS — RECRUITMENT FREEZE EXEMPTIONS 
5193. Mr M. McGowan to the minister representing the Minister for Education; Aboriginal Affairs; 

Electoral Affairs: 
I refer to exemptions sought from the Treasurer during the current recruitment “freeze” beginning on 
21 December 2015, and ask for each agency and department within the Minister’s portfolio of responsibilities: 
(a) on how many occasions have exemptions been sought by each organisation since 21 December 2015; 
(b) on what date was each exemption application submitted; 
(c) what was the title and salary of each position for which an exemption was sought; 
(d) for which positions outlined in  where exemptions approved; and 
(e) on what date was approval for each position conveyed to the organisation? 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 

Department of Aboriginal Affairs 

(a) None. 

(b)–(e) Not applicable. 

School Curriculum and Standards Authority 

(a) None. 

(b)–(e) Not applicable. 

Department of Education 

(a) As at 15 March 2016, exemptions had been requested on 7 occasions for 49 positions with a total 
of 38.51 FTE. 

(b)–(e) [See tabled paper no 4151.] 

Country High School Hostels Authority 

(a) As at 15 March 2016, exemptions had been requested on 2 occasions for 12 positions with a total 
of 10.60 FTE. 

(b)–(e) [See tabled paper no 4151.] 

Department of Education Services 

(a) None. 

(b)–(e) Not applicable. 

Western Australian Electoral Commission 

(a) 1. 

(b) 22 December 2015. 

(c) Human Resources Officer – $74,587 per annum. 

(d) Nil. 

(e) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION — PORTFOLIOS — BIGGER PICTURE CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURE 

5211. Mr M. McGowan to the minister representing the Minister for Education; Aboriginal Affairs; 
Electoral Affairs: 

I refer to expenditure on advertising, campaigns and promotions, branding, research, printing and other forms of 
communication associated with the State Government’s “Bigger Picture” campaign, and ask for each department 
and agency under the Minister’s control: 

(a) has the department or agency expended any money as part of, or associated with, the Bigger Picture 
campaign; and 

(b) if yes to (a), what is the total amount expended in each of the financial years, 2012–13, 2013–14, 2014–15 
and 1 July 2015 to date? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 

Department of Aboriginal Affairs 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Department of Education Services 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Department of Education 

(a) Yes. 
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(b) 

Financial Year 2012–13 

$ (ex-GST) 

2013–14 

$ (ex-GST) 

2014–15 

$ (ex-GST) 

1 July 2015 to 

7 April 2016 

$ (ex-GST) 

Expenditure 0 46,310 1,044,000 54,470 

Country High School Hostels Authority 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

School Curriculum and Standards Authority 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Western Australian Electoral Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — PORTFOLIOS — 
BIGGER PICTURE CAMPAIGN EXPENDITURE 

5212. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister for Regional Development; Lands; Minister Assisting the 
Minister for State Development: 

I refer to expenditure on advertising, campaigns and promotions, branding, research, printing and other forms of 
communication associated with the State Government’s “Bigger Picture” campaign, and ask for each department 
and agency under the Minister’s control: 

(a) has the department or agency expended any money as part of, or associated with, the Bigger Picture 
campaign; and 

(b) if yes to (a), what is the total amount expended as at 15 March 2016? 

Mr D.T. Redman replied: 

Department of Regional Development 

(a) Yes. 

(b) 2012–13 – $0 

2013–14 – $ 65 420.25 

2014–15 – $784 744.59 

1 July 2015 to date – $128 039.09 

 *All amounts are GST inclusive. 

Department of Lands 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

LandCorp 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Landgate 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Gascoyne Development Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 
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Goldfields Esperance Development Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Great Southern Development Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Kimberley Development Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Mid West Development Commission  

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Peel Development Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Pilbara Development Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Southwest Development Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

Wheatbelt Development Commission 

(a) No. 

(b) Not applicable. 

POLICE — CRIME STATISTICS — DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS 

5217. Mr P. Papalia to the Minister for Police: 

For each calendar year 2013, 2014 and 2015: 

(a) what total amount of money was spent on accumulating, analysing and reporting crime and related 
statistics; 

(b) how many FTE and what level or rank were dedicated to this task; and 

(c) what total amount of money was expended on external consultants or studies associated with analysing 
crime statistic, assessing effectiveness of policies and/or advising on organisational practices or 
structure? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
As at 15 March 2015: 

Western Australia Police advises: 

Accumulating, analysing and reporting crime and related statistics is performed by the Western Australia Police 
Business Intelligence Office (BIO). 

The following information is provided for BIO. 

(a) 

Year Total 

2013 $936 252.99 

2014 $1 116 274.95 

2015 $857 264.10 
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(b)  
Positions FTE 

L8 PSGA 1 
L6 PSGA 1 
L5 PSGA 5 
L5 (Commonwealth funded) 1 
L4 PSGA 2 
L4 PSGA 1 

 Note: Some FTE were vacant for periods reducing the total amount spent. 
(c) WA Police has not engaged consultants or studies for reporting crime and related statistics associated 

with “accumulating, analysing and reporting crime and related statistics”. 
 Note: The Report on Consultants Engaged by the Government is tabled in Parliament. 

LANDGATE — MARKET AND CUSTOMER FEEDBACK 
5232. Mr P.C. Tinley to the Minister for Lands: 
Has Landgate conducted any market or customer feedback research from 1 January 2015 to date, and if so: 
(a) what was the nature of the research; 
(b) when was the research conducted and by whom; 
(c) what was the cost of the research; and 
(d) will the Minister table a copy of the results and recommendations, and if not, why not? 
Mr D.T. Redman replied: 

(a) (b) (c) 
Nature of research Date  Conducted 

by 
Total 
Cost  
(to date) 

Landgate brand health Dec–15 Painted Dog $23,800 
Customer satisfaction surveys (field 
survey/analysis) 

Mar–15 
Jun–15 
Sept–15 
Dec–15 
Mar–16 – 
(1st 50%) 

Painted Dog $64,215 

(d) [See tabled paper no 4150.] 
WATER — UPPER COLLIE — WATER MANAGEMENT 

5266. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Water: 
(1) In reference to the Department of Water’s October 2007 report, ‘Managing water in the Upper Collie: 

a status report on surface and groundwater management’, I ask: 
(a) why was the commitment to “review the 2007 plan and update with a statutory water 

management plan, due in 2011” never completed; 
(b) were plans outlined for the “statutory management plan to build on a variety of new projects” 

ever completed and what was achieved in this respect; 
(c) what is the status of the “larger permanent diversion under stage two of the Collie Salinity 

Recovery Project”; 
(d) what progress has been made in respect of comments on page 41 that Verve Energy would 

“cease supplementing the pools until alternative safe water sources were found”, have 
alternative safe water sources been found, and are these pools no longer being supplemented 
with unsafe water; and 

(e) what is the status of the proposal outlined on page 28 to transfer mine dewater to 
Harris Reservoir? 
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(2) In reference to the recent reduction in environmental flows from Harris Dam, I ask: 

(a) why have environmental flows been reduced; and 

(b) has the water instead been transferred to local industries for their use? 

(3) In reference to the removal of the gauging station at Bingham River, I ask: 

(a) why has the gauging station been removed; 

(b) are regular salinity readings being taken from the Bingham River; and 

(c) is the Department aware that readings taken in February 2016 by private interests have 
revealed salinity levels in Bingham River of 9174–10140 TDS and if so, why is this not being 
addressed? 

Ms M.J. Davies replied: 

(1) (a) The Department of Water’s Upper Collie water allocation plan (2009) replaced the 
Upper Collie water allocation plan for public comment (2007).  It set the water management 
arrangements to be delivered through water licences, which are the regulatory instruments for 
water management under current legislation.  The plan may be replaced with a statutory water 
allocation plan subject to changes under the State Government’s proposed water reform 
legislation. 

 (b) The new projects referred to in the report were studies looking at community engagement, 
mine void management, ecological values, options to reduce salinity, options for a water 
utility, options to transfer water to Harris Dam, indigenous values and community 
values.  These studies informed both the Upper and Lower Collie water allocation plans, and 
other management activities.  The Upper Collie water allocation plan (2009) consolidated and 
supported the implementation of strategies to address competition for mine dewatering, 
variation in climate and groundwater recovery post mining. Implementation of the 
Upper Collie water allocation plan (2009) has delivered progress on groundwater recovery 
through reduced abstraction and dewatering, the Collie Basin groundwater model has been 
upgraded, and cumulative impact assessments have been used for new abstraction and for mine 
closure plans. 

(c) The salinity diversion trial identified the issues that need to be considered for any future 
diversion projects. 

(d) Supplementation of the Cardiff town pool has not occurred since 2007.  The pool now reflects 
only natural flows. 

(e) No mine dewater is transferred to the Harris Reservoir. 

(2) (a) Environmental flows have not been reduced. 

(b) Not applicable. 

(3) (a) The gauging station was closed in 1999 because the project for which it was installed had 
concluded. Adequate data is available from another gauged site on the Bingham River and 
three other gauged sites in the catchment. All stations are assessed regularly against business 
needs. 

(b) Yes. 

(c) No, the Department is not aware of the readings referred to in the question. The Department of 
Water gauging station on the Bingham River showed no river flow from 11 February 2016. 
With no river flow, in the heat of summer the remaining pools of water can evaporate quickly, 
which can increase salinity and make readings unrepresentative. 

SCHOOLS — BALLAJURA PRIMARY — MAINTENANCE 

5300. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 

With reference to Ballajura Primary School: 

(a) what is the current estimated value of maintenance required; 

(b) what are the details of maintenance required; 

(c) have funds been allocated for such maintenance; and 

(d) If not, when will funds be allocated? 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
A Building Condition Assessment (BCA) of each public school was undertaken in the second half of 2013. The 
BCA process identifies and prioritises the maintenance items, including minor non-urgent work. 
(a) At the time of inspection in 2013, the estimated value of identified maintenance work at 

Ballajura Primary School was $66,829. 
(b) [See tabled paper no 4152.] 
(c) Since the 2013 BCA was undertaken, $733,225 has been spent on maintenance at Ballajura Primary 

School. 
(d) Not applicable. 

SCHOOLS — SOUTH BALLAJURA PRIMARY — MAINTENANCE 
5301. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 
With reference to South Ballajura Primary School: 
(a) what is the current estimated value of maintenance required; 
(b) what are the details of maintenance required; 
(c) have funds been allocated for such maintenance; and 
(d) if not, when will funds be allocated? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
A Building Condition Assessment (BCA) of each public school was undertaken in the second half of 2013. The 
BCA process identifies and prioritises the maintenance items, including minor non-urgent work. 
(a) At the time of inspection in 2013, the estimated value of identified maintenance work at South Ballajura 

Primary School was $42,531. 
(b) [See tabled paper no 4153.]. Note that this includes South Ballajura Education Support Centre, which is 

the subject of Question on Notice 5302. 
(c) Since the 2013 BCA was undertaken, $421,108 has been spent on maintenance at South Ballajura 

Primary School. 
(d) Not applicable. 

SCHOOLS — SOUTH BALLAJURA EDUCATION SUPPORT CENTRE — MAINTENANCE 
5302. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 
With reference to South Ballajura Education Support Centre: 
(a) what is the current estimated value of maintenance required; 
(b) what are the details of maintenance required; 
(c) have funds been allocated for such maintenance; and 
(d) if not, when will funds be allocated? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)–(d) As South Ballajura Education Support Centre is collocated with South Ballajura Primary School, the 

information relating to the Education Support Centre is included in the answer to Question 5301. 
SCHOOLS — BALLAJURA COMMUNITY COLLEGE — MAINTENANCE 

5303. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 
With reference to Ballajura Community College: 
(a) what is the current estimated value of maintenance required; 
(b) what are the details of maintenance required; 
(c) have funds been allocated for such maintenance; and 
(d) if not, when will funds be allocated? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
A Building Condition Assessment (BCA) of each public school was undertaken in the second half of 2013. The 
BCA process identifies and prioritises the maintenance items, including minor non-urgent work. 
(a) At the time of inspection in 2013, the estimated value of identified maintenance work at 

Ballajura Community College was $292,722. 
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(b) [See tabled paper no 4154.] 

(c) Since the 2013 BCA was undertaken, $1,640,283 has been spent on maintenance at 
Ballajura Community College. 

(d) Not applicable. 

SCHOOLS — BANKSIA GROVE PRIMARY — MAINTENANCE 

5304. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 

With reference to Banksia Grove Primary School: 

(a) what is the current estimated value of maintenance required; 

(b) what are the details of maintenance required; 

(c) have funds been allocated for such maintenance; and 

(d) if not, when will funds be allocated? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 

A Building Condition Assessment (BCA) of each public school was undertaken in the second half of 2013. The 
BCA process identifies and prioritises the maintenance items, including minor non-urgent work. 

(a) At the time of inspection in 2013, the estimated value of identified maintenance work at Banksia Grove 
Primary School was $19,081. 

(b) [See tabled paper no 4155.]. Note that Banksia Grove Primary School was formerly known as 
Neerabup Primary School. The BCA report describes the site as Neerabup Primary School. 

(c) Since the 2013 BCA was undertaken, $192,671 has been spent on maintenance at Banksia Grove 
Primary School. 

(d) Not applicable. 

SCHOOLS — HERNE HILL PRIMARY — MAINTENANCE 

5305. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 

With reference to Herne Hill Primary School: 

(a) what is the current estimated value of maintenance required; 

(b) what are the details of maintenance required; 

(c) have funds been allocated for such maintenance; and 

(d) if not, when will funds be allocated? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 

A Building Condition Assessment (BCA) of each public school was undertaken in the second half of 2013. The 
BCA process identifies and prioritises the maintenance items, including minor non-urgent work. 

(a) At the time of inspection in 2013, the estimated value of identified maintenance work at Herne Hill 
Primary School was $133,242. 

(b) [See tabled paper no 4156.] 

(c) Since the 2013 BCA was undertaken, $149,240 has been spent on maintenance at Herne Hill Primary 
School. 

(d) Not applicable. 

SCHOOLS — UPPER SWAN PRIMARY — MAINTENANCE 

5309. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 

With reference to Upper Swan Primary School: 

(a) what is the current estimated value of maintenance required; 

(b) what are the details of maintenance required; 

(c) have funds been allocated for such maintenance; and 

(d) if not, when will funds be allocated? 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
A Building Condition Assessment (BCA) of each public school was undertaken in the second half of 2013. The 
BCA process identifies and prioritises the maintenance items, including minor non-urgent work. 

(a) At the time of inspection in 2013, the estimated value of identified maintenance work at Upper Swan 
Primary School was $75,829. 

(b) [See tabled paper no 4157.] 

(c) Since the 2013 BCA was undertaken, $289,683 has been spent on maintenance at Upper Swan Primary 
School. 

(d) Not applicable. 

SCHOOLS — BUNTINE PRIMARY SCHOOL CLOSURE 

5313. Mr R.S. Love to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 
I refer to correspondence from the Minister for Education, dated 25 January 2016 in relation to the closure of 
Buntine Primary School which stated that small schools are challenged to provide an optimum learning 
environment, and I ask: 

(a) can the Minister furnish me with NAPLAN results from the small regional schools in my Electorate of 
Moore – that are not otherwise published – to substantiate the assertion; and 

(b) in justification of this statement, can the Minister provide objective evidence to back this claim? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a) No. As my letter of 16 February 2016 indicated, NAPLAN data for cohorts of fewer than six students 

sitting a particular test are not published. This is to protect the privacy of individual students who might 
otherwise be identified. It is the same standard applied by the Australian Curriculum and Assessment 
and Reporting Authority (ACARA) with respect to the publication of NAPLAN data on the My School 
website. 

(b) As the Member will appreciate, the relationship between school size and its effect on education 
standards is a complex matter. While schools with very small enrolments may have advantages in terms 
of a sense of belonging, they may be disadvantaged by factors such as a lack of staffing flexibility, 
a limited range of programs, and limited opportunities for students to interact with peers. 

Research on small schools supports the findings of the review undertaken by Professor Teese of The 
University of Melbourne for the Department of Education in 2012. A key finding was that “schools 
with small enrolments are limited in the way they can use their resources.” Professor Teese found that 
effective schools need sufficient flexibility to provide extra support for small groups of students with 
identified needs, to adjust student-teacher ratios to target the early years and to use more experienced 
teachers in areas of need. 

Prior to closing in 2015, Buntine Primary School had an enrolment of 13 students. Despite receiving 
additional resourcing, the school only had sufficient funding to employ one teacher and a principal. In 
contrast, nearby Dalwallinu District High School had sufficient resourcing to employ 21 teaching staff, 
including specialist staff. This allowed the larger school to provide a more differentiated curriculum that 
addressed individual needs in more optimal learning environments. 

There is no assertion that only schools with a larger enrolment provide students with a good education. 
However, those schools do have greater flexibility to use resources in ways that have been shown to 
contribute positively to student outcomes. 

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION — PORTFOLIOS — SENIOR EXECUTIVE STAFF 

5335. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the minister representing the Minister for Education; Aboriginal Affairs; 
Electoral Affairs: 

In relation to each Government agency within the Minister’s portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how many Senior Executive Staff (SES) staff are there currently in the agency; 

(b) How many SES staff were there in the agency in each of 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015; 

(c) what is the title of each SES staff member and the salary paid to each SES staff member; 

(d) what is the total cost of non-salary benefits to be paid to the agency’s SES staff members in 2016; 

(e) what was the total cost of non-salary benefits paid to the agency’s SES staff members in each 
of 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015; 
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(f) what is the assumed increase in the SES salary costs over each year of 2016/17, 2017/18 and 2018/19; 
and 

(g) what is the assumed increase in the SES non-salary costs over each year of 2016/17, 2017/18 
and 2018/19? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
Please refer to the response to Question on Notice number 5339. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — PORTFOLIOS — SENIOR EXECUTIVE STAFF 
5336. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Minister for Regional Development; Lands; Minister Assisting the Minister 

for State Development: 
In relation to each Government agency within the Minister’s portfolio, I ask: 
(a) how many Senior Executive Staff (SES) staff are there currently in the agency; 
(b) how many SES staff were there in the agency in each of 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015; 
(c) what is the title of each SES staff member and the salary paid to each SES staff member; 
(d) what is the total cost of non-salary benefits to be paid to the agency’s SES staff members in 2016; 
(e) what was the total cost of non-salary benefits paid to the agency’s SES staff members in each 

of 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015; 
(f) what is the assumed increase in the SES salary costs over each year of 2016/17, 2017/18 and 2018/19; 

and 
(g) what is the assumed increase in the SES non-salary costs over each year of 2016/17, 2017/18 

and 2018/19? 
Mr D.T. Redman replied: 
Please refer to the response to Question on Notice number 5339 

DEPUTY PREMIER — PORTFOLIOS — SENIOR EXECUTIVE STAFF 
5338. Mr B.S. Wyatt to the Deputy Premier; Minister for Police; Road Safety; Training and Workforce 

Development; Women’s Interests: 
In relation to each Government agency within the Minister’s portfolio, I ask: 
(a) how many Senior Executive Staff (SES) staff are there currently in the agency; 
(b) how many SES staff were there in the agency in each of 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015; 
(c) what is the title of each SES staff member and the salary paid to each SES staff member; 
(d) what is the total cost of non-salary benefits to be paid to the agency’s SES staff members in 2016; 
(e) what was the total cost of non-salary benefits paid to the agency’s SES staff members in each 

of 2010, 2011, 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015; 
(f) what is the assumed increase in the SES salary costs over each year of 2016/17, 2017/18 and 2018/19; 

and 
(g) what is the assumed increase in the SES non-salary costs over each year of 2016/17, 2017/18 

and 2018/19? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a)–(g) Please refer to the response to Question on Notice number 5339. 

POLICE — TUNG TRAN 
5355. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the recent withdrawal of charges against Mr Tung Tran shortly due to go to trial, and I ask: 
(a) what was the reason for discontinuing the case; 
(b) when was the CCTV of the incident obtained by police; 
(c) when was the CCTV of the incident first viewed by WA Police; 
(d) when was the prosecution brief first referred to the Director of Public Prosecutions; 
(e) when was the CCTV footage first viewed by DPP officer/s; 
(f) were representations made to police or the DPP or directly to yourself to discontinue the case on the 

basis that Mr Tran was a victim and not an offender; and 
(g) if so, when were these representations received and when were they responded to? 
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Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a) A review by the WA Police Senior Solicitor and Prosecuting Services Division made the decision the 

prosecution would be discontinued due to no prospect of conviction as the charges could not be proved 
beyond a reasonable doubt. 

(b) 7 April 2015. 
(c) 6 April 2015. 
(d) The Office of the Director of Public Prosecutions (DPP) was not involved in the prosecution. The 

matter was conducted by WA Police, Police Prosecuting Division. 
(e) Not applicable 
(f) Yes 
(g) Prosecuting Services Division received correspondence from Mr Tran’s legal representative, Nigams 

Legal – Barristers and Solicitors, dated 10 August 2015. The Senior Solicitor, Prosecuting Services 
Division, responded to Nigams Legal on 20 November 2015. 

POLICE — YOUNG OFFENDERS — CHARGED 
5373. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Police: 
For each of the calendar years 2012, 2013, 2014 and 2015 (year to date), how many young offenders were 
charged by WA police? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
WA Police record the investigations and processing of young offenders, aged between 10 and 17, through the 
Incident Management System. The processing types for young offenders include: 
‘Arrest’; 
‘Cautioned – Juvenile (Oral)’; 
‘Cautioned – Juvenile (Written)’; 
‘Drug Diversion (Cannabis Intervention Requirement)’; 
‘Gen/Crime Charge Preferred’; 
‘Infringement – Traffic’; 
‘Notice to Attend’; 
‘Referred to JJT’; 
‘Statute Barred’; and 
‘Summonsed’. 
The number of young offenders processed by WA Police is reflected in the below table: 

Year Processed Young Offenders Processed 
2012 7 737 
2013 7 023 
2014 6 390 
2015 6 440 

Caveat: An offender is counted once per year regardless of the number of processing incidents, but the same 
offender may be counted across multiple years. 

POLICE — YOUNG OFFENDERS — JUVENILE JUSTICE REFERRALS 
5374. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Police: 
In each of the  calendar years 2013, 2014 and 2015 (year to date), how many young offenders were referred to 
juvenile justice teams by police? 
Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 

Calendar Year Number of Offenders aged 10 to 17 referred to Juvenile Justice Teams 
2013 893 
2014 812 
2015 868 
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Notes: 

The data is based upon the date the offence was processed and is for processed offences between 
01 January 2013 to 31 December 2015. 

Offenders referred to the Juvenile Justice Team (JJT) are counted once per year, regardless of the number of 
referrals accrued. 

Only the outcome ‘Referred to JJT’ was used to define the data from Frontline Information Management System. 

EDUCATION — BANKSIA GROVE — PRIMARY SCHOOL LAND 

5386. Ms R. Saffioti to the minister representing the Minister for Education: 
I refer to the Banksia Grove suburb and ask: 

(a) has the Government purchased any land for new primary schools in Banksia Grove, and if yes what is 
the location of this land; and 

(b) has the Government committed funding for a new school in Banksia Grove, and if no, when is the 
Government planning to build a new primary school in Banksia Grove? 

Mrs L.M. Harvey replied: 
(a) Two sites have been earmarked for future new primary schools in Banksia Grove. They are: 

Banksia Grove West located on the corner of Grandis Boulevard and Joseph Banks Boulevard. This site 
is held in the name of the Minister for Education and it was transferred free of cost; and  

Banksia Grove East located on the corner of Elderiana Link and Alpine Promenade. This site has not 
yet been transferred from the Housing Authority to the Minister for Education. It will be transferred free 
of cost at a later date.  

(b) No funding has been committed to construct a new primary school in Banksia Grove at present. The 
Department will continue to monitor enrolments and housing developments to determine when new 
schools are required. 

__________ 
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