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

SOUTH BEACH — PRESERVATION 
Petition 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle) [12.01 pm]: I present a petition from 124 petitioners regarding South Beach 
requesting — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of Western 
Australia in Parliament assembled. 
South Beach is widely used and highly valued by the local and wider community. With the Sailing 
Club, Fishing Boat Harbour and marine industries taking up most of the City of Fremantle coastline, 
South Beach and Bathers Beach are the only remaining swimming beaches in the Fremantle area. 

South Beach and its pristine ocean environment has been subject to numerous threats in recent years, 
most recently a proposal by the Fremantle Sailing Club to build a 75 metre launching ramp off the coast 
of South Beach. 

We, the undersigned, call on the State Government to resist further encroachment of development on or 
offshore from the South Beach coastline. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to ensure the preservation of South Beach and its natural 
surrounds.  

[See petition 20.] 

WILLIAM PATRICK MITCHELL — PAROLE 
Petition 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [12.02 pm]: I present a petition from 1 493 petitioners regarding the release 
of William Patrick Mitchell and requesting — 

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 William Patrick Mitchell who committed the violent murders of a mother 
and her two daughters aged seven and five and her sixteen year old son at Greenough in February 1993, 
should not be granted parole, but be imprisoned for the term of his natural life. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to ensure that William Patrick Mitchell is never released from 
prison. 

[See petition 21.] 

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

SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSIONER — BUILDING MANAGEMENT AND WORKS —  
CONSTRUCTION SUBCONTRACTOR INVESTIGATION 

Statement by Minister for Finance 
DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Minister for Finance) [12.04 pm]: I am pleased to release the Small Business 
Commissioner’s report on the construction subcontractor investigation, which examined the extent of 
subcontractor non-payment on construction contracts administered by the Department of Finance’s Building 
Management and Works division over the period October 2008 to October 2012. The commissioner identified 
110 subcontractors claiming losses of $8.1 million on BMW contracts following the insolvency of seven BMW 
pre-qualified head contractors. The commissioner noted that non-payment issues extended to the whole 
construction industry, with another 69 subcontractors coming forward during the investigation claiming losses of 
an additional $6.5 million from non–BMW administered contracts, such as local government and private school 
projects. The report noted that BMW’s workload was doubled as a result of the federal government’s Building 
the Education Revolution stimulus package and that there was a significant downturn in the industry once the 
stimulus package ended, which contributed to the insolvencies. All the commissioner’s recommendations are 
supported by the government and will be implemented, as they will improve BMW’s processes, provide greater 
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protection for subcontractors and pave the way for a more robust building and construction industry. Although 
the government acknowledges that it bears no legal liability to any subcontractor for losses sustained as a result 
of head contractor insolvency under a BMW contract, the state government does recognise that subcontractors 
who have come forward during the investigation have suffered hardship. As a result, I am pleased to announce 
that the state government will establish a $5 million ex gratia fund to provide relief for the 110 subcontractors 
identified in the report who were caught up in the insolvencies of the seven BMW head contractors. The fund 
will be administered by RiskCover, and affected subcontractors will be entitled to receive 50 per cent of their 
verified claims, less any reimbursements subcontractors may have already received. I have instructed BMW to 
commence a trial of project bank accounts on a range of its contracts. Project bank accounts have trust status and 
as such, project funds are quarantined from insolvency issues. Project bank accounts have been used successfully 
in the United Kingdom and are being trialled in New South Wales. They are a significant initiative. In addition, 
we will instigate a review of the Construction Contracts Act 2004 to enhance the existing security of payment 
measures and rapid adjudication process, and we will increase educational resources to ensure that industry 
participants are better aware of their rights and responsibilities in payment disputes. The state government 
acknowledges that these changes will not prevent head contractor insolvencies from occurring in the future. 
However, they will provide better protection to subcontractors who play such a vital role in our state’s 
construction industry. 

[See paper 419.] 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN INDUSTRY AND EXPORT AWARDS 
Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.07 pm]: I would like to inform the house that I 
represented the Minister for Commerce at the 2013 Western Australian Industry and Export Awards. Open to 
Western Australian businesses, large and small, and achieving exceptional outcomes locally, nationally and 
internationally, the Western Australian Industry and Export Awards were created to recognise business success 
and the innovative spirit needed to reach new markets in a constantly changing global business environment. The 
awards have been firmly established as one of the state’s most prestigious business awards and accolades. They 
provide businesses from across the state with the opportunity to highlight and receive recognition for the 
excellent contribution that individual WA businesses make to the state’s economy. The awards reflect the 
importance of industry and exports to the state’s economic development. Representing the Minister for 
Commerce, I attended the first event of the 2013 WA awards program, held on 28 May. The format was an 
information and networking evening to which past finalists and winners, together with companies interested in 
entering this year’s awards, were invited. I delivered a speech on behalf of the minister in which their collective 
efforts were recognised and urged all companies present to enter the 2013 program. Companies were provided 
with an overview of the awards program and were able to ask questions ranging from general ideas and issues to 
which categories they should apply for. I understand that a number of those companies have since taken the next 
step to commence their nominations, and we are hopeful that there will be several new and innovative companies 
taking part this year. Featuring three industry and 12 export categories, in addition to the Premier’s award for 
overall excellence, the awards provide an impressive showcase of WA business capability and success.  

The WA awards are celebrating their twenty-fifth anniversary this year, and over that time they have highlighted 
not just the major well-known companies on St Georges Terrace, but also successful medium and smaller sized 
companies from the suburbs and regional Western Australia. Export award winners at state level will 
automatically progress as finalists to the fifty-first Australian Export Awards program, which are organised by 
Austrade and the Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry and which will increase their national and 
international exposure. Western Australia has been successful at the national level over the years, with 
38 winners since 1988. This is an excellent record for a state that has only 10 per cent of the population. 

The WA Industry and Export Awards are coordinated by the Department of Commerce and sponsored by 
AusIndustry, the Australia and New Zealand Banking Group Ltd, Austrade, Chevron Australia, Export Finance 
and Insurance Corporation, Fremantle Ports, Lavan Legal, Rio Tinto and The West Australian. 

STATE AGREEMENTS LEGISLATION REPEAL BILL 2013 
Assent 

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

COAL INDUSTRY SUPERANNUATION AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Minister for Mines and Petroleum, and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 
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Second Reading 
MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [12.11 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The principal act that the bill proposes to amend is the Coal Industry Superannuation Act 1989, which relates to 
coalminers in Western Australia. The act allows for the provision of a superannuation scheme for coalminers 
employed in the coalmining industry in Western Australia and its administration by the Coal Industry 
Superannuation Board. The original legislation was the Coal Mine Workers (Pensions) Act 1943, which 
provided pensions for coalminers from age 60—the age at which they had to compulsorily retire—until they 
were eligible for the federal age pension at age 65. 

That legislation was repealed and replaced by the Coal Industry Superannuation Act in 1990 to comply with 
federal government changes in superannuation. Following extensive consultation between the Coal Industry 
Superannuation Board, the coalmining unions, the coalmining companies and the Coal Industry Superannuation 
Board’s actuary, it was proposed to amend the Coal Industry Superannuation Act 1989. 
The major reasons for the amendments are to allow for a successor fund transfer in order to merge the Coal 
Industry Superannuation Fund with another federal government–complying superannuation fund, to terminate 
the Coal Industry Superannuation Board, to maintain the defined benefit structure under the legislation and to 
provide for a full review of the legislation by the Department of Treasury within three years of proclamation. 
Federal government regulatory changes to superannuation come into force on 1 July 2013. These changes 
include: Stronger Super, which was introduced following the Cooper review; SuperStream, which requires more 
efficient administration systems; revised Australian Securities and Investments Commission disclosure 
requirements; and additional Australian Prudential Regulation Authority reporting requirements. These changes 
will cause significant additional costs, both initially and going forward, for superannuation funds. 

In light of the impending changes, the Coal Industry Superannuation Board began a strategic review of the 
operations of the Coal Industry Superannuation Fund, in consultation with PricewaterhouseCoopers, about 
12 months ago. The review was considered necessary in order to assess the impact of the regulatory changes on 
member benefits over the foreseeable future. The Coal Industry Superannuation Fund has an asset base of 
approximately $185 million and a membership of approximately 750 active members and 450 retained 
members—a very small fund by today’s standards. To comply with just the SuperStream and Australian 
Prudential Regulation Authority reporting changes would require a significant upgrade to its existing 
administration system and incur a cost in excess of $500 000, which is a significant amount for such a small 
fund. In addition, ongoing compliance costs were significant, with the review indicating that by merging with 
another fund, savings of up to $250 000 per annum could be achieved. It was therefore concluded that it would 
be in the best interests of members to pursue a merger with a larger superannuation fund. 
The Coal Industry Superannuation Fund currently provides both defined benefits and accumulation benefits. The 
defined benefit arrangement is considered extremely beneficial by the members and the respective unions, 
especially as members’ benefits were not impacted in recent years during the global financial crisis, when 
investment markets were in turmoil and investment returns poor. It was therefore requested that provisions to 
provide for the defined benefit arrangement be protected in the future and included in an amended Coal Industry 
Superannuation Act and regulations. 
Under the requirements of federal superannuation law, in order for a successor fund transfer to occur, the trustee 
of a superannuation fund must be able to satisfy itself on two major criteria before the transfer can proceed: 
firstly, that the transfer will provide members with equivalent rights in respect of benefits transferred—that is, 
the retention of the defined benefit structure; and secondly, that the transfer is in the best interest of its members, 
which is what the review conducted for the Coal Industry Superannuation Board clearly indicated. The Coal 
Industry Superannuation Board sought legal advice to ensure that these two criteria would be met by the 
proposed amendments. 
The need for state legislation to remain was fully investigated by the Coal Industry Superannuation Board in 
consultation with the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and Department of Treasury. It was agreed that, 
due to the current restructuring and ownership changes of the coal industry in Western Australia, a repeal of the 
act is not recommended at this time. However, it was agreed that a review of the legislation would be undertaken 
within three years from the date of proclamation. The review will be undertaken by Treasury to specifically 
address the legislative restriction compelling current and future coal industry employers to contribute to a 
superannuation fund, following the proposed merger and winding up of the Coal Industry Superannuation Board. 

Other amendments included in the bill are to terminate the Coal Industry Superannuation Board, as its function 
will no longer be required once the successor fund transfer is finalised. Further amendments are of a minor 
nature, mainly to remove sections of the act that are no longer required. Part 1 of the bill deals with the short title 
and commencement day on which the act will receive royal assent. Part 2 of the bill deals with the immediate 
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amendments required to allow for the successor fund transfer of the Coal Industry Superannuation Fund to 
another federal government–complying superannuation fund, which will commence the day following royal 
assent in part 1. Part 3 of the bill deals with the amendments when superannuation rules are made by the 
successor fund to allow for the transfer and the transfer agreement is entered into with the Coal Industry 
Superannuation Fund. The coal industry superannuation regulations will include a commencement provision to 
come into operation when part 4 of the amendment bill commences. Part 4 deals with amendments when benefits 
are transferred. This outlines the practical requirements for the actual transfer from the Coal Industry 
Superannuation Fund to the successor fund transfer superannuation fund on and after the day of transfer. Part 5 
of the bill deals with amendments following the successor fund transfer to wind up the Coal Industry 
Superannuation Board. 
I commend the bill to the house. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms S.F. McGurk. 

DOG AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Minister for Local Government, and read a first time. 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 
MR A.J. SIMPSON (Darling Range — Minister for Local Government) [12.18 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
I am pleased to introduce the Dog Amendment Bill 2013. The former Minister for Local Government introduced 
the Dog Amendment Bill 2012, which unfortunately was not passed by the time Parliament rose for the 2013 
election and subsequently lapsed. This government and I feel strongly about the need to update the 1976 act to 
provide greater protection to the community by tightening the provisions relating to dangerous dogs and to 
enable local governments to more effectively deal with nuisance behaviour. I therefore rise to introduce a 2013 
bill to amend the Dog Act 1976. 
This bill introduces amendments in the following key areas: improving community safety through increased 
controls over dangerous dogs and higher penalties, encouraging more responsible dog ownership; enabling 
nuisance, including nuisance barking, to be more effectively dealt with; recognition of assistance dogs as an 
extension of the guide dog provisions; and meeting changing community expectations in areas such as 
microchipping, lifetime dog registrations and impounding provisions. The community remains concerned about 
dog attacks and irresponsible dog ownership. 
Dangerous dogs can be of any breed; however, some breeds are more prone to attack than others. This bill brings 
together the current provisions covering restricted breeds, currently contained in regulations, into the Dog Act. 
This bill will ban the sale, purchase, transfer, breeding and advertising of dangerous dogs which are restricted 
breeds. That will include the American pit bull. Provisions in the bill will require those dogs to be sterilised and 
microchipped within 30 days of this legislation taking effect. There is no intention, however, to require the 
destruction of restricted breed dogs that are not registered, as is the case in Victoria. The emphasis in the 
Western Australian legislation is on responsible dog ownership. 
This bill also expands the interpretation of dangerous dogs to include commercial security dogs, which by the 
very nature of the industry require those dogs to be specifically trained to demonstrate aggressive behaviour 
when working. Individual dogs can also attack or exhibit threatening behaviour and local governments have the 
power to declare those dogs dangerous on an individual basis. 
Owners of all three classes of dangerous dogs will be required to follow mandatory control provisions, including 
putting up warning signs, keeping those dogs muzzled and leashed when outside prescribed enclosures—which 
will have to be child-proofed—and ensuring the dog wears a prescribed collar which identifies it as a dangerous 
dog. 
The bill increases penalties for all offences under the act and specifically targets dangerous dogs irrespective of 
breed. The bill provides minimum penalties for offences in relation to dangerous dogs, with all other penalties 
listed being the maximum a court can impose. The bill also makes it a criminal offence where a dangerous dog 
kills a person or puts a person’s life in danger, which may result in imprisonment for up to 10 years. 

The bill also improves the ability of a local government to more effectively deal with the nuisance caused by 
barking dogs by enabling rangers to take remedial action on a single nuisance dog barking complaint where they 
are satisfied an offence has occurred. The amendments also provide rangers with additional enforcement tools, 
such as the capacity to issue infringement notices or on-the-spot fines and to escalate enforcement measures if 
the nuisance is not controlled or abated. 
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The Western Australian Dog Act has a long history of supporting people with disabilities and continues to 
underpin the government’s disability access and inclusion policy for people with disabilities in our community. 
The bill clarifies and expands on provisions applicable for guide dogs to recognise and accommodate the new 
types of appropriately trained assistance dogs now commonly used by people with a range of disabilities in our 
community. These provisions give all assistance dogs the right to access public places, buildings and transport 
with their owners. 

The bill also acknowledges advances in dog behaviour management and training, allowing appropriately 
retrained, retired racing greyhounds to return to the community as household pets without being required to wear 
a muzzle. Greyhounds WA and the Western Australian division of the Australian Veterinary Association have 
lent their support to this significant achievement, which will prevent the euthanasia of hundreds of greyhounds 
which are retired from or are unfit for racing. 
Attitudes to dog ownership and behavioural changes are fundamentally important to the success of this 
legislative reform; increased penalties for offences are but one solution and education is another. Many dog 
owners act and behave responsibly. For the minority of dog owners who are convicted of an offence, this bill 
will enable the courts to impose a requirement on them to attend and complete an approved dog training course 
with their dog in place of, or in addition to, a penalty or fine. 

As an added safeguard, the bill will require, from 1 November 2013, all new dogs to be microchipped for the 
purpose of identification and registration. Registered dogs that are transferred to new owners after 1 November 
2013 will need to be microchipped before they are sold or transferred. All dogs will be required to be 
microchipped by 1 November 2015, providing a two-year lead time for existing owners and their dogs. 
Microchipping of dogs will assist local governments to readily identify lost and stray dogs and to quickly reunite 
them with their owners, thereby reducing the period of impoundment and overall costs and inconvenience to 
owners. Where the owner of a dog is identifiable, the local government will be required to hold the dog for a 
period of seven days unless claimed earlier, rather than the existing three days. 
This bill has been more than 10 years in development. The consultation phase resulted in 1 500 submissions 
from the public. There is widespread and extensive support for the proposed amendments. The Western 
Australian Local Government Association, Local Government Managers Australia, the WA Rangers 
Association, Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals WA and other key stakeholder groups are 
keen to see changes to the act introduced. This bill will enhance responsible dog ownership and increase 
community safety, amenity and inclusion. 

I commend the bill to the house.  
Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms S.F. McGurk. 

PETROLEUM AND GEOTHERMAL ENERGY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 June. 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [12.25 pm]: I rise to address the Petroleum Geothermal Energy Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2013. This bill addresses the whole issue of geosequestration of carbon dioxide, and as a 
member who is keenly interested in environmental issues and with a background in agricultural science, I would 
like to make a contribution to this debate. This bill will regulate the geosequestration of carbon dioxide should 
that become necessary. It may also be that what the bill allows for may not happen to any significant degree, 
because although many people believe that man-made CO2  is driving climate change—usually referred to as 
anthropogenic global warning—that hypothesis is far from settled scientifically. Many people will say that the 
science is settled, but as a person with a scientific background that statement rings alarm bells, because when one 
says the science is settled, one is saying that there is no room for debate on this issue anymore.  

I would like to turn to the matter of greenhouse gases. Interestingly, water vapour is by far the principal 
greenhouse gas. I quote from “Mankind has an insignificant impact on the climate of planet Earth”, a paper by 
Dr Jay Lehr, which states — 

… the portion of the Earth’s greenhouse gas envelope contributed by man is barely one tenth of 
one per cent of the total. 

That is, the total of greenhouse gas. He continues — 
Do the numbers yourself: CO2  is no more than 4% of the total (with water vapour being over 90% 
followed by methane and sulphur and nitrous oxides). 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Have you got an Alan Jones quote coming up?   
Mr P. ABETZ: No. The paper continues — 

Of that 4%, man contributes only a little over 3%. Elementary school arithmetic — 
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Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected.   

The SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells! 
Mr P. ABETZ: This reflects the fact that scientific debate is needed. Name calling is not needed.  
Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected.  
Mr P. ABETZ: In that case, the member for Gosnells should listen.   
The SPEAKER: I call the member for Gosnells to order for the first time. If he wants to make a speech, he can 
make a speech or he can ask questions. 
Mr P. ABETZ: Thank you, Mr Speaker.   
Mr C.J. Tallentire: The member should listen to what other people have said in this place instead of wasting the 
Parliament’s time.  
The SPEAKER: I call the member for Gosnells to order for the second time.  

Mr P. ABETZ: I listened in silence to the member for Gosnells’ speech last night so I would appreciate him 
doing likewise. Dr Lehr also states — 

Elementary school arithmetic says that 3% of 4% is 0.12% and for that we are sentencing the planet to a 
wealth of damaging economic impacts. 

My search for answers started when I was a student at the University of Tasmania in the early 1970s. At that 
time the big environmental issue, which was particularly interesting to me as an agricultural science student, was 
that if we kept draining swamps, we would head towards a new ice age because swamps produce a massive 
amount of methane, which is an important greenhouse gas, and if the gas was not produced, the world would get 
colder and colder. Dr Richard Jones told us back in the early 1970s that the science was settled. Was it? 
Obviously that settled science became incredibly unsettled. Whenever I hear that the science is settled, I always 
ask myself what is going on. One of the sad things in this debate is that it is so easy to label people as sceptics 
and deniers, which have very negative connotations. I put it to the house that all of us, particularly scientists, 
always ought to be sceptics. Although I certainly am not a fan of Stephen Hawking’s religious views, an 
excellent quote from him is — 

The theory always comes first, put forward from the desire to have a beautiful and consistent 
mathematical model. The theory then makes predictions which can then be tested by observation. If the 
observations agree with the predictions, that doesn’t prove the theory but the theory survives to make 
further predictions, which are again tested against observation. If the observations don’t agree with the 
predictions, one abandons the theory and tries to find something different. 

In March, the British Met Office called a conference to discuss the disappointing weather. It was disappointing 
because all their predictions about the winters for the past 10 years did not come true. One would think that a 
real scientist would ask whether the theory and the hypothesis were right and perhaps suggest that the models 
needed to be rejigged, but the British Met Office said that the weather was disappointing! I suggest that the 
hypothesis was disappointing. To highlight the quality of what has been going on, Tim Flannery, who was made 
Chief Commissioner of the Climate Commission, predicted in 2005 that Sydney’s dams could be dry in as little 
as two years because global warming was drying up the rains, leaving the city facing extreme water difficulties. 
Sydney’s water levels are not drying; in 2011, its dams were 73 per cent full. In 2008, Tim Flannery said that the 
water problem for Adelaide was so severe that it may run out of water by early 2009. In 2011, the dams were 77 
per cent full. In 2007, Tim Flannery predicted that cities such as Brisbane would never again have dam-filling 
rains as global warming, he said, had caused a 20 per cent decrease in rainfall in some areas and made the soil so 
hot that even the rain that fell would not fill the dam and river systems. In 2011, the Murray–Darling Basin was 
flooding. Most of us remember the floods in Brisbane. The dams overflowed, yet they were never supposed to 
fill up any more. That is interesting. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
Point of Order 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: I refer to standing orders 95 and 96—No noise or interruption of debate. Standing order 95 
states — 

Members will not converse noisily or otherwise disturb the proceedings. 
And standing order 96 states — 

A member may only interrupt another member to call attention to a point of order … 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Mandurah. I call you to order for the first time. Continue with your 
point of order, member for Jandakot. 
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Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Just because members opposite do not like what the member for Southern River is saying, 
it does not mean they can continue to interject. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You’re the biggest person who interrupts in this place. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You’re a hypocrite. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: The member for Mandurah just called me a hypocrite and he knows that is 
unparliamentary. 

The SPEAKER: I call the member for Mandurah to order for the third time and I remind him of standing order 
48, which I will read out to him if I call him to order again. Has the member for Jandakot finished? 
Mr J.M. FRANCIS: No, I ask you to ask the member for Mandurah to withdraw that interjection. 

The SPEAKER: I do not know what the member said. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: He quite clearly called me a hypocrite. He knows that is unparliamentary and that it is not 
correct and I ask that you ask him to withdraw it, Mr Speaker. 

Mr P.B. Watson: Settle down, you little sook. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Have the guts to withdraw it. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Albany, I call you to order for the first time. This is getting out of order for no 
reason whatsoever. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr P. ABETZ: I thank you for your protection, Mr Speaker. 

I will leave the failed predictions of Tim Flannery for now. We are continually bombarded with unsubstantiated 
predictions that have failed to come true. How many times were we told in the early 2000s that the dams in the 
Murray–Darling irrigation catchment would never be filled again? We were told that the whole system was 
dying but it has been massively flooding. Predictions have been made based on computer models that certain 
people have developed. The problem with computers, as they say, is bulldust in, bulldust out. It is what is put in 
and the program that is run that is the problem. We must ask ourselves what is going on. This problem is 
happening in not only Australia, but also Germany. Parts of Germany have been flooded. The so-called climate 
change researchers predicted that Germany, and particularly East Germany, which has been flooded, was 
supposed to dry out and agriculture was supposed to fail due to a lack of water. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Are you saying there is no problem? 

Mr P. ABETZ: I am just presenting the evidence and asking people to be sceptical and to think about what the 
data tells us. As scientists, we need to ask what is actually happening. Although people may come up with a 
hypothesis, if that hypothesis is no longer consistent with the data, we need to change the hypothesis until we 
come up with a model that explains the things that are observed. 
Closer to Australia, David Evans wrote — 

I devoted six years to carbon accounting, building models for the Australian Greenhouse Office. I am 
the rocket scientist who wrote the carbon accounting model (FullCAM) that measures Australia’s 
compliance with the Kyoto Protocol, in the land use change and forestry sector. 

He ended up leaving that office because he said that the greenhouse signature was missing. The fact that the 
climate is changing is not up for debate; that is something we can measure and see. We can see that we are 
getting less rainfall in the south west of Western Australia. That is measurable. That is scientific evidence. The 
question we need to ask is what is actually causing that. The popularised hypothesis has been that it is man-made 
CO2 that is driving climate change. Sadly, the evidence for that is patchy at the very best. I was very interested to 
learn that CO2 was driving climate change when it was first hypothesised. I must admit that I actually believed 
that was a reasonable explanation. The climate is changing but my question was always how we knew it is 
caused by CO2 because it is not the sort of thing that can be measured in a laboratory because the climate has so 
many feedback loops and so on. What is driving climate change? That is a legitimate question that needs to be 
asked. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Do you acknowledge that there are 400 parts per million atmospheric CO2 content? That is 
an absolute record. In the history of humanity, we have never had to face that level. 
Mr P. ABETZ: In the time of the dinosaurs, we had 4 000-plus parts per million in the atmosphere. The 
interesting thing is that was when plant growth was most prolific.  
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Because of the increase in CO2 levels, it is estimated that there has been a five per cent increase in the 
productivity of our forests and wheat crops. Members may know that the Dutch glasshouse growers used to put 
bales of hay in their glasshouses and allow them to rot, because that would build up the CO2 level and they 
would get a much better crop. So we could say that adding CO2 to the atmosphere in a sense fertilises the 
atmosphere. That is part of what members need to understand. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: As an agricultural scientist, you would be aware that that experiment is a gross 
simplification of what goes on in the biosphere. But if you take that example, though, you do not get an increase 
in productivity for a wheat crop; you actually get a drop in the protein content.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Gosnells, this is becoming a speech within a speech.   

Mr C.J. Tallentire: The member for Southern River is wanting to debate it. He is asking for debate. He is 
saying we need a debate. 

The SPEAKER: I am going to direct you, member for Southern River, to direct your comments to the Chair and 
to continue with your speech. 

Mr P. ABETZ: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker; I shall do that. 

To get back to David Evans, who was involved in the measuring of greenhouse gases, he talks about how the 
signature of a greenhouse effect is missing and says — 

The signature of an increased greenhouse effect is a hot spot about 10km up in the atmosphere over the 
tropics We have been measuring the atmosphere for decades using radiosondes: weather balloons with 
thermometers that radio back the temperature as the balloon ascends through the atmosphere. They 
show no hot spot. Whatsoever. 

If there is no hot spot then an increased greenhouse effect is not the cause of global warming. 

There is plenty of evidence that climate has changed. I am not saying there has been no change to climate. 
Indeed, there has been change to climate for centuries. Climate fluctuates. There was a warm period in Europe 
between the 1200s and the 1400s when wheat was grown on the highlands of Scotland. One of the reasons that 
the Romans were said to have left Great Britain was because it started to get too cold for them. Climate keeps 
changing; there is no question about that.  

Another interesting point is that those who argue strongly that man-made CO2 is the driver of climate change 
have not addressed the fact that volcanoes contribute a massive amount of CO2 to the atmosphere. According to a 
paper titled “Volcanic Carbon Dioxide” by Timothy Casey, who is a consulting geologist —  

Deepening the apparent mystery of total volcanogenic CO2 emission, there is no magic fingerprint with 
which to identify industrially produced CO2 as volcanic CO2 is isotopically identical. … Furthermore, 
the discovery of a surprising number of submarine volcanoes highlights the underestimation of global 
volcanism and provides a loose basis for an estimate that may partly explain … rising atmospheric 
carbon dioxide levels … 

He says also — 

… we cannot glibly assume that the increase of atmospheric CO2 is exclusively anthropogenic. 

He goes on to say—I will not bore members with all the details — 

Oldoinyo Lengai — 

I am not sure whether I have pronounced that correctly — 

is an example of a continental rift zone volcano, which has above average CO2 outgassing at 
2.64 megatons of CO2 or 720 KtC per annum …  

That is just one volcano that is pumping out that amount of CO2. The figures indicate that volcanoes generate far 
more CO2 a year than is generated by all of man-made activity. That helps to put things into some perspective.  
Many leading climate scientists are beginning to admit that their worst fears about global warming will not be 
realised. I have a quote here dated 17 March, so this is very recent — 

Academics are revising their views after acknowledging the miscalculation. Last night Myles Allen, 
Oxford University’s Professor of Geosystem Science, said that until recently he believed the world 
might be on course for a catastrophic temperature rise of more than five degrees this century. 

The article goes on to say that Professor Allen now says that the odds have come down, and that warming is 
likely to be significantly lower, which means that the higher estimates are now “looking iffy”. The graph in the 
article confirms that there has been no statistically significant increase in the world’s average temperature since 
January 1997. 
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So the climate people agree that between 1997 and the present, there has not been an increase in world 
temperature. Yet CO2 levels keep going up, little by little, because of what mankind does; there is no question 
that we contribute to CO2. levels. However, most of the CO2 comes from fossil fuels. Fossil fuels come from 
plant material that used to grow on the earth. Geologists tell us that in the days of the dinosaurs, the CO2 level 
was around 4 000 parts per million and plants grew exceedingly well. So we certainly have some question marks 
around that theory.  

That draws me back to this bill. Despite all the name calling that those who support the anthropogenic theory of 
climate change do of people who disagree with them, I believe the tide has turned significantly in the scientific 
community and in the wider community and that within five or 10 years, people will look back and say that this 
whole hype about how man-made CO2 is driving climate change was one of the biggest cons that has been 
foisted upon us. I could be proved wrong. But that is the nature of science. We should let the science speak. We 
should not engage in name calling. We should get the facts and keep trying to work out what is actually 
happening. 

[Member’s time extended.]  

Mr P. ABETZ: As I have mentioned before, since 1997 there has been no significant increase in global surface 
temperatures. Professor Judith Curry, in her testimony to a United States House of Representatives 
subcommittee, said that the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change fourth assessment report, published in 
2007, made the following key statement — 

Warming of the climate system is unequivocal ... Most of the observed increase in global average 
temperatures since the mid-20th century is very likely due to the observed increase in anthropogenic 
greenhouse gas concentrations … For the next two decades, a warming of about 0.2°C per decade is 
projected for a range of SRES emissions scenarios.  

But we then get the problem that there has not been any warming since 1997. Professor Curry’s credentials are 
unimpeachable. She is chair of the School of Earth and Atmospheric Sciences at Georgia Institute of 
Technology. The lowest CO2 levels that have ever been recorded—they get that out of ice cores—is 270 parts 
per million. We are now at 385 parts per million. So we have a long way to go to get up to the dinosaur age 
level. 

Mr D.J. Kelly: It is 400. 

Mr P. ABETZ: Okay. Perhaps this figure is slightly out of date. It does vary a bit, because the CO2 does not mix 
all that evenly; over industrialised countries, it would probably be a bit higher. 
One of the other interesting things is that the evidence suggests that CO2 levels follow temperature, not the other 
way around. As the temperature increases, massive amounts of CO2 that have been dissolved in the ocean are 
given off. For example, when a fizzy soft drink gets warm, it bubbles out. A slight increase in temperature results 
in a massive release of CO2 from the oceans. Many volcanoes under the ocean spew out CO2, which is absorbed 
into the ocean, and if the ocean warms a little, there is a massive increase in the amount of CO2 released. David 
Archibald, an Australian scientist, has also shown a remarkable correlation between the sun’s activity and our 
climate over the past 300 years. David Whitehouse, an astrophysicist, stated the obvious when he said that, in 
retrospect, nobody predicted that in the age of global warming, the annual average global temperature would 
remain unchanged for so long. 
Some interesting work is being done. The deeper green colour in satellite photos taken across the world since the 
1980s shows that there has been a slight increase in the level of carbon dioxide in the air, and this has had a 
fertilisation effect. That is an interesting sideline. 

Many members in this house would know David Bellamy, who frequently appeared in nature programs on the 
BBC. Have members noticed that he has not been on television for a long time? Do members know why? He 
tells us that his stance on climate change ended his television career. He was game enough to ask the question 
and to say that he does not believe the science that man-made CO2 is driving climate change stacks up. So he 
was chopped. That is what has been happening, and that is not the way to do science—to silence people who 
have a differing view. I believe that truth always wins out; it may take a long time, but in the end truth wins out. 
If people are too scared to have their ideas tested in public debate and want to call other people names and not 
engage in debate on the issues, they certainly have something to —  

Mr D.J. Kelly: There’s a lot of name calling on both sides. 

Mr P. ABETZ: I am saying that we need to discuss the science. I hope members have noticed that I have not 
called anybody a name; I want to deal purely with the scientific facts. Let us get to the facts. Science is one of 
those things that develop over time. There was an item on the news the other night about the researchers who are 
trying to develop drugs for the amyloids that form in Alzheimer’s disease. They have now discovered that it is a 
dead-end alley. That is the nature of science. Sometimes we think we are on to something and we pursue it, but 
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as we get more information, we realise that that is not the way it works, so we backtrack and try something else 
until we come to an explanation that does justice to all the facts. We cannot change the facts, but we can change 
our theory. Unfortunately, anybody who dares ask a question in the debate about anthropogenic man-made CO2 
driving climate change gets pigeonholed as a denier or a sceptic and is told that they are not facing reality. We 
need to take it seriously because many high-calibre scientists have put out papers and argued the case. 

If CO2 is in fact driving climate change and we believe that that change is deleterious, there are solutions. I am a 
keen advocate of one of those solutions. We could grow enough sugar cane and sorghum in the uncultivated 
areas of Australia to produce alcohol to fuel our national fleet and still have about 50 per cent left over for 
export, even if we had a bad season. With the fermentation process, the CO2 could be bubbled through ponds 
with particular algae, which could then be harvested to produce biodiesel. There are lots of technologies that 
could be used to address the issue. These types of biofuels certainly have a great attraction to me as an 
agricultural scientist. I understand a little about it, and I think it is well worth pursuing. 

The proponents of the hypothesis that man-made CO2 is driving climate change say that it will affect poor people 
the most. Professor Imberger from the University of Western Australia, who believes that man-made CO2 is 
driving climate change—he is not a sceptic—says that it is too hard to reduce it and that we would be much 
better off investing money in ameliorating the effects of it. One of the greatest benefits we could give to the 
environment would be to reduce poverty, because poor people are most worried about where their next feed will 
come from and what will happen to their kids tomorrow. If people are not living in poverty and have sufficient 
food and shelter, they are much more concerned about the environment. I believe that if the massive amount of 
capital that is being invested in climate change research—I do not want to in any way minimise the need for 
research—and the so-called mitigation strategies were invested in addressing world poverty, there would be a far 
greater outcome for our environment. 

I support the legislation. I doubt whether it will be put to much use in the coming years, but I am glad that the 
bill does not commit our government to any significant expenditure. 

MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [12.57 pm]: I am glad that the previous speaker clarified his position on 
the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Legislation Amendment Bill 2013 in the end. With that much ranting and 
changing of direction, I was not quite sure of his position. He commended the bill to the house, so I will follow 
on and also support the bill, but with caution. As has been said, changes happen along the way and we must be 
able to change with a bill. In some cases, we have to change a lot quicker than happens in this place at times. 
Sometimes it takes many years to change legislation. 

I will localise my support for this bill. I was chairman of the Coal Futures Group when Labor was in government 
and $10 million was granted by the Gallop government to look at ways to reduce the carbon footprint of the 
Collie area and also to create jobs in the industry in that area. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington, can you just give the member for Collie–Preston a chance. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: That has been followed through. Unfortunately, when Labor lost government, the Coal 
Futures Group was disbanded by the Liberal government. The other thing that was very annoying was that the 
$6 million left in the fund was put into general revenue. I see in the Speaker’s gallery Dominique Van Gent, a 
departmental staff member who has worked right from the start on the South West CO2 Geosequestration Hub 
project. There is an anomaly in the earth’s surface in the form of a bubble towards the Harvey area that was 
picked up through drilling for water. The logs that were used were very handy, because it meant that we did not 
have to spend a huge amount of money in the first round of work on this bubble, which could be very acceptable 
for carbon storage in the future.  

My concerns are about people who say we should not do anything about our carbon output. I think it is very 
important. The earth relies on us to be its gatekeepers and to make sure we reduce that footprint. We need this 
legislation so that that research is done. It is not new; geosequestration has been used in Norway. One of my 
colleagues told me that about a million tonnes a year are being captured and stored. I think that is great. I have a 
problem with people not being educated about it. It must be remembered that the carbon comes out of the earth 
and, under this legislation, it will be returned to the earth and stored again. As humans we have broken it out of 
the earth, and now we are looking at how we can store it in the earth again.  

It is my understanding that once carbon is stripped from an industry, piped and put under pressure, it will turn 
into a fluid, which will then be injected into a saline aquifer between three and four kilometres below the earth’s 
surface. The carbon then migrates in the water and moves across. Over a fair period, I believe, it will turn into 
carbon calcinate, which is very similar to limestone, and there it will stay forever, I think.  
The people who oppose this have a view that it is like a big bubble under the earth and if there is an earthquake, 
it will crack and escape into the atmosphere. I do not see it that way. Once it has turned into carbon calcinate 
after many years, there is no opportunity for it to come back out of the ground, especially given it is four 
kilometres down. I believe that if there is an earthquake that big, a lot of other gases would get out and a lot of 
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stuff on the earth’s surface would be vaporised, so we would not have to worry about what is under it. As part of 
the work of the Coal Futures Group, we took a group to a town called Otway in Victoria to look at the research 
being done there. Some things are similar; they have a computer model and are looking at re-injecting into the 
earth’s surface. The modelling was very good; the actuals were following the modelling very close to what they 
thought they should be. The people I took across included the then Harvey shire president, South West 
Development Commission people and industry people. They were very surprised at the size of the footprint on 
the surface—a very small shed and a donga with an injection compressor. They came back far better educated. 
Some of problems in the south west now involve educating people about how geosequestration will work. We 
need the legislation to enable us to move this forward. 

Some of the dairy farmers in the area are concerned about the future generally and their future. I remind those 
people down there that their cows put out a far more dangerous gas in methane, which is more destructive of the 
earth’s atmosphere than CO2. Are they doing anything about that? I am not sure how they can. I cannot provide 
any ideas for capturing methane from a cow. But they have to understand that carbon is only one of a series of 
gasses that affect our earth, and we must work towards improving things. If we can work this through, we can 
encourage industry into the south west—a large industry that will not have a big carbon footprint, something the 
world is really looking forward to, and that is how we can do it.  
In his second reading speech, the minister refers to the South West Hub project, and I appreciate that. From a 
personal point of view, I have been watching the ups and downs of this issue and seen the federal government 
jump on board and provide nearly $50 million to help this move forward. Again, it still comes back to the fact 
that we need legislation to control what happens in the future and who is responsible. The legislation is here, so 
let us get it through and be prepared in future, if it does not work, to amend the legislation to make sure people, 
including industry, do not try to cheat the system and are responsible for what they put underground. I must say 
that, at the early stage, industries have been quite good and put in some funding, although some have dropped off 
since then because the intensity of the worldwide debate on carbon issues has dropped off to some degree.  

The other thing is the so-called carbon tax. People say, “I might be willing to pay this tax,” but when they realise 
the price, they think it might be far better to invest in research and ways to mitigate the carbon so they do not pay 
that into the future. Businesses are always looking for ways to reduce their tax bill. If along the way they 
contribute to this research they could reduce that tax bill. The carbon tax also reminds industry to make sure they 
do not disregard the pollution they are creating. Without being distracted too far, I have another theory that our 
developed world should put money and technology into developing or Third World countries at no cost. I believe 
we should go into those countries that are trying to develop and say, “Here’s the technology; you can have it for 
free.” That is far better than cross-subsidising and putting money where sometimes it is syphoned off, to say the 
least, on the way through. That is another way we can look at it, but we must do our best in our own backyards. 
We must do what is best for our world.  

The issue of the environment is always on our lips, more so, as has been said, in developed countries. I got a 
very rude shock when I went to India and was talking to the minister for energy and I asked him, “What are you 
going to do about greenhouse?” He was a dark-skinned gentleman, but he went bright red and purple and just 
about jumped down my throat in reply, and said, “Why us? You in the  western world have caused the problem; 
we are just now starting to develop, why don’t you fix it? You’ve got your cars; you’ve got your fridges. We 
haven’t got that far yet, but you’re blaming us for this pollution, which was created well before we started to 
develop.” There is a bit of sense in that and that is why I say we should be looking at how we can help the 
developing nations at the early stages.  
Back to the hub system that is being developed in the south west. I support it very strongly and have had a close 
affinity along the line, and wish to see it come to its end. Remember, it is a trial, only a model, and over time we 
will see whether it really does work. The amount of carbon that will be put underground will not be earth saving 
in a sense, but there will be enough to give us an idea of what will happen. We can model it and work out how it 
can be utilised in the future or whether it will even be utilised in the future. We are not necessarily saying it will 
happen but we can at least support this bill and do the modelling, so that we can move forward and chase 
funding from other sources, including federal funding.  
It is my understanding that four projects are being considered for the next round of federal funding. I am very 
hopeful that the one in the south west will be successful because of the drive to establish it. It has been driven 
and pushed through to make sure it will be successful. We do not know the end result at this stage but to get to 
an end result we must have funding and we must have the drive to proceed. I commend the people who have 
been working it through. Martin Ferguson came over here and announced the funding. I was a little disappointed 
that I did not get an invite to that $50 million launch that was dropped on the ground. 
Mr M.J. Cowper: It was in my electorate and I didn’t get an invite either.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: From that interjection, I know that the next member who will get up will probably talk 
against this. I know that he has not done his research because some of the comments he has made are very 
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superficial. This is about research and how we go forward. If we do not have legislation to protect the entity and 
if we do not have the research first, the results will not be on the board.  

I am a bit different from many of my colleagues, looking down the line at one of them as I say that. I strongly 
support this legislation because I think we need it to go forward and to understand how we will capture carbon 
and store it into the future.  

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray–Wellington) [1.10 pm]: The Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2013 will accommodate the capacity of certain things relating to geothermal energy and 
petroleum to occur. I am very interested in geosequestration. When the bill was first presented to us, it came in a 
format with the word “geosequestration” in it, for whatever reason. I would like the minister to advise the house 
during his reply on the second reading why the word “geosequestration” was taken out. For the record, 
geosequestration is the capture of carbon, the refrigeration or condensing of it into a liquid form and then the 
pumping of it into an aquifer in this case but otherwise into some sort of void. The very interesting part of this 
whole process is that it was discovered as a by-product of the petroleum industry. I understand that two projects 
are underway involving geosequestration—one in the North Sea around Scandinavia and the other in the north 
west of the United States or the Americas. In both of those cases the carbon is pumped back into voided oil 
wells. The oil is extracted from underground and the voided area from the oil is used to pump CO2 material back 
into the ground. I have had a briefing on the CO2 capture at Barrow Island. It looks as though that is being 
administered very well.  
I am quite excited about the theoretical use of that technology. But I am most concerned about where the rubber 
hits the road. The geosequestration project, or the Collie hub project as it was initially called, is of concern to me 
and my constituents. 

Mr M.P. Murray: Not all of them. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I will get to that. I will set out why I am disappointed. When this project was first named, 
it was called the Collie hub project. One would have assumed that it might have been conducted up in Collie 
somewhere. I know that the member for Collie–Preston is passionate about his electorate and its people, and for 
that he should be respected. After scratching around a bit, I was trying to establish exactly where the project 
might be located. After some reticence, I managed to discover, through persistence, that it would be somewhere 
just north of Kemerton. Kemerton is an industrial estate north of Australind, a large centre in my electorate. It 
has been an industrial area for some time but it has not reached its potential. I thought this might be a pretty good 
use for that area. When we sat down and started to drill down and get people cornered as to where it was going 
to occur, it was discovered that the project would initially be cornered by Forestry Road in Harvey, Government 
Road, Riverdale Road and the Old Coast Road. That is in the heart of arguably the premier food-producing area 
of Western Australia. That is where Harvey Fresh and Harvey Beef are located. That is where the food that sits 
on the tables of Western Australians is mostly produced. All the market gardeners operate their market gardens 
in that area, including the Patanes, the Castros, the Dellas, the Galati boys—the Spudshed boys—and the 
Maiolos.  

Beneath this area is the Lesueur aquifer, an old formation that is made up of basalt. The intention is to drill down 
to see if the Lesueur aquifer has the capacity to store CO2. Initially, the project consisted of seismic machines 
going up and down in a grid fashion on public roads, listening to signals sent underground through earphones, 
trying to get a picture or capture the underground formation, which in itself is not a problem. A significant 
amount of money was spent. The budget for this whole project at Harvey was $52 million, of which about half 
has already been spent. Most of it was stumped by the federal government. Martin Ferguson came over here and 
announced this project in conjunction with the former Minister for Mines and Petroleum, Hon Norman Moore. 
What really does annoy me—I take the member for Collie–Preston’s lead on this—is that whilst I was trying to 
show some interest in this project, they were doing things without any regard for the local members. I want to 
put on record that at no time did I receive any correspondence from our federal or state colleagues on this 
proposal. The only way I was able to inform my constituents was through being persistent and persevering, and 
trying to get as much information as I possibly could about it. I took the view that we should have an open mind 
about this technology, notwithstanding that it is new technology, and see whether it can be applied.  

A number of emerging issues are really quite disturbing to me and my constituents and I am about to highlight 
those. CO2 was to be captured and put in a pipeline connecting Kwinana to Pinjarra alumina refinery to Wagerup 
refinery, also trunking in from the coal-powered stations in the Collie region, potentially Perdamon and a few 
others that were going to contribute to the project. In fact, there are about six or seven proposed partners in this 
project. The idea is to capture the carbon, make it into a liquid form, pump it some distance to an area just off 
Riverdale Road and then pump it into the Lesueur aquifer. The Lesueur aquifer has had a test drill put onto it. It 
is on Riverdale Road on a piece of Alcoa land. A big rig was brought in. I took some photos of the rig and 
followed its progression over a period of time. It drilled down about 4 000 metres, which is quite deep. They 
were able to get a bit of an idea of the formations and carry out some tests. After some considerable interest in 
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this and interest from the local community, a consultative committee was established. Representatives from the 
Waroona and Harvey shires are on that committee. I had a representation on that committee. The federal member 
for Forrest, Nola Marino, has a delegate on that committee and a number of others are involved in tracking the 
development of this new technology.  
One of the things of most concern, particularly to the people who grow food in that area, is that the Lesueur 
aquifer is seven times saltier than the sea. The fear exists that this salt could somehow escape from the Lesueur 
aquifer through this borehole into the Myalla water mound, which is where most of our market gardeners draw 
their water to grow the food that Western Australians predominantly eat. They have a great deal of investment in 
their farms. The market gardeners, the dairy farmers, the beef producers, the orange growers and the like are 
using water from that area. Their concern is that the salt water, which is seven times saltier than the sea, 
somehow merges into the aquifers. Whilst I am not a scientist, I am trying to get my head around how it works 
as best as I can: CO2 mixed with H2O gives us H2CO3. H2CO3 is H2O plus three carbons, which makes it an acid. 
It is rudimentary year 12 chemistry that that makes calcium carbonate, which, I am told, becomes a solid under 
pressure. That being the case, there is probably not a problem. I conducted short scientific experiments when I 
was around 17 years of age. I am sure the member for Collie–Preston and many others in this place have had 
similar experiences. On a Sunday afternoon we would get the old Swan Brewery keg, put in a spear and plug in a 
bit of CO2. I was always invited to these parties because I had a bit of a knack of being able to spear these things 
without the beer all frothing up and bubbling, and I did not allow everyone to put their greasy paws on the 
regulator that would have caused it to froth up and become useless. If it is done right, the beer comes out quite 
nice and cold. What concerns me is that in the North Sea and the north west of the United States they have 
pumped CO2 into a void under the ground; we are pumping CO2 into a saline aquifer, which is totally different. 
It is not a void; there is not a big cavity under there. I know that if something is pumped into something else, 
something has to give. Obviously, the scientists are better placed to be able to determine that than I am, but I am 
concerned about what has already been established from the seismic testing, drilling and the information at hand. 
Plus, if we factor in that the carbon price in Europe is about 3c a tonne, how on earth are we going to capture, 
refrigerate, pipe, transport or pump it under the ground in an economically viable way? I know the member for 
Collie–Preston is interested in this for his constituency, but it is simply not financially viable. Currently, 
$25 million is sitting in a pond, waiting to be expended by a bunch of very eager Commonwealth Scientific and 
Industrial Research Organisation scientists. I do feel for these scientists from time to time, because they have all 
this expertise but not much money to be able to go out and explore and do the things they are very much 
interested in. But if a project is financially unviable, I cannot see the purpose of the federal government 
partnering with the state Department of Mines and Petroleum in spending money that has been stumped up under 
the carbon tax. It beggars belief, and I still cannot get to the bottom of why the former minister engaged in this 
whole process. It is a mystery to me.  

I understand that the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy Legislation Amendment Bill 2013 will pave the way, 
hopefully, for projects in other parts of Western Australia, and quite frankly I do not have a problem with that. 
But I have a responsibility to look after the people I represent, which I believe I have done quite well over a 
period of time. I had decided to be open-minded, and visited all the farms—I went up and down all the 
driveways and spoke to Mr Paravacina, the Capagrecos, the Sorgiovanis, the Halls and so on—and spoke to all 
the various people who have written to me, very upset with the fact that the government is now coming onto 
their land and doing things without any authority. A consultative company called KD1 or HD1 or something—I 
cannot remember the name now; it escapes me—was sent in to try to sign up the landowners or farmers to allow 
it to come onto their land and do seismic work. This is irrigated farmland that is very valuable. This is not some 
middle-of-nowhere wheat cocky land or land in the middle of the desert where nobody lives; this is the heart of 
the food production area of Western Australia. Next time members sit down to their bowl of Weet-Bix, they can 
think of Harvey Fresh milk and all the produce that comes out of that area. This is where Harvey beef comes 
from. Of all the millions of square kilometres of Western Australia where this could be put, it has been put right 
there, and it has been put there for a reason, which I will explain. 

Mr M.P. Murray: Can I just very quickly interject? You have to understand that the earth’s surface is different. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I understand that, and I am about to come to that. 

Three places were identified as being suitable: an area just up near York; an area to the north of Perth—I think 
they call it Perth Basin or something like that, up towards Moora; and the other is underneath Harvey. Clearly, it 
has been worked out that the cost of trying to put a pipeline from Perth to Moora or Perth to York is not viable, 
and the only other option is to put it down Harvey way. I actually believe that, on a financial basis, it will not go 
ahead. I ask a rhetorical question: how many trees would $52 million plant? It might be simplistic to say we are 
going to grab the CO2 and get rid of it by putting it under the ground. But that is a bit like those cartoons we see 
on the telly, where they sweep the dirt from the floor under the carpet. No CO2 will be reduced. The CO2 
emissions from our Alcoa plants and refineries and coalmines and all the rest of it are not being reduced; all that 
is happening is that it is being swept under the carpet.  
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The question is: will this project stack up against the possibility of planting $52 million worth of trees? I 
understand that if this project, by some miraculous set of circumstances, was to go ahead it could attract up to 
$1 billion worth of investment. How many trees would $1 billion plant? Something we have in this state is water, 
albeit in the north, and another thing we have a great supply of is land—lots of land. Why would we not use 
water and land to grow trees and offset the carbon, if that is such an important thing to do? Members might say, 
“This is not going to bring prosperity to my community”, and perhaps it may impact negatively on my friend the 
member for Collie–Preston’s electorate, but I worry, as do the landowners, that this is a piece of government 
legislation—I really take issue with this—the provisions of which allow government contractors or government-
driven initiatives to go onto people’s land and start drilling holes without the authority of the landowners.  

One thing I raised with the minister—I am keenly awaiting the minister’s reply—is whether the landowner has 
any rights. If a person comes onto their property and says, “We would like you to sign this bit of paper to allow 
us to bring our dirty great big six-wheel-drive trucks on and go tearing up the middle of your irrigated paddocks, 
and we are going to drill a hole in the middle of it,” is the farmer allowed to turn around say, “No, you can’t cut 
my fences and you can’t go through there. I’ve got breeding stock in there that is very important to my 
livelihood”? As members can appreciate, dairy farmers have been doing it tough for a number of years, and they 
are barely hanging on by the skin of their teeth. The last thing they need is more government intervention.  
[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Although this may not be a big significant piece of legislation about access onto land and 
the rights of landowners, like the Peel regional scheme, it is one of a whole host of government legislation that is 
impacting on the rights of landowners in the electorate of Murray–Wellington and, for that matter, right across 
Western Australia. I know that not only is it happening in my electorate, but also a number of peri-urban 
electorates are having very similar problems. I also note the prospect of a big onshore gas field in the Canning 
and Perth Basins that will affect number of electorates, particularly the Kimberley and the Pilbara, and the 
member for Moore will have to deal with some of these issues, such as whether to allow these big drilling rigs 
onto the land. The first two Australian-owned and operated rigs are being constructed in my electorate, and if 
anyone wants to look at them, the general manager there is a very decent man by the name of John Wells. That 
company is putting together these enormous derricks that are about 60 metres high. They are the first of their 
kind owned and operated by an Australian company, and they are under construction and about to be dispatched, 
and will probably be seen in the outback somewhere in Western Australia in years to come doing just this sort of 
work. I can understand the need for clarification. The member for Collie–Preston was correct when he said that 
we need protection for not only the operators, but also the landowners on whom this will impact. Whether it be a 
dairy farm on Riverdale Road in Harvey or a cattle station in the Kimberley, this will have an impact. In 
America, as members know, they have very similar sorts of access to land, but their land titles are different from 
ours; namely, a royalty is paid to the landowner. If a person were to go onto land in the US, I understand a 
royalty needs to be paid to the landowner. In this case, there is no such thing.  
I ask the minister whether the landowner has a veto so that they can say to these people who are coming around, 
scratching around, looking for permission, “Please go away; we’re happy to be here. We’re not interested in your 
business, take it elsewhere.” A number of people who attended a meeting at the Harvey rec centre about two 
months ago told me that the contractors engaged by the government department were using some bully-boy 
tactics to get them to sign on the dotted line. I was a little sceptical when they mentioned this to me, but there 
was a very fine lady, I must say, who was the minister’s deputy director, Michelle — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Andrews.  
Mr M.J. COWPER: Michelle Andrews—a very impressive lady. She stood there and listened to some of the 
concerns of my constituents, who stated that they were very unhappy about the manner in which these 
contractors went about their business. I have had a number of phone calls in recent weeks, and it would appear 
that this has been regenerated, because there is a matter of the $20-odd million pool of money for this project. I 
think that that money can be better spent, given that we already know that it is not viable to proceed with this 
carbon capture project at Harvey. I am quite confident it will never be viable financially; however, it would 
appear that the government has a pond of money and that the scientists from the CSIRO have a head of steam. 
They are very excited about the fact that they have a project to do. I can appreciate and understand that, but it is 
at the potential expense of very profitable and iconic brands, such as Harvey Fresh, Harvey Beef and the like.   
When the bill does come before the house, I will be seeking some sort of reassurance from the minister that there 
will be protection for my constituents—that this will not be just another piece of legislation.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Are you going to vote against the bill?  
Mr M.J. COWPER: I am going to do what is in the best interests of my community; that is all I am going to 
say. The situation is that I will be asking for some reassurance from the minister so that I can have some 
confidence and capacity to go back to my constituents and say, “This is how this is going to protect you as the 
landowners.” There have been property rights issues in my electorate for some time. Since 2005 the Liberal 
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Party has given certain undertakings on property rights. This is something I have been bringing to the party on a 
regular basis. I think this is one of those issues that has been ignored by the Liberal government in the last four 
years. We gave an undertaking in 2005 that we would fix the situation. I know that a number of people in the 
member for Moore’s electorate have been impacted by this quite significantly over time. It is not just the case of 
geosequestration; there is a whole host of issues. A classic example in my electorate is the brand-new freeway, 
the new Kwinana Freeway–Forrest Highway, which now goes through the middle of the Murray–Wellington 
electorate. No-one will deny that it is a great piece of infrastructure, but it has a significant impact on the 
injurious affection of landowners. I am sure that members can appreciate what a road going down the middle of 
a 500-acre property does to the value of that property. Such a 500-acre property is now broken into two 240-acre 
properties, with 20 acres in the middle, for which the landowner is paid for. The landowner is paid, at a 
commercial rate, for the land that is taken for the road, although sometimes these values are subject to ongoing 
court battles. However, if someone wants to move their cattle from paddock A to paddock B, which is on the 
other side of the freeway, they now have to load their cattle up into a truck, drive five kilometres in the opposite 
direction, five kilometres up the road and 10 kilometres back across the freeway, and back down the other side to 
relocate — 
Dr G.G. Jacobs interjected. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: No, they did not. If they want to relocate and sell their 500-acre property on a commercial 
basis, it is now not worth anywhere near what it was when it was in one piece. They get paid for the piece that is 
taken out of the middle—that is acknowledged—but what that road does to the overall value and viability of that 
business is another matter, and they do not get paid for that.  
We have seen the powerlines through the Murray–Wellington electorate; there are also the water pipes that are 
connected to the desalination plant, whereby Harvey water comes to Perth. Most of the water for Perth now 
comes from the Murray–Wellington electorate, whether it be from dam water or the desalination at Binningup. 
In addition to the roads, the transmission lines that carry power from Collie, the gas pipes and the water pipes, 
which I just mentioned, we are now going to make provision to allow another pipeline to be put through the 
middle of the electorate. It will not be an essential service or an essential piece of infrastructure; it will be a 
pipeline to carry CO2—carbon liquid or material, gas or whatever formation it might be. I can understand that we 
need pipelines, I can understand that we need the supply of gas, and I can understand that we need roads and the 
like. But a CO2 pipeline? If I were a landowner and they were banging on my door, again, saying, “By the way, 
we’re going to whack another pipeline through the middle of your property. You shouldn’t mind too much 
because you are used to it by now; you’ve already got your powerline.” 

Mr M.P. Murray: There are thoroughfares that are already identified on the maps for that. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Yes, but there was also some legislation that was supposed to come before this house to 
make sure that all these various utilities go through a corridor. That makes great sense. I note that in this 
particular piece of legislation the government is saying it wants to put the pipeline through the easement of the 
Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline. The problem is that the Dampier to Bunbury gas pipeline is at capacity. There 
is some talk of making that corridor wider. Therefore, there is already a 30-metre corridor for the gas pipeline 
running through the middle of someone’s property. The landowner obviously cannot build on that property in the 
future. That property no longer has the potential to become an urban development. Now that the government 
wants to build another pipeline, it will extend that easement by another 15 metres, so that instead of being 
30 metres wide, it will be a 45-metre easement through the middle of their properties. Now the government is 
talking about putting in CO2. How about we build a pipeline and pump milk from Brunswick to Perth? We will 
put another pipeline in!  
Dr G.G. Jacobs: Are there many dairies put down there?  

Mr M.J. COWPER: Very few, because they are finding it increasingly hard to be sustainable. I say to the 
minister and to the house that I am very, very cautious of this legislation. I am very keen to hear from the 
minister how he is going to negotiate something agreeable that will provide comfort to the people of my 
electorate that they will be able to go about their business without being impacted by some emergence of 
saltwater into their water aquifers, which are important to their business. I want to know that the people in other 
parts of Western Australia will not be continually impacted upon by these innocuous-looking pieces of 
legislation that have a significant impact on people’s capacity and rights to enjoy their own properties.  
MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [1.37 pm] — in reply: I will deal 
with each matter in order of each speaker. I thank everyone for their contribution to the debate on the Petroleum 
and Geothermal Energy Legislation Amendment Bill—that is, the members for Cannington, Gosnells, Southern 
River, Collie–Preston and Murray–Wellington. I will deal with some of the points each member raised so that 
they are on the record. The member for Cannington made a good point about the bill not necessarily being the 
final word as it will probably be amended over time as things change; that was also raised by the member for 
Collie–Preston. The member questioned the wording of proposed section 6AB(1). The word “particular” was 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 26 June 2013] 2187 

 

mentioned often. He did not mention that is also the case in some of the proposed subsections. There are a lot of 
“particulars”. Although wordy, the proposed section describes what needs to be done and described the amount 
of greenhouse gas; the type of greenhouse substance, such as incidental greenhouse gas-related substance, 
carbon dioxide or methane; the place and the formation; and the duration of time over which it will be injected.  

In regard to the member’s comment about two dollar companies, the legislation provides, as currently applies to 
both petroleum and geothermal exploration permits, that at the time of application for an exploration permit, the 
applicant has to demonstrate its financial and technical capacity to carry out a six-year work program, which will 
form a condition on the title. The cost of exploration, which could start at $10 million and go to hundreds of 
millions of dollars, would, as I said before, preclude smaller explorers. The proof is that the only players that 
have been involved in greenhouse gas worldwide so far are Shell, BP, Total, Statoil, Apache et cetera. The 
potential greenhouse gas storage industry is not for small players from either a financial or technical perspective. 
The current operations, as the member for Gosnells mentioned, are In Salah Gas, BP, Weyburn, Apache, 
Snøhvit, Statoil, Total, Zeus and Hess. Proposed and planned operations are in Quest in Canada and with Shell, 
Gorgon and Chevron.  

The member for Gosnells also raised some points about the definition. It is interesting; I learned something on 
this one. A seal is a relatively impermeable rock—commonly shale, andradite or salt—that forms a barrier or cap 
above and around the reservoir rock so that fluids cannot migrate beyond the reservoir. The seal is a critical 
component of a complete petroleum system and the permeability of the seal, and whether it is capable of 
retaining fluids through a geological time, is measured. I do not have the information on this measure, but it has 
to be between 10-6 to 10-8 darcys. I am not sure whether it is a pressure measurement. I will get the answer. Yes, 
it is. One darcy equals the flow of one cubic metre per second with a viscosity of—I cannot read the writing very 
well—one centipoise. I do not know whether that is right, but basically the viscosity of the fluid will affect how 
it can be pushed through an impervious or very slightly pervious membrane. A reservoir is a subsurface body of 
rock having sufficient porosity or permeability to store or transmit fluids. Obviously, sedimentary rocks are the 
most common reservoir rocks because they have more porosity than igneous and metamorphic rocks, which the 
member has probably learned from members of his family.  

The members opposite referred to urgency and that nothing is proceeding with the South West Hub. The pre-
competitive work, which is currently underway, is being conducted by our geological survey branch under 
section 115 of the Mining Act. To go to the next stage of acreage release, which the member mentioned, requires 
the passage of the bill.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: There is nobody seeking acreage at the minute.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We never know. Someone could knock on the door tomorrow and say, “We think this is 
a good idea.” So it is a possibility, but I take the member’s point.  
I turn to the definition of “permanent”. It is a bit tricky. For the purpose of this bill, permanent means the period 
for the state assuming long-term liability is a minimum of 15 years after the issue of the site closure certificate. 
That period will be as long as it needs to be before the state is comfortable that the stored greenhouse gas is 
behaving as modelled. Once they have permission and the work program, it will be monitored and the modelling 
will, hopefully, show that it will be retained. If the monitoring shows that it is not quite performing to modelling, 
they will have to keep doing work.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: So “permanent” means 15 years.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: At least. It is a minimum of 15 years. The member for Gosnells also raised a few points. 
He asked how many other sites there are in WA. There are possibly many. It would require detailed work, like 
the work that is being done on the South West Hub. We are not even sure whether that is a good site or whether 
it is a site. It has good prospectivity. There are obviously others with good prospectivity. That is why it includes 
the small players; there is a fair bit of work to be done to model to show that it is a prospective site for 
geosequestration. That is a good point.  

The member for Gosnells asked about the value of using the release of acreage system for greenhouse gas. It is a 
proven regime for petroleum and geothermal. It also allows people to bid for acreage. There are probably other 
ways we could do it, but we have a pretty good scheme in Western Australia. It has a good reputation worldwide 
and I think it is a good way to go. The member for Gosnells mentioned that the aquifer is saline. The member for 
Murray–Wellington suggested that the salinity was seven times that of seawater. The notes I have suggest that 
the salinity is 50 parts per million. That is less than double the salinity of seawater, which is around 35 or 
36 parts per million. Nevertheless, the aquifer is very saline.  
The member also mentioned bio-storage. I agree it is great and another good way to sequester CO2. The project 
up at Karratha is doing some work on that and I think the member for Southern River, who has an interest given 
that he has a PhD in that area, also supports that, as we all do. There are lots of options for minimising CO2 and 
that is a good one, but this bill is about having a legislative framework around this option. We are not debating 
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all the options; we are saying, “Let’s have a framework.” I think everyone understands that and, perhaps bar one 
member, thinks it is a good idea to have legislation around the possibility of someone wanting to sequester CO2 
in the ground. Obviously, bio-storage is another way. The member mentioned the Lesueur aquifer.  

Mr C.J. Tallentire: I think the member for Murray–Wellington touched on that as well, that you get that 
calcium carbonate formation.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: That is part of the modelling. Everyone has suggested different reactions with the CO2 
going into the aquifer. That is why we have to do the modelling; we have to take the cause, find out what it will 
react—that is why the member mentioned the salinity, of course. The chemical reaction depends on what the 
material is. If it is shale or if it is a limestone — 
Mr M.J. Cowper: It’s limestone.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member for Murray–Wellington mentioned H2CO3, and my understanding is that 
that is carbonic acid. That is part of what we have to do when we are modelling and put our proposals through. If 
the reaction is not conducive to storage, it obviously will not get approved. I know we are talking specifically 
about the South West Hub. We are putting in legislation, a framework. I have not even raised a specific project, 
but apart from going through the rigorous Department of Mines and Petroleum process of doing the modelling—
what will happen if the CO2 goes in, how we get it there et cetera, if it is a big project—it will also go through 
the Environmental Protection Authority process. I will get to that point later. Lots of controls are in place for 
those people concerned with specific projects. I will talk a tiny bit on the liability side. The member for 
Cannington might be fairly interested in the options.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: I am riveted!  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I know. He might be interested in options for the long-term liability. Basically, there are 
two options. One is that we have common law liability and we let them — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Go for it.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: — go for it. Without looking at my notes, we know what the reality will be. At the end 
of the day, especially over the long-term life of these sorts of projects, invariably, I would have to say there is a 
high probability—I would not want to say 100 per cent, but it would be pretty close to it—that the government 
would have to step in anyway. The option we have chosen, which is in line with the commonwealth legislation, 
is probably the right way to go. Certainly, I support it. 

I now turn to some of the comments made today. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: You should precis the member for Southern River’s comments. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will go with the member for Southern River’s comments because that will be a quick 
one. I acknowledge the contribution of the member for Southern River. I will highlight some of the things he 
said. He acknowledged that there is climate change, but I guess, from what he said, that he doubts that the man-
made contributions are significant. I think that probably sums up what he said. Regardless of that, as I keep 
saying and as the member also acknowledges, if someone wants to put CO2  in the ground, this bill gives the 
framework around it. That is all we are doing here with this bill. 

Mr P. Abetz: And I’m okay with that. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member is okay with that. So he supports the bill. 

The member for Collie–Preston, who has left the chamber, made a great contribution; it was fantastic. He had 
obviously done a lot of homework. He has obviously been involved with the South West Hub project over many 
years and knows intimately the way it has been put together. I was very impressed by his contribution. He is very 
supportive of the legislation, but he added that he did so with caution, which is valid, because the project is only 
in its exploration stage—he understands that—and there is a lot to be proved about it being a positive project. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: In respect of the member for Collie–Preston’s contribution that you just lauded, did you 
agree with his comment about the reduction in the Coal Futures Group—the budget cut for the Coal Futures 
Group? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not across that, member for Cannington. That was well before my time. 
The member for Collie–Preston basically supports the hub. He made some positive points in the debate. He 
referred to the benefit for his area if we wanted to reduce the CO2 emissions in Collie and increase the industrial 
activity at, I guess, the Shotts industrial complex. This is obviously an option that could be considered in 
reducing the CO2  emissions in that area. Obviously, Alcoa and other industries in Kwinana are looking at this 
project. 
The member for Murray–Wellington, who has disappeared from the chamber, has some concerns with this bill. 
His concerns are about the farmers in the area, and that is due specifically to one project. He focused on the fact 
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that the South West Hub project is in his electorate and that a percentage of farmers in his electorate are 
concerned about what might happen if this project goes ahead. His first concern was why the name of the bill 
was changed. That does not have any effect on the content of the bill. The reason is that we are amending a 
current act, so we have left the act with the same name. We could call it whatever we like. If it were the 
geosequestration amendment act, it would just do the same sort of thing; therefore, I do not think the title is very 
significant. 

The member made some comments about the current activity being undertaken in the South West Hub and the 
lack of consultation. I draw the attention of members to the Department of Mines and Petroleum’s website. Quite 
a lot of information on the South West Hub is available on the website. It is quite detailed. Currently, they have 
just finished the 2D exploration and they are going to 3D, which will require seismic testing. Obviously, the 
department needs the consent of owners if it wants to go onto their land. A nice pamphlet has been put out for all 
the farmers so that they know what is going on. I picked up the pamphlet that I have in my hand when I was in 
Bunbury last week. It is a concise little booklet. It says that the department will not enter a person’s property 
without the person’s consent. So I can allay the member’s concerns. This bill gives owners far greater 
negotiation ability than they have currently without this legislation being in place. 

I suppose it is probably best to try to carry on. I will move to some other notes. I have just turned the page and 
found another page of notes on the member for Murray–Wellington’s contribution that I had not seen. The 
member was concerned that either the saline water in the Lesueur basin would flow through and mingle with the 
potable water further up or there could even be a chemical reaction. As part of the modelling, we will make sure 
that that does not happen. As we have said, the permeability of the strata around the Lesueur basin will have to 
conform to certain darcys; and, if it does not come under the right darcy measurement — 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is 10 to the minus six and 10 to the minus eight darcys, Deputy Premier. It was a new 
thing for me, too. I did not know until this morning that the measure for permeability is darcys. In fact, just on 
that point, since the Deputy Premier interjected, the viscosity of the fluid and the amount that we can get through 
the permeability is also a factor at play in how the darcys are measured. 
I go back to the points made by the member for Murray–Wellington. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Shall I interject? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes; okay. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Resign; resign! 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Okay; thank you. 
Because the Minister for Transport is in the chamber, I will say that the member for Murray–Wellington raised 
the problem in his area of governments coming in and cutting off pieces of land. He was concerned about the 
Forrest Highway going through his electorate and the fact that it makes land less valuable. When I was with 
Main Roads and was in a position in which I resumed land from farmers down Augusta way, some farmers 
asked me to take more land than Main Roads wanted. One reason was that they could get a bit more 
compensation, but another important factor was to get two titles. If we put a road through farmland, the owner 
can get separate titles, which, on my understanding, adds value to the farm because the owner can sell one title 
and retain the other. I am just putting a counterview to that of the member for Murray–Wellington. In my little 
bit of experience of dealing with farmers and resuming land from them to widen roads or to put roads through 
the middle of their property, all the farmers I dealt with saw a benefit in getting remuneration for the land that 
was taken by the road, albeit only at the rate for rural land, and they also got the benefit of possibly having two 
titles. While we are digressing on that point raised by the member for Murray–Wellington, one farmer made a lot 
of money out of this with the deviation around Dunsborough. The road used to go into Dunsborough and then 
people could turn left and go down Caves Road. A nice big curve was put in the road, and the farmer was quite 
happy for the curve to have a very large radius, because the larger the radius, the greater the amount of land that 
was cut off and the greater the amount of land that could be zoned industrial—or, in that case, I think it was 
zoned and became the Dunsborough hotel, for those people who know the area well. There are a lot of benefits 
sometimes in the state government resuming land of people. That was a digression by the member for Murray–
Wellington. His other concern was — 
The SPEAKER: Members! Carry on. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Which clock, Mr Speaker? 
The SPEAKER: You are living in hope, minister! Carry on. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Thank everyone for their contributions!  
Mr W.R. MARMION: Can I thank everyone for their contributions—well done, minister!—and I look forward 
to consideration in detail. 
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Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.  

POINTS OF ORDER — CHAMBER DECORUM 
Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr M.W. Sutherland): While I am on my feet I want to remind members that when 
someone takes a point of order, that point of order has to be heard in silence. There are to be no interjections and 
no arguments. A point of order is not a debate, so please bear that in mind. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

MUJA AB — REFURBISHMENT — CABINET APPROVAL 

328. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 
Before I ask my question without notice, on behalf the member of Albany, I acknowledge the senior students 
from Great Southern Grammar in Albany who are here at Parliament today and I thank them for their attendance. 
I refer to the Premier’s admission this morning that he was intimately involved in the decision-making process 
on the Muja AB refurbishment. 

(1) Can the Premier now explain how millions of dollars of taxpayers’ money was invested in a two dollar 
shelf company without financial safeguards? 

(2) Can the Premier explain the financial structure that allowed this two dollar shelf company to escape 
liability, leaving it to the taxpayers of Western Australia to pick up the bill? 

(3) How does the Premier explain making decisions to pour tens of millions of dollars into a failing project 
without cabinet approval or authority? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(3) The refurbishment of Muja A and B was a cabinet decision. 

Mr M. McGowan: That is not the point. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is what the Leader of the Opposition asked in his final point.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would have thought that members opposite who have been ministers would be conscious 
of the fact that government trading enterprises operate to one side of government and the government and the 
minister of the day do not approve every single item of expenditure. That simply does not happen; that is the 
responsibility of the board. With respect to this project, cabinet did agree to the proposal of the refurbishment of 
the Muja stations and as the minister said yesterday, plants 3 and 4 are up and going and operating profitably. 
We made a decision in cabinet not to permit any more expenditure by Verve on Muja A and B. This is not 
money coming from Treasury, it is internal to Verve, but, yes, it will leave Verve with a high level of debt and 
because Verne is state owned, it will leave the state with a higher level of debt. The opposition has tried to 
convey the impression that somehow money is being taken from Treasury, from taxpayers, and being poured 
into Verve. That is not the case. 

Mr M. McGowan: It’s the state’s asset and that’s correct. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: That is not the case. This project — 

Ms R. Saffioti: It’s taxpayers’ money. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There is a significant difference. This project will leave Verve with a higher level of debt; 
that is a reality and, yes, that is a loss of value to the state. As we said earlier in the week, the Minister for 
Energy—hopefully tomorrow he will be ready—will give a report on the project and I will await that as shall the 
opposition. Again, I stress that cabinet made the decision to proceed. Further decisions were made by the 
minister with the approval of the Treasurer and me as Premier. 
Mr M. McGowan: How did the company escape liability? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: There will be a report tomorrow. I do not expect that the Minister for Energy will be able 
to give a total and detailed report because cabinet only made the decision not to proceed with Muja A and B this 
week. The minister will provide information as fully as he is able to. We have decided not to proceed with Muja 
A and B. I think it highly unlikely that Verve will ever do that. It may be that an outside company has an interest 
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in taking on that project and we would look at that if it happens. However, for all intents and purposes Muja A 
and B is finished. 

MUJA AB — REFURBISHMENT — CABINET APPROVAL 
329. Mr M. McGOWAN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. How is it proper process to continue to pour tens of millions of dollars into a 
project that the Premier knew was failing without putting it through the approval of the cabinet of Western 
Australia? 
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
The cabinet decision this week was to stop any more money going into it. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Obviously, again, the Leader of the Opposition did not listen. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: Clearly, cabinet should have been involved before. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: There was a cabinet decision.  
Mr M. McGowan interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Anyone who has been a minister in charge of a government trading enterprise knows that 
it is the responsibility of the board to make financial decisions and some of them, not all — 
Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, some of them require — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Mr Speaker, I give up. I am trying to answer, but the opposition just does not listen. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: The opposition does not listen. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Look at this, the opposition interrupts all the time. What an example to schoolchildren. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cockburn, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr C.J. BARNETT: Anyone who knows anything about the operation of GTEs knows that a vast majority of 
the decisions are operational decisions, investment decisions and maintenance decisions made by the board. 
Some areas, and this is an example, require ministerial approval and that ministerial approval was given with the 
concurrence of the Treasurer and the Premier. 

SMALL BUSINESS COMMISSIONER — BUILDING MANAGEMENT AND WORKS —  
CONSTRUCTION SUBCONTRACTOR INVESTIGATION 

330. Mrs G.J. GODFREY to the Minister for Finance: 
I note that today the minister tabled a report by the Small Business Commissioner about construction 
subcontractor investigation. I am aware that as a result of this report the government has established an ex gratia 
fund for those subcontractors affected. Can the minister please inform the house why this decision was made and 
how the scheme works? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question; it is important. Members in this house know that previously the government 
made a submission to the Small Business Commissioner to look into claims about non-payment of 
subcontractors between October 2008 and October 2012 relating to the Building the Education Revolution 
program. The Small Business Commissioner completed the work and I released that report to Parliament today 
and I encourage everybody to look at it. The Small Business Commissioner found a number of things. First, he 
found that about 110 subcontractors to Building Management and Works are awaiting payment. Those cases 
arose from seven head contractors to BMW going into insolvency. They related to about 300 individual claims 
for those 110 contracts. The Small Business Commissioner estimated that the outstanding amount of 
subcontractor money due was in the vicinity of $8.1 million. The report recommended 17 changes, largely to 
procedures of BMW. We accept them and will implement them all in full. As the Small Business Commissioner 
identified, BMW does not have a formal or informal relationship with the subcontractors. BMW’s contracts are 
with the head contractors and not with the subcontractors. In fact, in most cases BMW does not even know who 
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the subcontractors were. As the Small Business Commissioner’s report indicated, BMW had inadequate 
information gathering procedures in place to find out who the subcontractors were and when they complained to 
be able to collate them across BMW. Generally, BMW’s systems worked quite well, but it got hit with a double 
whammy. First, the BER program doubled the workload of BMW—it not only doubled it, the work was required 
to be done within 12 months or the money would be lost. Second, when the BER program came to an end, there 
was slowness in the market and clearly, some head contractors underbid on projects, which led to seven 
contractors going insolvent. As I said, there were 110 subbies out of pay and that is worth $8.1 million. We have 
decided on a range of things, not only to change BMW’s processes, but we have also committed to a hardship 
fund of up to $5 million through which subcontractors identified by the Small Business Commissioner will get 
50 per cent back on eligible claims. Those claims will be vetted by RiskCover and will require the subcontractors 
to bring forward their receipts and indicate whether they have received moneys for compensation from some 
other source such as an insurance company or insolvency. That is what will be put in place. Importantly, the 
issue is not about contractual disputes but about insolvencies. This has been an ongoing issue. Unfortunately, 
subbies take most of the risks and provide most of the working capital in contracts, and when a firm goes 
insolvent they are at the bad end of the pecking order. We will also implement project bank accounts, which is a 
reform that has been used many times. It was implemented in the United Kingdom more recently and New South 
Wales is now trialling it, where money for a project goes into a bank account and there is a restriction on the use 
of that account, which protects the subbies. This is an important issue. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: This is why we have ministerial statement time. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I have already made one. The project bank account is a major reform that does three things. 
First, it makes sure the money paid for a project stays in the project and is paid to those who undertake work on 
that project. Secondly, it makes the transactions, including the payments to subbies, transparent. Thirdly, and 
most importantly, it gets the subbies a claim for moneys due over and above others involved in insolvency. 
Although BMW does not have a liability to the subbies who have not been paid, we are helping the subbies out 
with this hardship package. 

MUJA AB — REFURBISHMENT — KEMPE GROUP 

331. Mr W.J. JOHNSTON to the Minister for Energy: 

I refer to the Muja AB scandal and specifically to Verve Energy’s relationship with the Kempe Group of 
Companies that paid $80 000 for a 50 per cent share of the Muja AB project. 

(1) Can the minister confirm that the Kempe group was paid $110 million for the refurbishment of the 
Muja AB plant? 

(2) Can the minister confirm that the Kempe group was also paid a multimillion dollar “development cost 
recovery” and exactly how many millions of dollars was this payment? 

(3) When the minister told the Legislative Assembly that the Kempe group had lost $30 million on its 
$80 000 investment in the Muja project, how did he calculate that amount?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN replied:  

(1)–(3) I will make a further statement on the Muja AB issue tomorrow, as has been referred to repeatedly. As I 
mentioned before, Kempe was a joint venture partner—actually Kempe was not, it was Inalco, an off-
shoot of Kempe. Kempe was the parent firm and it got the fixed-price contract to refresh the plant. I 
indicated it lost between $30 million and $50 million. Where did I get that figure from? Verve told me. 
I cannot confirm the exact amount that it spent but I will do that tomorrow and I will provide other 
information about Kempe’s involvement in the project at that time.  

MUJA AB — REFURBISHMENT — KEMPE GROUP 
332. Mr W.J. JOHNSTON to the Minister for Energy: 
I ask a supplementary question. I asked the Minister for Energy how is it that Kempe, a 50 per cent owner of this 
project, was paid over $100 million to be involved with the project?  
Dr M.D. NAHAN replied:  
Kempe is the owner of Inalco, which is a joint venture partner. Out of the project funds, Kempe was paid 
$100 million to do the engineering work required to refresh the plant. It was paid $100 million for work 
rendered. I was also informed that it did the work under a fixed-price contract and lost $30 million to $50 million 
on that project. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: According to Verve.   
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not know who the member gets his information from. Kempe was paid $100 million for 
its project because it spent $130 to $150 million on refreshing the plant.   
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PERTH MAJOR SPORTS STADIUM — PRESCONSTRUCTION 

333. Mr J.E. McGRATH to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I was pleased to join with the minister and the Premier at the historic event of the first sod being turned on the 
Burswood site for our new Perth stadium. Can the minister please update the house on what will happen at the 
site now that preconstruction work is about to begin?   

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 
I thank the member for South Perth for his question and for all his work, particularly with the steering 
committee, to get us to this stage. Today is a very significant day for not just sporting Western Australians, but 
all Western Australians, with the turning of the first sod at the site for the new Perth stadium. Everyone has been 
waiting a long time for this stadium. We are now getting on with things and today the first physical work has 
taken place at the site, and I am sure that is what everyone wanted us to do.  
Last month, we announced the first delivery of the major project. A Western Australian group, Ertech Keller 
joint venture, has been chosen to carry out the preconstruction site works for the stadium. Those preconstruction 
site works have started and will be ongoing for the next 18 months. In that time Ertech Keller will prepare the 
site for the stadium and its precinct, which will ensure that all the groundwork and earthworks are done and 
stadium construction can start in December 2014. While the preconstruction works take place over the next 18 
months, many other things will happen with the stadium. In April, we announced the three major consortia to bid 
for the design and construction of the stadium. In the next two weeks those consortia will receive their full 
project brief. Over the next four to six months they will take part in an interactive tendering process with the 
government to make sure that everything we want for the stadium is recognised and understood so we get the 
best result. Those three consortia will come back in around December this year with their detailed costings and 
project proposals. We then have five to six months of extensive evaluation and review, with the successful 
consortium being announced in June 2014. Construction will then start on the stadium in December 2014, to be 
completed before the start of the AFL season in 2018, or earlier if possible.   

I make the point that in the two years since we announced the Burswood site for the stadium, we have gone 
through extensive planning and preparation. It has been thorough and it has taken a fair while, but it has been 
well worth it. Extensive consultation has taken place with the stadium user groups, the sporting groups, the 
sports fan group—all of this state’s stakeholders in the stadium—to ensure that we provide the best information 
to the consortia so they can come back with the best possible result for the stadium. With our “fan first” 
philosophy, which we have followed the whole way, I am confident we can come up with a world-class stadium 
for 2018, which will be a really important project for the state. It was great this morning to finally get to the 
stage at which the earthworks are now happening. 

MUJA AB — REFURBISHMENT — WORKER ENTITLEMENTS 

334. Mr M.P. MURRAY to the Premier: 
I refer to the Premier’s decision to cease work on the refurbishment of units 1 and 2 of the Muja A and B plant 
following a series of poor decisions by government.  
(1) Will the Premier ensure that all entitlements for the employees who undertook work on the plant will be 

protected and provided to them? 
(2) Now that this project has been mothballed indefinitely, what other work will this government provide to 

the Collie area to replace these local jobs?  
(3) Would it not have been better initially to have used this expenditure on the Collie B power station?   
Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
(1)–(3) Unless my memory is failing me, last week the member for Collie and the Labor Party were calling for 

this project to be abandoned.  
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! Premier, can you direct your answer through the chair please. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The Labor Party, including the member for Collie, spent all last week bagging this project 
and today it has called it a “scandal”, to use the term of members opposite. Members opposite have argued and 
we listened. We thought about it and we closed the project, and now members opposite come back and grizzle 
about it. For goodness sake! The project has closed, people have been demobilised and they have lost their jobs; 
that is what members opposite were calling for. 
Mr M. McGowan: You’re verbalising again. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Oh, come on! The opposition cannot come in here, bag the project, say it is a scandal and 
everything else, and then the government looks at it and says, yes, it will close it, and now the opposition is 
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complaining about it. I remind the member for Collie that the last minister ever to build a coal-fired power 
station was me. 

MUJA AB — REFURBISHMENT — WORKER ENTITLEMENTS 

335. Mr M.P. MURRAY to the Premier: 
It is a pity I do not have 20 minutes. My supplementary question is: will the Premier ensure the 190 or so 
workers who are definitely out of work as a consequence of his poor decision will receive their full entitlements?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 
The employees on the project would have been employees of the contractor, I would imagine, not of the 
government or of Verve  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: So you don’t care less then?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Did I say that?  

Mr P.C. Tinley: Neither of the contracts has been dealt with. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I do not think the member for Willagee should talk about people losing money.  

The SPEAKER: I call the member for Willagee to order for the first time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: People have lost their jobs on that project, and I expect that all workers will receive their 
entitlements. But I make the point that they were employees of a private company, not of the state.  
Mr M. McGowan interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The issue has not arisen. I have not heard of that. There are some serious issues in Collie, 
and members opposite go on about how their energy policy was so terrific. Their energy policy has led to a 
situation — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Ha-ha!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I did not even crack a joke and the member for Cannington is laughing. There is a 
precarious situation in Collie, and I think at least the member for Collie understands that. Two coalmines are 
now in overseas’ ownership. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is why we had two extra coal-fired power stations built.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! There are ample opportunities for the member for Cannington to ask 
more questions. I call him to order for the first time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: In Collie, two coalmining companies have gone into overseas ownership. They both claim 
to be operating at a loss. It is a highly unstable situation given that coal supplies about 60 per cent of the energy 
to the south west grid. Companies are not talking to each other. I know the opposition has a hands-off approach, 
but this government is trying to get the Perdaman Chemicals and Fertiliser project underway, and it is engaging; 
we are probably crossing the line from where a minister or a Premier should be because we want to try to 
stabilise the situation. 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I call the member for Warnbro and the member for West Swan to order for the first time.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The opposition talks about the Bluewaters project. It is good to see private investment in 
coal generation, but I remind the opposition that Bluewaters went into receivership. That is how unstable the 
situation in Collie was, and the actions of this government allowed it to transfer into Japanese ownership so at 
least its ownership is now secure. Do not come in here and talk about Collie. Collie has some extraordinarily 
serious issues, and the entire coal industry is unstable and the government is trying to stabilise it. 

WATER CORPORATION — BILLING SYSTEM 
336. MR N.W. MORTON to the Minister for Water: 
Will the minister explain the changes to the Water Corporation’s billing system that will come into effect next 
week and outline how these changes will benefit Western Australian householders?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 
Before I respond to that question, I acknowledge the students from Great Southern Grammar who are in the 
public gallery. Both of my kids, who are now 24 and 26, went to Great Southern Grammar. My daughter who 
was a prefect there told my wife and me on Friday that she is going to get married. That was not the slam dunk. 
The slam dunk is that it is going to be in three weeks’ time!  

Several members interjected. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: No, she is not pregnant. But I wish them all the best and I am looking forward to it. So we 
in the Redman household are very excited at the moment.  

I thank the member for Forrestfield for the question. The government, through the Water Corporation, has made 
the decision to change the Water Corporation’s billing process for its customers, and to move to a billing system 
that happens every two months. This brings the corporations billing in line with a number of other utilities and is 
a move away from the break-up of the service charges that typically happened on an annual basis, which resulted 
in one large bill for the year to a six-monthly bill for water use. It is a move away from receiving two bills over 
the year to receiving a bill every two months. This will help to smooth out the bills to customers, particularly 
those customers who find it difficult to manage the bills they pay from month to month.  

The Western Australian Council of Social Service supports this change, which is pleasing, because it sees that 
one of the biggest factors that affects peoples’ incapacity to pay bills are big lump sum bills, and water bills were 
one of those. Therefore, bills will be issued once every two months. It combines the service charge component 
with the water-use charge on a bimonthly basis. That is a very good decision of the government. The other thing 
it will do is allow the timely noticing of leaks.  

Mr F.M. Logan: Does that include Wellington Street? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is a fact that if there is billing on a regular basis, people know what their water 
consumption is, and they know that if that water consumption departs significantly from their normal use pattern, 
they can suspect there may well be a leak. This move also supports what much of the Perth community wants—
that is, to conserve water. It will mean that they can on a fairly regular basis see the benefit of the products and 
practices of water conservation. This is a good news story for Water Corporation customers and I know the 
community will strongly support it.  

By way of information, the first bill will be a transitional bill, because it will be made up of not only the next two 
months’ service charge but also the last six months of water consumption. That bill will cost less than they 
would normally have paid, but it will be larger than the bill in the normal two-monthly billing process. After 
that, customers will get onto a normal pattern and they will be able to manage their bills more smoothly and 
evenly, and I am confident it will be well received. I encourage customers to look at the My Water website and 
to move to the paperless transactional process that has been put in place and also adopt strategies for closely 
monitoring their water use. This is good news. It will support those people in the community who find it 
challenging to pay their bills.  

“CULTURAL DIVERSITY IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA: A DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE” —  
INDIGENOUS LANGUAGES 

337. Ms J. FARRER to the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

I refer to the report “Cultural Diversity in Western Australia: A Demographic Profile”, launched by the minister 
in April 2010, which tells the story of Western Australia’s cultural and linguistic diversity.  

(1) Why does the language profile exclude Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander languages?  

(2) Why is the cultural diversity of Aboriginal people not specifically recognised in this report?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN replied: 

I thank the member for Kimberley for the question. It is a good question.  

(1)–(2) I guess the Office of Multicultural Interest focuses on cultural and linguistically diversity of mainly 
migrants. It is an oversight not to include Aboriginal people in that profile, and I apologise for that. It 
will not happen again. It is a good question and it was an omission in the process of the report. If such a 
document is done in the future, it will definitely include Aboriginal people.  

“CULTURAL DIVERSITY IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA: A DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE” —  
INDIGENOUS LANGUAGES 

338. Ms J. FARRER to the Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

I have a supplementary question: does the minister guarantee to take responsibility and apologise for failing to 
include Aboriginal people as part of this report he personally launched?  

Dr M.D. NAHAN replied: 

Yes, I do. Although the report started under a different minister’s watch, it came out under mine. It should have 
included Aboriginal people in that assessment and it will not happen again. 
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PUBLIC TRANSPORT — PATRONAGE 

339. Mr J. NORBERGER to the Minister for Transport: 
I note recent media on the extraordinary growth of public transport boardings. Will the minister inform the house 
on what this government will do to address public transport challenges in our state and in my electorate with its 
rapidly growing population? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 
That is a very good question. As members would have seen reported today, 150 million passenger boardings are 
anticipated this financial year across Perth in public transport. In terms of modal share, about 40 per cent of 
passengers travel on trains and about 60 per cent on buses; and regrettably, member for South Perth, a few, but 
not enough, travel on your ferry, but we are working on that, are we not? 

Mr J.E. McGrath: We need more ferries! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We need more passengers, member for South Perth, not more ferries. 

In this 12-month period, we anticipate that passenger transport on buses will grow by about 3.9 per cent and on 
trains by about 4.4 per cent. So the people of Perth are voting with their feet in supporting the government’s 
ongoing investment in public transport. That is a good outcome. 

A couple of weeks ago, an organisation called Canstar Blue—I have had reason to mention that organisation in 
this house previously—conducted its annual surveys of passenger satisfaction across Australian capital cities in 
relation to city train networks. The headline in the report reads, “Winning streak: Transperth full steam ahead 
with the highest passenger satisfaction for a second time.” The report goes on to point out that for the second 
time since 2011, Transperth has won that award against all other metropolitan rail systems around Australia. Our 
rail system is not perfect. But compared with the rail system in other states, it is pretty damn good.   

Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is very interesting, member for Bayswater — 

Mr D.J. Kelly: Bassendean. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: In the northern suburbs, we are finalising 7.5 kilometres of rail through to Butler. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Go and tell the people who catch the train! That is an investment of $240 million. We are 
spending $360 million to sink the railway line in the city. That is something that the former government talked 
about and talked about and talked about and talked about. We could have lined the project with the press releases 
that the former government put out. That is what we could have done. The list goes on. I feel like a knife 
salesman or whatever it is. I will throw in the $8 million for the Aubin Grove train station, with 2 000, at least, 
car parking bays — 

Mr M. McGowan: It’s a sign! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is a sign of things to come! Trust me! It is a sign of things to come, and the thing that 
will be coming is a train station, with happy people on trains.  

Mr P. Papalia: It’s still a sign. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I do not mean to shake the member for Warnbro’s grasp of reality, but it does take some 
time to build a train station; and this one is under planning and will be in construction soon. 

We have spent $50 million, and by the end of this year we will have delivered 5 300 extra car parking bays 
across the metropolitan train network. Later this year—in the last quarter of this year—the first of the 66 new 
railcars will arrive in this state, part of a $243 million commitment to increase our rolling stock.  

On top of that, we have made record investments in new buses and record investments in expanding the bus 
fleet, and putting the fuel in the tank and the driver behind the wheel.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected.  
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is a very important issue, member for Victoria Park, which I am happy to discuss if 
the member chooses to ask me. Buses were ordered by the former government’s minister. We will get into that. I 
am very happy to canvass that issue. If the member for Victoria Park wants to get up and ask a question — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Five years! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: If the member for Victoria Park can ever get the right to ask a question — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Five years!  You have been in the job for five years!   
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The SPEAKER: I think we have heard about five years for long enough, thank you, member for Victoria Park. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The list goes on. The government has made commitments to a rail link to the airport. 
There is no line to Ellenbrook.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: We have made commitments around a light rail project. We have made commitments, 
member for Joondalup, about a multideck car park in Edgewater. Those commitments will be detailed soon in 
the budget process. 
Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Metro Area Express light rail is doing very, very well.   

This Sunday, there will be a really important announcement, because this Sunday we will unveil the fourth route 
on the CAT bus service.   

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Members opposite may say that. There are eight million boardings a year on the CAT bus 
service. Five per cent of the total number of people who get on our public transport in Perth get on the CAT bus. 
The new green CAT bus service will go from Leederville to the busport, and that is a great thing. 

The public of Western Australia are voting with their feet to support public transport. But there is one word in 
public transport that we never hear any more in public discussion in Western Australia, and that is Metronet. 
What has happened to Metronet, Leader of the Opposition? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I call you to order for the first time. Can you wind this up, please, 
minister. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Very well, Mr Speaker. 

Members opposite may claim that expense pressures around Muja AB — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Members opposite may claim that Muja AB is a financial scandal—something that we 
reject. A financial scandal is this — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I call you to order for the second time. Minister, can you wind up, 
please. 
Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I am just about to wind up, Mr Speaker.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I call you to order for the third time.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have only one last statement to make. That is that members opposite claim that 
Muja AB is a financial scandal.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It simply is not. A financial scandal is this: members opposite went to the election 
campaign and promised to deliver a public transport system for $3.8 billion that is going to cost $5.2 billion. So 
they have wasted $1.4 billion before they even got their seat in government.  

FEES AND CHARGES — INCREASES 

340. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the many answers given in the Legislative Council yesterday relating to the government’s inability to 
provide information about the increases in fees and charges from the government due on Monday of next week, 
1 July. Will the Treasurer commit to supply to the house tomorrow a table of all fees and charges that will be 
increasing as of 1 July? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 
There are two elements to government fees and charges. Those elements are, first, household fees and charges. It 
is our view that household fees and charges are those fees and charges that people in Western Australia have the 
most interest in. Those charges have been announced. In relation to other fees and charges, the commitment I can 
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give to the member is that there will be, associated with the budget processes, a mechanism by which those fees 
and charges are communicated to the public; and whatever that mechanism was last year, it will be the same as 
the mechanism is this year. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I call you to order for the second time. 

FEES AND CHARGES — INCREASES 

341. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Treasurer: 
I ask a supplementary question. In light of the fact that the Treasurer has delayed the budget until August this 
year, will the Treasurer commit to table tomorrow all increases in fees and charges that will go up on Monday of 
next week, 1 July? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied: 
I will commit to understand how those increases in fees and charges have previously been communicated to the 
people who would pay them, and we will use the same mechanism this year that we used last year. 

PILBARA — FLOOD WARNINGS 

342. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Minister for Emergency Services:   

In light of the flood warning issues in the Pilbara region in the past 48 hours, can the minister update the house 
on how residents can prepare themselves and their communities for a flood event? 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS replied: 
I thank the member for North West for the question. I know that the member knows firsthand the damage that 
significant floodwaters can inflict upon a community, and having been to Carnarvon, where the member lives, 
and having looked at the situation some time ago — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Right. The minister. 

Mr J.M. FRANCIS: Can I place on the record that I share the sympathy of all people in this place, I am sure, 
for the people of the Pilbara, who are currently undergoing what is a fairly major flood event. We are at near 
record rainfall; in the past 24 hours, some 209 millimetres, or 21 centimetres, of rain has fallen on Karratha 
alone. It is a significant amount of water. This is a timely reminder to all Western Australians to be aware of the 
dangers presented by floodwaters. In fact, members might like to know—it is an unfortunate fact—that the 
biggest cause of loss of life during significant flood events is people in cars who are trying to cross flooded roads 
and flooded causeways and are washed away. That is actually the biggest contributor to the loss of life during 
flood events. It is worth noting some of the things people can do to prepare for an oncoming flood. Early 
preparation is obviously essential, and it is essential to monitor local news and TV and radio stations and to 
prepare an emergency kit. People should think about very basic things such as torches, batteries, food, drinking 
water and pets and livestock. They should move livestock to higher ground early rather than at the last minute 
when it is probably too late. People should not try to escape danger by putting themselves in greater danger—a 
very important principle to remember for people in a community that is about to be impacted by floodwaters.  

In the north overnight, nine people were rescued from floodwaters. I think every single one was in a car, and four 
of them were children. Those nine people are very lucky to be alive because they risked their lives trying to cross 
floodwaters and had to be rescued. I place also on the record my gratitude to the police officers, the State 
Emergency Service and other emergency service workers who are on the ground right now in the electorate of 
the member for Pilbara, in the north of our state, doing everything they can to protect human life. Once again I 
emphasise, I am sure, the sentiments of everyone in this house that we wish and pray for all the best for the 
people of the north west.  

LAND SUBDIVISIONS — FEES 

343. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to the reported 90 per cent increase in subdivision fees on 1 July this year.  

(1) How does the government justify a 90 per cent increase in these fees, given that housing affordability 
and land availability continue to be a major problem facing Western Australians?  

(2) How much extra revenue will be generated by this increase?  

(3) Is this additional revenue earmarked for additional staff to deal with planning applications or will it 
flow directly to consolidated revenue?  
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Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 
(1)–(2) It is the case that there will be an increase from 1 July in some of the fees that are payable to the WA 

Planning Commission. They will increase to reflect the costs of providing the service. An assessment 
was undertaken and, as a result of that assessment, it was revealed that the charges previously in place 
were not covering the costs of providing the service; therefore, a decision was made to provide the 
increase, which, in proportionate terms, is quite substantial. Nevertheless, I will give information about 
the quantum increase in a moment. I do not expect they will have any significant impact on housing 
affordability. For example, on the increase in the application fee in relation to form 1A, which is for a 
subdivision, the current base fee is $1 533; the new base fee will be $2 912. It is a substantial increase 
in proportionate terms. That will apply to a two-lot subdivision. I do not have the figures for a larger 
number of lots, but the proportionate increase is far lower when a larger number of lots is involved. If 
somebody is subdividing a block of land in two, they normally sell that for probably $250 000 at least. I 
do not think the increase is anything like unaffordable and it is reasonable that the costs that are being 
incurred by taxpayers are recovered from those who benefit from the fact that they can subdivide their 
land. The funds will be collected by the Department of Planning on behalf of the Planning Commission. 
Normally, those funds are retained.  

(3) As to the precise budgetary decisions and how funds will be allocated in the budget, of course that will 
be announced by the Treasurer in the budget.  

LAND SUBDIVISIONS — FEES 

344. Ms R. SAFFIOTI to the Minister for Planning: 
I have a supplementary question. In relation to (3), can the minister guarantee that the additional revenue will be 
separated and dedicated to additional planning staff and not sent to consolidated revenue?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 
Obviously that would be the preferable position as far as the planning portfolio is concerned, but we operate 
within the context of the whole state budget and all those decisions are being made collectively and are, 
ultimately, the responsibility of the Treasurer.  

PETROLEUM AND GEOTHERMAL ENERGY LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1 put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Mr M.J. COWPER: I am interested to know why this is called the Petroleum and Geothermal Energy 
Legislation Amendment Bill and why is there no mention of geosequestration in the title of the bill.  
The SPEAKER: We have moved passed that, member for Murray–Wellington; we are now on clause 2. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Perhaps the minister would care to answer it in any event.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: I am happy to make a comment.  

The SPEAKER: We have moved past clause 1, and we are now on clause 2.  

Clause put and passed.  
Clause 3 put and passed. 
Clause 4: Long title replaced — 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: This clause seeks to change the long title to — 

An Act relating to — 
• the exploration for, and the exploitation of, petroleum resources, geothermal energy 

resources, and certain other resources, within certain lands of the State; and 
• the injection and storage of greenhouse gas substances within certain lands of the State,  
and for incidental and other purposes.  

During members’ contributions to the second reading debate, there was much discussion about the point of this 
legislation being about geosequestration. To some extent, that is captured in this long title, but a major point of 
this discussion—I believe the purpose of this amendment—is the exploration for those geologically appropriate 
sites where carbon capture and storage could be located. I understand from the minister’s response to the second 
reading debate his interest, enthusiasm and support for the South West Hub, which I think is a worthy project for 
the minister to contribute to. I am concerned to note that this long title does not actually reflect anything about 
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the, for want of a better term, exploration necessary for the finding of these sites. The Petroleum and Geothermal 
Energy Legislation Amendment Bill 2013 refers to the purpose being the injection and storage of greenhouse gas 
substances within certain lands of the state, but it does not actually indicate that this legislation is about the 
exploration mechanism. During the second reading debate, we touched on the issue of the release of acreage, and 
the minister assured me that although we currently use this acreage system for the release of areas that may be 
prospective for oil and gas exploitation, he thinks this could be the appropriate system for the finding of sites 
where geosequestration could occur. My concern is that we do not have mentioned in the bill that this is about 
exploration as well as injection and storage.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Exploration is a subset of the process, and we would not put all the subsets in. It is dealt 
with in immense detail in other clauses; this is just simply the title, and it mentions the injection and storage of 
greenhouse gas substances. There has to be exploration before it can be done, and that is implied.  
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I thank the minister for that response, but I note that the government is happy to talk 
about exploration in the first part, which reads — 

• the exploration for, and the exploitation of, petroleum resources, geothermal energy resources, 
and certain other resources … 

But the government is not happy to talk about exploration when it comes to the sites that might be suitable for 
injection and storage. It seems inconsistent to me.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: The injection and storage, as I said before, can occur only after exploration, so it is 
implied. The member can take it up with parliamentary counsel, but I am happy with the way parliamentary 
counsel—the expert drafters of the legislation who are far more experienced than I—have done it. I think they 
have done an excellent job, and I think it is well worded.  
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 5 put and passed.  
Clause 6: Section 5 amended — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In this clause, we are amending definitions. Would the minister make a comment about 
the meaning of geological formation? The minister mentioned it in his second reading reply, and I thank him for 
that. If the minister wanted to say anything else about it, it would probably be worthwhile because it is unusual 
that “geological formation” is defined to include part of a geological formation. What is a part of a geological 
formation? A geological formation may be huge, so we are really talking about, sometimes, only a part of a 
geological formation, if the minister sees what I mean. I want to know whether those words are actually what the 
minister means. The minister also has in the bill — 

(b) a prescribed greenhouse gas, whether in a gaseous or liquid state … 

That is what proposed greenhouse gas substance or GHG means. I understand the government is going to 
prescribe that by regulation. But what other gases are contemplated in that definition? That will be all from me 
on the definitions, but if the minister could make comment on that to clarify matters. When the bill refers to 
geological formation, what scale is the minister referring to? Is the whole of Canning Basin a geological 
formation or is it that part of the Canning Basin that forms what the minister is talking about? What is being 
gotten at in that definition? I would imagine that nobody will use the whole of a basin, but it could be argued that 
it is a geological formation. The bill refers to part of a geological formation; has the minister understood the 
question? 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I think I do, and I think I could give an answer, but I have a technical answer being drafted.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will stay on my feet for two seconds, if the minister likes.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: Because we cannot get absolutely pure CO2—that is why it is a little general—the other 
gas that may be either mixed in with CO2 is methane. Methane is a by-product of liquefied natural gas. That is 
why methane could be another element in with pure CO2. In terms of the geological formation — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: So you are not intending other gases apart from methane? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No. I have raised this: it is not including — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Not at this stage?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is not SO2 or SO3, which is a question I raised. No, they are not included. 
I have advice on geological formation. I think the definition for geological formation is put in this bill to make 
clear what a geological formation is—all the bit and pieces—so that when anyone is talking about a geological 
formation, they know what it is. The general definition used by industry is, “in which, or a part of which, may be 
used for storage”. In terms of the scale, it is the extent of the formation of the basin. The scale means the total 
basin of the formation, if that helps. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 26 June 2013] 2201 

 

Mr M.J. COWPER: The explanatory memorandum states that — 

“identified GHG storage formation”—is that part of a geological formation that, using the fundamental 
suitability determinants set out in the application, is part of an eligible greenhouse gas storage 
formation … 

Applying that to my electorate of Murray–Wellington and storage in the south west, it initially started with an 
area including the boundaries of Government Road, Riverdale Road, Old Coast Road and Forestry Road. I 
understand it has now been extended to the east, right to the fault line of Darling Scarp, and I understand there is 
a fault that runs, if you like, on the same trajectory as Darling Scarp onto the Swan coastal plain, and further 
north into Waroona shire. The actual footprint that was initially to be used for exploration has been changed. I 
am interested in, firstly, why that occurred, and, secondly, how the goalposts got changed. The minister is setting 
out that areas to be explored have to be identified. I understand that the Lesueur aquifer is to have a fence put 
around it. But how is it that the goalposts can be moved halfway through an exploration process, which of course 
impacts heavily on the landowners?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am guessing that the member is alluding to a definition of a clause to divert and talk 
about a more specific operational issue in terms of what is happening in the South West Hub. Does the member 
have a concern with any of the definitions or does the member have a specific concern about the operation of the 
boundary of some exploration? I am seeking some clarification of which definition under clause 6 the member is 
referring to. 
Mr M.J. COWPER: I am referring to the explanatory memorandum, under heading “Clause 6 – Section 5 
amended”. The second dot point reads — 

“identified GHG storage formation” – is that part of a geological formation that, using the fundamental 
suitability determinants …  

I refer to the paragraph following “GHG”, and it looks as though it is in alphabetical order under “Definitions”. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Yes, go ahead.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: I understand that proposed section 69E, “Declaration of identified GHG storage 
formation” refers to the types of suitable places in which geosequestration can occur. Proposed section 69E(1)(b) 
in part reads — 

… using the fundamental suitability determinants set out in the application — 

(i) that part is an eligible GHG storage formation; 

The minister can make that declaration under proposed subsection (1)(c). As I understand it, the South West Hub 
application related to an area bounded by Forestry Road, Government Road, Riverdale Road and Old Coast 
Road. That was the initial application, and where the initial seismic exploration was done. It has since been 
perpetuated, made bigger and expanded upon. It goes from virtually Old Coast Road to the Darling Scarp, out 
beyond South Western Highway and further north into the Waroona shire nearly as far north as Coronation 
Road. The footprint of the South West Hub has now expanded. If the minister is saying that the definition means 
that the initial application has to determine or define where it will be looking, it would appear that this legislation 
will restrict things. There is some sort of implication that says this will be defined. The area has almost doubled 
in land mass and I would like the minister to explain why he has applied this, given that he has almost free rein 
over a wide aspect of private property.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am advised that this bill has not come in; so what the member is talking about has no 
application to this. What is happening on the ground there is just happening.  
Mr M.J. COWPER: In the future, what will happen? How will it work in practice? Will we be required first of 
all to define an area that we are going to search? If it goes beyond the area defined, does there have to be a 
separate application, an additional application or an amendment to the application?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Once the Department of Mines and Petroleum has identified an area, it will release it for 
people to put in submissions. We are going through an exploration phase. We can explore an area and make it 
bigger or smaller, however we like, as we explore it and do our 3D modelling. I cannot see the member’s point. 
Is the member suggesting that the bill will identify a particular area and that we should never ever change that 
area? When we explore an area, it changes; it will move when we get more information. I am sorry, but I cannot 
understand the member’s point.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: The point is that clause 6(2) inserts the new definitions that will be applied. It states that an 
identified GHG storage formation means a part of a geological formation that has been declared under proposed 
section 69E(1)(e) using “the fundamental suitability determinants specified in the application”. For instance, we 
know that three different formations might be suitable—near Moora, York and Harvey. I want some clarification 
from your good self, but I suspect that after making an application to explore a certain area, they now want to 
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expand that area—either they realise the Lesueur aquifer is bigger than first thought or they just want to expand 
their horizons. The minister says that under this legislation they have to define the area. But they did not do that 
in this instance. Will they be restricted by this definition?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We have not identified anything, member. We are going through a process of 
identifying an area and proving up a 3D model of that area. The member mentioned three areas, but there could 
be 100 or 1 000. The member stated that to his knowledge there are possibly three. They have not been proven, 
but certainly the South West Hub is one area. We can define the area for the 3D modelling, which we then 
explore; but then we realise it might go further, so we have to do more exploring and the 3D modelling will go 
further.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: Do they need to make a further application? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Can I just finish? I have four minutes. When we develop the area, there is no point 
saying they cannot go out of that area because then it cannot be proved that it is a confined space or know about 
the permeability so that it is secure. When we are exploring, we have to look at the whole area of the 
stratification to define the area and whether there is sedimentary rock suitable for storing CO2. We might start off 
with a certain area. We are only in the exploration phase. Before the Department of Mines and Petroleum 
releases that tenement down the track, we will have worked out what the 3D model says. It may say that it will 
be safe and secure, but we might find that the sedimentary layer goes further. We would be talking about 
three kilometres below the surface. We might explore it and go out further. We want to make sure we know 
about the permeability of all the strata around the hole—let us call it a void, if you like, but it is not a void; it is 
porous sedimentary rock. All we are doing here is stating the definitions. We are not specifying anything in the 
definitions. These define what an identified GHG formation means. We are not defining how it operates. That is 
in other clauses.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We are starting to explore something that I think we will be talking about in the third 
reading debate. I remind the minister that we all agree that in the future the legislation will be amended. One of 
the issues here, which the member for Murray–Wellington is focusing on, is that the geological formation will be 
massive. Although the person doing the exploration looks at this bit of the formation, they do not know whether 
it is sealed, because it goes into someone else’s area or an area that is not in their permit. There is no question 
that the member is right when he says these definitions will potentially expand the area of the South West Hub. I 
acknowledge that the South West Hub is not related to this legislation, because the bill has not passed through 
the Parliament, and given this legislation is not in force, whatever they are doing there does not relate to this. Of 
course, once this legislation is passed, what they are doing will relate to this. They have identified a bit of land, 
which the member described because he knows the physical locations down there, but as they explore, they have 
found the geological formation to be much bigger — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Or smaller.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: — or smaller; but potentially it is much bigger. It is more likely to be bigger than 
smaller, is it not?  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Possibly not.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not talking about the injection site or “identified GHG storage formation”; I am 
talking about the geological formation. The storage formation is a part of that other thing, which might stretch 
for an enormous distance. When they start exploring, they are not sure if the formation can be sealed so they 
keep looking and eventually they find where the formation ends. The applicant for a title is only interested in the 
bit that they have got title to. I know we are getting onto a debate that we will probably come back to later, but I 
think the member is onto something and it is worth getting it resolved. Whether the minister says we will resolve 
it later when we reach proposed section 69E(1)(c) or now, I think it is worth making clear what we are agreeing 
to. I understand that the member is right, and even though we are looking at this little bit, the geological 
formation stretches for a long, long way.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: It goes out to the ocean.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It could do. But there could be a geological formation on the border with the Northern 
Territory, and we will talk about that later when we get further into the legislation. So we have these two things 
working together, have we not, minister? We have: what is a geological formation? We have had a quick chat 
about that. Then there is the question of scale, which is what my advisers asked to have put on the record, and 
then there is the question of identified GHG storage formation, which is part of a geological formation; it is not 
the whole of the geological formation. That is the issue the member is raising with the minister. He is right. It 
does not mean necessarily that we will vote against the legislation, but it is worthwhile identifying the fact that 
the issues he is raising are important, and we probably need to get something on the record that identifies the fact 
that he is raising a serious issue and whether there is any way of addressing it here—or maybe it is not addressed 
here; maybe it is addressed later. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not know what the serious issue is; I do not understand what the issue is. If the 
member wants to talk about how it happens, which I think might help — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Sure. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: First of all, a person gets an exploration permit. It is not the government that defines it; 
it is the proponent, who wants to possibly use the area to inject CO2 or to sequester CO2 in the future. So they 
have to explore. Declaring the storage formation site, as it says in this clause, comes under proposed section 
69E(1)(c). That is about when a storage formation is declared for a possible injection site. The exploration phase 
should address this point. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Okay. While you are on your feet, minister, say somebody comes and gets a permit for this 
piece of land. They think that something is down there but they can’t be sure. They drill and they don’t find that 
it is capped, but it is not sealed. It is not permeable, but it is not sealed on the edge. They find that the seal is 
somewhere else off the permeation. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Then it is possibly not suitable. They cannot prove that it is impermeable all around; so 
it is not suitable and they will not get a tick-off by the department. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: What’s the likelihood of somebody, without knowing what is down there, picking the right 
piece of ground? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not the geologist; the member’s daughter is. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No, she’s not yet. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: If the member goes to the Geological Survey of Western Australia website, he will see 
an enormous amount of information from all the drilling that has been done during 100 years of mining 
operations in Western Australia, and also drilling for water. There is a lot of geological knowledge about the 
strata of Western Australia. It is less knowledgeable in the desert, but certainly around — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: But, minister, how often do people go out to find hydrocarbons and they find that the 
reservoir is two-thirds in their lease and one-third in somebody else’s lease? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is not an issue. That will be the issue for the proponent to deal with. All we are doing 
is putting in place some legislation around someone who wants to do that, so it is not an issue. 
Mr M.J. COWPER: Rather than get bogged down, I want to move on to another part of clause 6. It refers to 
geothermal drilling reservations. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Which part, member? 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Which page? 
Mr M.J. COWPER: If we turn over to the next page, the minister will see clause 6(6) and reference to the 
definition of “geothermal drilling reservation”. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: I’m sorry; you’ve lost me. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Does the minister have it? It is on page 10. 
Mr M.J. COWPER: Unfortunately, my copy is not marked with a page number, but it is the following page. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I will just clarify that. It is page 10 of the minister’s copy, clause 6(6). 
Mr W.R. Marmion: I have it. 
Mr M.J. COWPER: It is an amendment to the definition of “geothermal drilling reservation”. It is to delete the 
reference to section 43D(2) and replace it with the words “under Part III—introduction to a greenhouse drilling 
reservation. There are now three types of drilling reservations. Would the minister be able to explain to me what 
those three drilling reservations are and how that applies? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: At the moment the act refers to petroleum and geothermal—so that is two. When this 
bill is enacted, it will bring in geosequestration of greenhouse gases—so that is the third one. They are the three 
drillings: drilling for petroleum, drilling for geothermal energy and drilling for greenhouse gases. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I am interested to know that the three types include petroleum, which is crucial to our 
western society. I understand that we have geothermal energy as a potential energy source, which is fantastic. If 
we could get that working, that would be great too. The third one is that we are going to use it for sequestration. I 
am struggling to understand how the capturing of carbon and putting it underground is in the same league, in the 
same ballpark or of the same importance as, say, petroleum or water or some other matter that is critical to the 
sustenance of our society. Simply put, CO2 sequestration is a new technology; I repeat that it is relatively new 
technology. It has been done in only two other places in the world, and it has never been done in a sandstone 
formation such as we have, albeit porous; but it has never been applied in this sense. I cannot understand how it 
can be judged or seen in the same vein as, say, petroleum or geothermal energy. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: We have two choices: either we do not do anything or we do something. Some people 
have a different view. Certainly, the green groups might have it the other way around; that is, geosequestration is 
a better drilling activity than—probably not geothermal—perhaps drilling for petroleum. I look at the member 
for Gosnells, who might know some people who say that, which might be counter to where the member for 
Murray–Wellington is coming from. At the end of the day, as I keep saying, we are void in the space of 
geosequestration. All this bill is doing is putting in place a framework around it if that happens. I think it is good 
to have it. The member has also made the point that it may never happen. That is not a reason to not have the 
legislation. Other people say that it might happen. We do not know what might happen years down the track. I 
know that the carbon price is low at the moment. It might be high in a few years, so it might be more 
economical, and better seismic testing might be developed in the future, which means that it is very easy to 
analyse geological formations kilometres below the surface, and that will make it even cheaper to do that. All we 
are about is putting this legislation in place so that we have a legislative framework. Whether the member thinks 
it is a good idea or not, if someone wants to do it, we will have legislation in place for it to happen. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: On page 4, I am looking at the definition of “closure assurance period”. In dealing 
with the definition of that, we need to go forward, so I am happy to be told to wait until we get to this clause as 
well. But proposed section 69JR(1) sets out more detail around the definition of “closure assurance period”. One 
of the key components seems to be the term “site closing certificate”, and that has me wondering why we are not 
defining that term “site closing certificate”. The reason I am worried about this is the notion of a closure 
assurance period. I can imagine that people such as the constituents of the member for Murray–Wellington 
would want to know that a geosequestration activity has come to an end and that it is in its closure phase. 
However, I find this term “site closing certificate” a bit vague. It needs to be defined. It is not currently, yet I 
think it would be a key document in the closure process—that is, there would be the issue of this site closing 
certificate. My understanding, looking ahead to proposed section 69JR(1), is that it is effectively an application 
for the relinquishment of liability, and I think that needs to be clear; otherwise constituents such as those in the 
electorate of the member for Murray–Wellington will say, “This company is trying to get rid of any 
responsibility it’s got”, when it is actually in a pending phase. I think the terminology around that needs to be 
clearer. My suggestion is that we look at this notion of a definition that refers to “application to relinquish 
liability”, as that could be a more accurate term than these vague ideas of site closing certificates and closure 
assurance periods.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: We are  talking about just definitions here. If the member thinks there should be another 
definition, that is a different story. There are a lot of definitions in the bill and they are put there so that when 
someone reading the bill sees something they do not understand, such as “closure assurance period”, they can 
find out what it means. If the member wants to talk about the way the process of closure occurs, that is under 
proposed section 69JR(1). I think we should deal with that issue when we get to that proposed section. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): That reference is in the act, minister, not in this bill.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I see. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I accept the minister’s point to some extent, but I wanted a definition of “closure 
assurance period”. There is no actual definition in the bill; I am just told to look at proposed section 69JR(1). 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Sorry, there is just a small bit of confusion. We looked for proposed section 69JR(1) 
in the bill and could not find that reference. We had a rethink and we found proposed section 69JR(1) under 
clause 81 at proposed subdivision 5 on page 105, it is all as clear is that! Has the member found it? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Yes, thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Jolly good, so we have sorted that now. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I refer to the next definition, which is that of “detection agent”. It reads — 
detection agent means a substance, whether in a gaseous or liquid state, that — 

(a) when added to — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: What clause is that?  

Mr W.J. Johnston: We are still at clause 6. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Clause 6. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: On page 4. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I am on the definition of “detection agent”.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: I’m totally lost. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Page 4, clause 6, line 8. Only 172 clauses to go, do not worry minister! 
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Mr M.J. COWPER: The definition states — 
detection agent means a substance, whether in a gaseous or liquid state, that — 

(a) when added to — 
(i) another substance; or 
(ii) a mixture of other substances,  
facilitates the monitoring of the behaviour of that other substance or that mixture, as the 
case may be; and  

(b) is specified in the regulations; 
Can the minister advise what sort of materials are typically used as detection agents? The minister can appreciate 
that if some sort of additive put into the material to see how it reacts is ever to escape there may be potential for 
it to combine with other materials. We already know that the Lesueur aquifer in my electorate has some 
limestone in it. If carbon dioxide is added to limestone, calcium carbonate is formed and it becomes solid. I am 
interested to know what “detection agent” means. Will we pump in some sort of a fracking material or detergent 
or whatever is used in other drilling operations? I am very curious to know what the detection agents may be. Is 
it red dye? I do not know. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am advised that it is an inert trace element. It is inert and it will have no — 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Will it be mineral based? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am looking at my technical adviser, who says it could be mineral based. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Could it be chemical based? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Everything is a chemical. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This will be my last contribution, I hope, for clause 6. I noticed that there are a whole 
lot of definition changes in clause 6(2). The following subclauses deal with definitions that will be modified. I 
would like an assurance from the minister that the effect of those subsequent amendments will not change the 
existing activity or practice under the legislation and that we are not making some consequential amendment that 
has an effect on existing geothermal or hydrocarbon production or exploration. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is a very good question. Parliamentary counsel has gone through this bill with a 
fine toothcomb. This really just adds elements to do with geosequestration of greenhouse gases. The member 
will find that a lot of the clauses just add that component to the legislation. I am obviously not parliamentary 
counsel—it is quite a specialised field and I do know a few personally—but I am advised that there are no 
consequential detriments to the current legislation. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 7: Sections 6AA, 6AB and 6AC inserted — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Imagine that! Member for Cannington, is it? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, if that is all right by Madam Acting Speaker! 

Proposed sections 6AA(1) and 6AB(1) are the guts of the bill. Proposed section 6AB(2) on page 16, line 17, 
refers to the amount of gas being less than 100 000 tonnes. Can the minister explain what will happen? I will go 
through a couple of things if he likes. Proposed section 6AA(1) on page 15, line 29, states — 

For the purposes of this Act, a potential GHG storage formation is a part of a geological formation 
that is suitable for the permanent storage of a greenhouse gas substance injected into that part. 

If we are only starting to look, how do we know that it is suitable for permanent storage?  

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The bill refers to a potential GHG storage formation that is apparently suitable only for 
permanent storage of the gas. How will we know, if we have not looked, if it has not been tested and nothing else 
has been done? That is my second question. I have a couple of others, but I will draw those two questions first. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I think the member will have to ask them one at a time, otherwise I will get totally 
bamboozled. I will deal with the first one about the amount of 100 000 tonnes. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s a nice easy one! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I have not asked my advisers the answer yet, but one presumes it has to be considered of 
a certain size, and I will get this clarified, otherwise it will be something of a tiny formation. A body has to be a 
certain size before we consider it to be a serious formation. I ask my advisers whether that is a reasonable 
comment. 
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Mr W.J. Johnston: So what is the answer? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: My answer is right.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: Anything less than 100 000 tonnes is a trial, is it? Is that what the minister is saying? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, it is a trial or a pilot.  
The other point the member made was that proposed section 6AA(1) states — 

For the purposes of this Act, a potential GHG storage formation is a part of a geological formation 
that is suitable for the permanent storage of a greenhouse gas substance … 

The member is turning everything around a bit.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: Does that proposed section not turn it around? 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Once the exploration is done, it becomes suitable to store greenhouse gas, because that 
is how it is defined. The proposed section says what it is: a GHG storage formation is a part of a geological 
formation that is suitable for the storage of greenhouse gas. If it is not suitable for the storage of greenhouse gas, 
it will not be a potential storage formation. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: But minister, it says that it is a potential GHG storage formation, but it is only a potential 
storage formation if it is suitable for permanent storage. How do you know, if you haven’t done the appraisal? 
You’re letting a lease on land that is suitable, but even though it is suitable, it is only potential. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Once the proper studies have been done, once we have released what we call a potential 
GHG storage formation, it has to be proven.   

Mr W.J. Johnston: How can it be potential if it is suitable? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is potentially suitable.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Okay, but the provision does not say that. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: If the member reads it slowly—this is parliamentary counsel’s wording. I think they 
have done a pretty good job on this one. The member should think about it. They are saying that a potential GHG 
storage formation happens to be something that is suitable for permanent storage. The outcome is it has to be 
suitable to be a permanent storage facility, but the member has to read it slowly. I understand it. I had to read it 
three times but I now understand it. Everything is potential until a lot of work has been done, and once all that 
work has been done, we can be convinced that it really is a better permanent storage of greenhouse gas, and the 
Department of Mines and Petroleum will probably give the tick to start injecting—that is how I read it. We 
would not have something that is “not potential” if we did not think it would be “suitable” as permanent storage. 
If we thought it was “possibly suitable” but not “suitable” as a permanent storage, then under this definition it 
would not be a potential GHG storage formation.   
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I think we have quod erat demonstrandum on this clause. If it is suitable for permanent 
storage, we know that only because we tested it and found it out. Let us put ourselves in the position of an 
applicant who makes an application for an exploration lease to do exploration in respect of storing GHG. It then 
finds that the geological formation it has identified is not suitable for the permanent storage of GHG. This means 
that the lease was invalidly granted because we can only validly grant the lease if the formation is part of a 
geological formation that is suitable for the permanent storage of a greenhouse gas substance. If we do the 
testing and find that it is not, then that applicant was not allowed to do the testing in the first place.   
Mr W.R. Marmion: The member is defining a process.   

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, I am not. I said that a formation is either suitable for the storage of GHG or it is not, 
and we will know that at the end of the process described in the bill about finding out whether a place will work. 
Let us use the hydrocarbon example. If the minister said that an applicant can get an exploration lease either 
anywhere that there is gas — 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Now the member is talking about a process, not the definition in proposed section 6AA(1), 
which tells us what a potential GHG storage formation is.   

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but let us imagine it were not a GHG storage formation. Let us say it is a potential 
oil field or oil reservoir, and for the purpose of this legislation a potential oil reservoir is a part of a geological 
formation that is suitable for being an oil reservoir. However, if we then go and look for the formation and do not 
find it, then we never had the right to do that because it was never there. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Using petroleum is a good example.   

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is because this provision should work with anything, but surely it should be a 
geological formation that is judged by the minister to be potentially suitable for the permanent storage of 
greenhouse gases. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: Parliamentary counsel has done a great job on this but they are just saying what it is. 
The member has then turned it around and said that if the department releases a tenement for exploration, which 
is not what this provision is about. For the purpose of the bill, this provision is about a potential GHG formation. 
The member is talking about a process, and I will use petroleum as an example if the member likes, but it could 
be a geothermal exploration or what we are talking about. A tenement is released to “company SOS” right in the 
middle of the ocean in state waters and it has the potential for gas. The company drills and does not find any gas. 
Bad luck; that is the risk the company takes. It is the same thing here. It has to be proven. The company has to do 
all the exploration and the modelling, it is a lot of work, and that is why we will not get a $2 company doing this 
because it is a huge risk. It is a bit like working with petroleum, and probably more so because if a hole is drilled 
out in the ocean, which costs millions of dollars, that company might then be able to onsell it, which is the point 
that both members made, and a good point too, but it might be a little harder to onsell— 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It is going to be very hard.   

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, so the really big players are involved here. We are getting down to semantics here, 
which the member probably enjoys. However, he is talking about the process rather than what is worded in the 
provision.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Perhaps one more question member.   

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Thank you Madam Acting Speaker. Yes, we are dealing with semantics. We are dealing 
with the words on the piece of paper and if they do not mean what we intend, then it is not what we intend that 
gets passed by the Parliament, it is the words we use. I do not understand how the minister can say—proposed 
sections 6AA and 6AB are the critical parts of the bill. This is where we set up what we are doing. Proposed 
section 6AA is about how we define what a potential GHG storage is, and proposed section 6AB is how we go 
about dealing with the storage. My point is that if the site is suitable for permanent storage that is a conclusion.   
Mr W.R. Marmion: You do not know that— 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, but in this definition we have a conclusion. Proposed section 6AA(1) states in part 
that if — 

…a geological formation that is suitable for the permanent storage of a greenhouse gas substance 
injected into that part.   

That is pretty damn conclusive to me, if I can use that term and not be unparliamentary.   
Mr W.R. Marmion: It could not be a potential GHG storage formation if it were not suitable for the permanent 
storage of a greenhouse gas.   
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, it could be, because we go out and look and find out that it is or is not suitable; that 
is why we do the exploration because we do not know in advance whether it is suitable for GHG storage, 
otherwise why would we look? If we already knew, there is no reason to have an exploration phase and we can 
go straight to the injection phase. We are setting up legislation that will allow exploration, injection and security 
maintenance in the future. I do not see how the minister’s definition suits because we are talking about 
potentiality, not conclusion. The minister’s definition in proposed subsection (1) says that — 

…a potential … storage formation is a part of a geological formation that is suitable for the permanent 
storage of a greenhouse gas substance injected into that part.   

If it is suitable, then why are we saying it is “potential”; it is suitable and it will happen.   
Mr W.R. MARMION: The more I read the provision, the clearer it becomes. This definition is very logical. It 
is only “potential” because a lot of work has to be done. This provision says that here is something that will 
potentially be useful, but it will only be useful if it reaches this outcome. We are actually defining and letting the 
person know that this is a potential storage formation but it has to reach that outcome, which is to be suitable for 
the permanent storage of greenhouse gas.   

Mr W.J. Johnston: After the end of this debate and before the bill gets to the other chamber, let us look at this 
provision because at the moment the minister is saying that “potential” means only if it is suitable, but we only 
know if it is suitable after the exploration has been done.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: We are talking about a potential storage formation. They will not know about a potential 
storage formation until they have done the exploration. When they have done the exploration, they will want to 
know that once they have proved that it is suitable for permanent storage of a greenhouse gas, they have hit the 
jackpot. This is saying that it is a potential GHG storage formation if it is part of a geological formation. When 
they have proved that it is suitable for permanent storage of a greenhouse gas substance and they can inject CO2 
into it, there will be a very good chance that the Department of Mines and Petroleum, which has a very good 
work plan around it, will agree to that. I am happy with the wording. But I am very happy for my learned 
colleagues around the table to check with parliamentary counsel that we are not going around in circles here and 
they have not slipped in an adjective when they should not have done that. But it seems logical to me. 
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Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am concerned that we are putting into the definition some form of prejudgement, and 
that by so doing, we might give an indication to a potential geo-sequester that the state had done the proving up 
of capability. I understand that the minister will take that further, so I am happy to leave it at that point. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: The state will not have done the proving up. The possible tenement will be there for the 
proponent to prove up. We are not going to give any guarantee. It is like what the commonwealth does with 
petroleum tenements. A proponent has a tenement and is licensed to do some exploration. It is at their risk. They 
might have done some geological survey and someone might have drilled around the area, so they would have a 
bit of an idea. But they will not know definitely that it will be suitable for the permanent storage of greenhouse 
gases until they have done more work. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I understand that the minister is going to double-check that with parliamentary 
counsel. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: I will check to see whether it can be worded better. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Thank you, minister.  

I have a further point on proposed section 6AB(8) at page 18. This is a point that I raised earlier. It states —  

The notional site closing certificate time is the time estimated under subsection (6)(e).  

Subsection (6)(e) states — 

estimating the earliest time after the end of that period when the Minister would be in a position to issue 
a site closing certificate in relation to the identified GHG storage formation. 

I would like an explanation of that. This comes back to the misunderstandings that could arise around the term 
“site closing certificate”. I think the minister would do well to think about a term that would convey the transfer 
of liability issue. This is about an application that a company would make after it had done the sequestering of, 
for example, 100 million tonnes of CO2. The company believes that the project is sound and there is no risk of 
leakage and therefore no risk to the environment, and it is looking to get a site closing certificate. I think we 
could also call that certificate an application to relinquish liability. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not sure whether the member is suggesting a different wording. Basically, this is 
just saying, as the member has said, that the notional site closing certificate time is an estimate of the earliest 
time after the end of the period at which the minister—which will be me—will be in a position to issue the site 
closing certificate in relation to the storage formation; and, after the site closing certificate has been issued, the 
proponent will have a minimum period of 15 years during which it will be monitored. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I refer to proposed section 6AC at page 18, headed “Incidental greenhouse gas-related 
substance”. I want to get some understanding of what this means. Carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases 
will be captured. I understand they will be in a liquid form. They will be pumped to a site and pumped into the 
ground. Subsection (2) states in part — 

For the purposes of this Act, each of the following is an incidental greenhouse gas-related substance … 

I am interested to know what those incidental substances may be. For example, if we were to capture the carbon 
from—it will not be Muja A, will it?—the Collie coal-fired power station, I understand that some of the 
emissions from that power station might be fairly innocuous things. But they might also be fairly nasty things, 
such as arsenic and other heavy metals. Would that fit within the meaning of “incidental greenhouse gas–related 
substance”? My obvious concern is that CO2 material might escape from a particular aquifer or reservoir onto 
farmland. So I am interested to know what those potential substances could be, and what is acceptable. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is a good question, member, because this is the first question that I asked when I 
was briefed on this bill. The aim will be to get as pure a form of CO2 as is possible. But, as the member says, in 
capturing the CO2, which is what is covered here, there could be some incidental substances. That is what will be 
monitored. DMP will not approve anything that it is not happy with. The aim of the exercise is that those 
substances will be removed. So anything like an SO2 or SO3 will need to be removed. That can be monitored by 
DMP so that they are not part of the CO2 gases. But methane is included as part of the CO2 mixture. 

Mr M.J. COWPER: I appreciate that explanation. What does “incidental” mean? Is incidental one part per 
million, or 10 per cent, 20 per cent or 30 per cent? What is an incidental amount of material? I am not talking 
only about what is coming out of the ground and the potential for that to leak. What about the transmission lines 
that run from Perth to potentially Collie and across the landscape? I imagine that it would be some sort of poly-
pipe. What would happen if that pipeline ruptured? If CO2 goes into the atmosphere, that is fine, but what will 
happen if there are other incidental gases that might potentially be of concern? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: In the composition of the flue gases, as I have said, SO2 and SO3, and NO2 and NO3—
heavy metals—must be removed prior to entering the pipe. It will be monitored at that point, and the EPA will 
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set standards. There are minor variations in microscopic particles. I guess there are Australian—indeed world—
standards that the EPA would specify.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: This leads me to wonder why, if we are going to extract potentially, for instance, from the 
Collie power station where we are taking arsenic and lead—I do not know what other emissions come from coal 
gases—why do we not do that now? We are taking it out before we transmit the CO2; if it is harmful to the 
environment why are we not doing that now? For the purpose of transporting CO2, the government is prepared to 
take out all the impurities before it is sent. I find it curious that it is incidental. It worries me that “incidental” 
might be zero or minute particles. But I know that certain heavy metals accumulate. Farmers know that when 
they feed animals there is a process so that when an animal ends up in the marketplace they can track who 
produced the beast and what minerals or impurities may have accumulated in it along the way. How can we 
know with confidence that the materials that are captured, transmitted and injected will have a cumulative effect 
on these heavy metals?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Let us use Collie power station as an example. We have good assurance that emissions 
are already monitored by the Environmental Protection Authority. As the Deputy Premier; Minister for Health 
knows, Australian standards cover what percentage there can be of various elements. I do not know what is in 
there, whether it is lead or arsenic, but they have to be microscopic, otherwise the EPA will not allow the plant to 
operate. Those gases are already monitored by the EPA, and we will be taking out the CO2 from the emissions, 
transporting it by pipe and sequestering it into the geological formation. If there is any consequential, incidental 
minute substance, it will have to conform in my view. I am not the EPA, but all these projects will be vetted by 
the Environmental Protection Authority and the environmental section of the Department of Minerals and 
Petroleum. They will get a very comprehensive going over before the work and injection programs are approved. 
I would be very confident, member, that anything incidental will be very incidental to the CO2  But, as I said 
before, methane is one, I guess, largish component that could be in the gas in addition to the CO2. That is what I 
have been advised. 

Dr K.D. Hames interjected.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member for Collie–Preston mentioned that in his second reading contribution.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: In technological terms, geosequestration is a new science that does not have a lot of 
history, but has been done successfully in other parts, and primarily, as I mentioned in my second reading 
contribution, has been pumped back into voided oil deposits. Most of those have been on, I think, the north west 
coast of the Americas and in the North Sea off Scandinavia. I do not know of any such geosequestration practice 
that looks at pumping it through the heartland of farming communities that are very important to the state. For 
the purpose of Hansard, I would like the minister to say that we, as a state government, are extremely confident 
that we can capture this material, transport it along a pipeline to a position and pump it into the ground without it 
escaping. If it cannot be done with confidence, I would like to know that the project will not go ahead.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: I can say that that is why we are going through this process. The first point is we are 
legislating so that we can have a framework around geosequestration. There will be a rigorous process to make 
sure we have a three-dimensional model and that the capture of CO2 cannot escape the basin. It will then be 
monitored by the EPA. If there is any suggestion that it will not work, the EPA will not tick off on it and not 
only the environmental section of the Department of Minerals and Petroleum but also the technological section 
will not tick off on it. We have those processes.  

Dr K.D. Hames: Use the C word—confident.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am very confident.  

Dr K.D. Hames interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is right, otherwise, as the minister, I would not have brought in the legislation. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I raise a question about proposed section 6AC(1) at the bottom of page 18, lines 27 to 
28, which read — 

(a) carbon dioxide; 

(b) one or more prescribed greenhouse gases.  

The definition of greenhouse gases from the IPCC website is as follows — 

Greenhouse gases are those gaseous constituents of the atmosphere, both natural and anthropogenic, 
that absorb and emit radiation at specific wavelengths within the spectrum of infrared radiation emitted 
by the Earth’s surface, the atmosphere, and clouds. This property causes the greenhouse effect. Water 
vapor (H2O), carbon dioxide (CO2), nitrous oxide (N20), methane (CH4), and ozone (03) are the primary 
greenhouse gases in the Earth’s atmosphere. Moreover there are a number of entirely human-made 
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere, such as the halocarbons and other chlorine- and bromine-
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containing substances, dealt with under the Montreal Protocol. Besides C02 N20, and CH4, the Kyoto 
Protocol deals with the greenhouse gases sulfur hexafluoride (SF6), hydrofluorocarbons (HFCs), and 
perfluorocarbons (PFCs). 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Spell it!  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No.  

Apart from the fact that I am not sure what some of those things are, there are a lot more gases than just carbon 
dioxide and methane. Here we are seeking to prescribe other greenhouse gases. I understand that the minister is 
seeking flexibility in the legislation and I understand that it will be a disallowable instrument, but I wonder 
whether we are providing a huge scope. The minister has already said he does not want to put nitrous oxide or 
sulfur dioxide in the ground, but what about carbon monoxide or sulfur? There are all these other things. Why 
are we allowing such a broad scope for regulation? Would it not be better to prescribe this more narrowly so that 
we know what we are allowing in the legislation?  
Mr W.R. MARMION: A good question, which follows from the last one and the question I asked, as I said 
before. The word “prescribe” is exactly why, as the member said, it gives us a bit of flexibility, which is 
acceptable. As I said, it will be mainly methane. But as the member said, it is there to give some flexibility, but 
the intention is that it is primarily for CO2 but with CH4, methane, being acceptable.  
Mr W.J. Johnston: Why is the minister not prepared to put on the record that it will not go into the ground? The 
member for Murray–Wellington was referring to incidental issues. I am not asking about those issues. I am 
asking about what the minister will prescribe. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The problem with prescribing something is that microscopic particles of every single 
element under the sun could be in anything we look at. This gives the flexibility. If someone says there is a gold 
particle —  

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is an incidental item. I am not asking about incidental issues; I am asking: are you 
prepared to put on the record what you will not allow to be prescribed as a greenhouse gas? The obvious 
question then, minister, is: if you are not prepared to put on the record what is not a greenhouse gas, what are 
you hiding?  

Mr R.H. Cook: Yes, what have you got to hide? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s it; we don’t trust you; come on! I’m referring to the list of things I read out from the 
IPCC, and cyanide is not on that list, minister.  
Mr W.R. MARMION: The trouble is that if an element is specified, there could be 0.00001 parts per million 
involved. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No, minister, that is not — 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not enough of a technical expert to be able to say what that measure is. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No. But this isn’t that; this is what are you going to say is a greenhouse gas? Are there 
elements I have read out from the IPCC list that — 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Hydrofluorocarbons, SO2, NO2? 
Mr W.J. Johnston:  — are greenhouse gases that are able to be prescribed by this clause? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I will be able to come back with an answer to that. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Good. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

ROYAL PERTH HOSPITAL PROTECTION BILL 2013 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 June. 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [4.01 pm]: It is a shame that I sat through, some time 
ago, all the speeches by speakers from the opposition who are passionate about Royal Perth Hospital and the 
Royal Perth Hospital Protection Bill 2013 and had all my responses prepared, but none of them is in this place, 
other than the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. But I will not let that restrain me in my response.  

Mr R.H. Cook: Minister, I do not know, but I suspect we might be outbid by other media events today.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes. It will be 5.00 pm our time, will it not, that there will be a caucus meeting? 

Mr R.H. Cook: Yes, so it — 

Dr A.D. Buti: Will you be able to suspend the house for a while? 
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Mr R.H. Cook: People will be stuck in front of the telly instead of listening to you and me!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: That gives me great freedom to talk about this bill! 

Just to go back through the record, this was bill initiated as a result of a commitment by us during the election 
campaign leading up to the 2008 election. At that stage, the Labor Party was following its interpretation of the 
Reid review, which had made a number of recommendations around hospitals in this state. Basically, the 
recommendation was that there was an oversupply of tertiary hospitals in the inner city metropolitan area and we 
should move patients at those hospitals out to expanded and redeveloped secondary hospitals around the state; 
and that two hospitals—namely, Sir Charles Gairdner and Royal Perth—being close to the heart of Perth were 
too many and one should go. That is what the report said. That was interpreted by the Labor Party to mean that 
Royal Perth should go, even though the Reid review specifically stated there should be a detailed analysis before 
the decision was made on which of those two hospitals should go. Nevertheless, the Labor Party decided that 
Royal Perth should go as a tertiary hospital. At that stage it was not stated what it would be used for, but the 
minister at the time was talking about something like a general practitioner clinic as a replacement option for that 
hospital. As part of that, the Labor Party discovered, as it progressed, that there were not then enough beds in the 
system, even with the development of Fiona Stanley Hospital to a 645 or so bed hospital, and that there was not 
sufficient capacity. The plan was to close Royal Perth as a tertiary hospital, and Shenton Park attached to that. 
Shenton Park had 240 beds and Royal Perth had about 680 beds, and they were going to close. Shenton Park was 
going to be farmed out, partly to the Joondalup rehabilitation component and a bit in Armadale as well, and the 
post-traumatic rehabilitation side of it was eventually going to go out to the new Fiona Stanley Hospital.  

But there were not enough beds, so the Labor Party’s plan was to also increase Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital 
from a 500-odd bed hospital to a 1 000-bed hospital. There was going to be a massive expansion of beds on that 
site, as well as King Edward moving there with its 240 beds and the children’s hospital moving there with its 
240 beds. It was going to become a site with 1 500 beds on it. We said that was impossible and that it could not 
be done. Eventually, it was agreed that that was the case, and in the dying days of the government the minister 
said, “Okay, we won’t be doing that anymore; instead, we will retain all those additional beds that have come 
from the closed down Royal Perth Hospital, and we will keep Fremantle Hospital pretty well as it is in terms of 
the number of beds,” and the emergency department was going to be at the new hospital. So that was the Labor 
Party plan.  
I was totally opposed to that, particularly on a couple of issues. One being that Royal Perth was the feeder 
hospital for a large amount of the eastern corridor of this state. So areas like where I was living, in the Dianella–
Morley region, all fed directly into Royal Perth, as did the area all the way up to Kalamunda in the hills, the 
eastern foothills, and even Armadale, with Aboriginal people particularly being able to catch the train, get off at 
Claisebrook and come straight into Royal Perth. That was a very popular hospital for that whole eastern corridor. 
Dr A.D. Buti: At McIver train station. 
Dr K.D. HAMES: Yes, exactly.  
Dr A.D. Buti: That was the one.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: All those patients were coming to a hospital that was going to be closed down as a tertiary 
hospital, with maybe a GP clinic to replace it. That hospital was seeing by far the largest number of emergency 
department patients. It is seeing 70 000 now, and I think it was seeing 58 000 at that time.  
Where were all those patients going to go? Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital was already seeing a high number—
nearly 50 000—and it was at full capacity for what it was and the beds it had, and if the extra beds were not 
going to be there, there was no extra capacity; the emergency department was chock-a-block. Without a 
significant expansion of the emergency department, there was not enough room for those people. Would they go 
to Fiona Stanley? Maybe. Fremantle Hospital was seeing somewhere between 50 000 and 60 000 patients, and it 
was expected that Fiona Stanley was going to be able to see 70 000 to 80 000, but that was through the 
expansion of the southern corridor, not by moving the whole of the Royal Perth patients to Fiona Stanley. It was 
always, in my view, impossible.  
I have to say that I was pretty much derided by the minister of the time in this house, if we look through 
Hansard. He was very critical of my opposition, said I was behind the times and that I was not looking for a 
modern health system, that I was outdated—a whole range of things on why I was wrong to want to keep Royal 
Perth. I had been to New York after the twin towers episode; everyone talks about that, but subsequent to that 
there was a major fire in New York and the whole city went into gridlock. People were walking to the hospitals; 
the only way they could get their dialysis treatment or respiratory disease treatment was to have wheelchairs 
wheeling them to the hospital. At the time there was a great amount of terrorism throughout the world, and I 
remember thinking that if there was going to be an event in Perth, the most likely place would be somewhere 
within the CBD, say at the train station, and there would be an immediately gridlocked city, and lots of walking 
wounded, and trying to get them out to a hospital like Sir Charles Gairdner from there would be an absolute 
nightmare.  
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A lot of studies were done that showed that it is absolutely critical to have an inner-city hospital, given that 
major events tend to happen within the city. Just a water pipe bursting at West Perth gridlocked the city. During 
the election campaign the Labor Party, as a result of criticism and the proposal to keep the hospital, steadily 
moved from a GP clinic to a day surgery centre and, finally, in the dying days of the government when I was on 
ABC radio with Geoff Hutchison debating it with the then minister, he made his final statement that they might 
keep it for waitlist surgery. It was still to be kept as a hospital at that stage, although not tertiary, but as a hospital 
that was able to do waitlist surgery—hence the claims from the opposition that it was never going to shut it down 
as a hospital. It was not going to during the last two or three weeks of the election, but right up to that moment it 
was. It was not going to be a hospital until those final stages of the election campaign. I have to admit that some 
of our pamphlets went out claiming that the Labor Party would close Royal Perth as a tertiary hospital. Some of 
our stuff went out stating that it would close as a hospital. That was wrong.  
Mr R.H. Cook: It was the Liberal Party’s website, so it was not really a rogue leaflet.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: Those things happen in an election. Until that last week, the Labor Party was going to close it 
as a hospital. 
Mr R.H. Cook interjected.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: The Labor Party was going to close it as a hospital until the last week of the election 
campaign. I was there with the minister and involved in that debate on ABC radio. If the member wants to see a 
transcript, he can find one. Part of that was that the Labor Party was going to close Royal Perth Hospital as a 
tertiary hospital without anybody having a say in the process and without the public of Western Australia, who 
were strongly opposed to the closure of that hospital, being able to have any say at all. We said that we would 
introduce legislation that meant that before any government was able to close that hospital as a tertiary hospital, 
it had to bring in the proposal and get it passed by both houses of Parliament. True to my word, I brought that to 
Parliament. The first time we got to debate it, a huge number of amendments were moved by the opposition. The 
opposition wanted the legislation for not only Royal Perth, but also every hospital that Labor Party members 
represented in their electorates. In the first example the opposition moved an amendment so that Swan District 
Hospital could not be closed without bringing a proposal to Parliament.  
Mr R.H. Cook: To be fair, it was because we did not want to see any diminution of services or beds at other 
hospitals simply because of that act. It was a fair point.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: It was probably as big a stunt as ours was, really! The reality is that we brought that 
legislation to the Parliament. We spent the equivalent of a week debating that in the first instance. It was a pretty 
simple bill with a pretty simple outcome, but it chewed up a whole week of debate in this house. It happened 
over a couple of weeks, but the total number of hours was equivalent to a week. We put it on the back burner and 
left it there for a couple of years until I became Leader of the House. I thought: I really would like to get this 
through. As Leader of the House I brought it back on and we spent another week debating the details of the 
legislation. I probably did not do the right thing because we had other critically important legislation that had to 
go through the house. However, as Leader of the House I wanted it to go through, so I made sure it got through. 
We chewed up a whole week of debate at a critical time to get it through. We were getting towards the election. 
By that stage we had saved Royal Perth as a tertiary hospital. It was in the clinical services framework. We have 
$180 million ready—part of that is in the current budget and it is building over the coming years—to do a major 
redevelopment of that hospital. I had hoped and I had committed during the election to build a new west wing, 
but the reality is that it would have cost $650 million, which we did not have given that we were building the 
new children’s hospital, Fiona Stanley Hospital and redeveloping Albany Regional Hospital and so on. That 
money was not there. The structure of that wing is still good. We will do a total internal clean-out and 
refurbishment to turn it back into a modern hospital to go with the north block, which is the newest of our 
tertiary hospitals in this state, until Fiona Stanley Hospital opens. We accepted that there was clear evidence 
from the government that it would remain as a tertiary hospital. Following the election, I said that we did not 
really need to bring back in this legislation. I said, “We have done our job. We have saved it. We have protected 
it. It is all good.” The union leader up there, my good mate Dan Hill, said, “We’re going to create an issue with 
that and make it look as though the Liberal Party does not really want to keep it as a tertiary hospital. We will 
campaign on the legislation.” The union had a rally. The opposition took advantage of the fact that we had not 
reintroduced it and it introduced it itself.  
Mr R.H. Cook: That is a cynical interpretation of what went on.  
Dr K.D. HAMES: I was not happy with that. I talked to senior staff here to see whether there was some way 
around that so that I could reintroduce this bill—fiddle with the words, change the title, turn it upside down or 
whatever I could do. However, I am not allowed to. It is just something that I am not allowed to do. If ever we 
end up in opposition—let us hope that we do not—on the first day, if Labor is in, we should introduce every bit 
of legislation it had that had fallen off the perch, because there would be nothing it could do about it. That is 
what happened; Labor brought in that bill. We had two choices; one was to oppose it. How silly would it be to 
oppose almost identical legislation?  
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Mr R.H. Cook: I think it’s identical.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: No, the opposition has changed one word.  

Mr R.H. Cook: That’s a mistake in the drafting then!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: The Labor Party’s bill reads better. The original one stated — 

An Act to provide for the continued operation of Royal Perth Hospital. 

The Labor Party’s bill states — 

… continued operation at Royal Perth Hospital 

I guess we could call another hospital “Royal Perth Hospital” and move it across, but I think the intent is pretty 
clear.  

Mr R.H. Cook: It has been suggested to me that that is what we should have done all along.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We will not spend an enormous amount of time debating those things, but just let history 
record that it was the Liberal Party that saved Royal Perth Hospital with our campaign during the election.  
Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Hansard is history. Tell me when Hansard is not history. It was the Labor Party that was 
going to close down Royal Perth as a tertiary hospital.  

Ms R. Saffioti interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Member!  

Dr K.D. HAMES: We did all the design for the rail to Mandurah for the second half. Alannah MacTiernan 
changed the first half and I agreed with her 100 per cent; she did a fantastic job. But if the member for Mandurah 
tries to take credit for that rail line coming into the town when we designed the path and we did the land 
reservations — 

Ms R. Saffioti: You didn’t go far enough.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: He claims credit for the bypass road and there was no connecting road. We had to put it in.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Let us come back to the subject.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: I have gone off topic slightly, Mr Acting Speaker. I know you want to get on to other stuff. 
You, Mr Acting Speaker, and the member for Mount Lawley found enormous support within your electorates for 
the concept of retaining Royal Perth Hospital as a tertiary hospital at that location because of the huge benefit 
that hospital provides for your community. It is good that the Labor Party has recognised that is the case. In fact, 
once the election was over, the departmental people who sat in here in estimates time backing the minister, Hon 
Jim McGinty, for his claim that it did not need to be there, went back and looked at the number of patients and 
the demand that was growing and it took very little time for them to change their view; they recognised the 
critical importance of Royal Perth and that we could not do without it. Even if the Labor Party had that plan in 
government, it, too, would have changed its mind when it recognised the demand coming out of the region and 
how it was going to grow.  

Mr R.H. Cook: That is true.  

Dr K.D. HAMES: Even the member for Kwinana now sees the pressure the government is under from 
ambulance ramping and the things that the opposition gets into it for. That is not unreasonable. But that is due to 
massive demands. Imagine what it would be like if Royal Perth closed down in 12 months and stopped providing 
a tertiary service to this state.  

I have gone on for as long as I wish to and the house has other business to deal with. The government agrees 
with the amendment, even if the opposition did not know it had done it. The government supports the bill. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.21 pm] — in reply: I thank the Minister 
for Health for his comments and acknowledgment of the Royal Perth Hospital Protection Bill 2013.  

Dr K.D. Hames: I wonder if I should go into committee.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes; it would indeed be sweet revenge for the minister if he decided to go into consideration 
in detail.  

The minister is correct when he says that the history of all of this matter will be fought over for some time. As 
someone who was very new to the game of politics at that time, as I was running for a seat, I will allow the 
minister to give that interpretation of history, given that he was there at the time, and allow it to be recorded in 
Hansard. I am sure other members have other approaches.  
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However, it is certainly true that Labor’s interpretation of the Reid review was such that it thought that it was 
important that Fiona Stanley Hospital, once established, have a premier role as the flagship and the new tertiary 
hospital in Western Australia. The minister is right when he says that if the Labor Party had its time over again 
and it was still in office, Royal Perth Hospital would indeed be kept open, because the demand for health and 
hospital services has remained high. Western Australia needs all the hospital beds it can get. But that overlooks 
the fact that Fiona Stanley Hospital will face crucial staffing problems and not be able to have appropriately 
accredited services. Members know that Fiona Stanley Hospital has significant information and communications 
technology problems. Fiona Stanley Hospital is supposed to be a paperless office—a hospital of the future. 
Indeed, robots are supposed to be running around the corridors of Fiona Stanley Hospital; not much is heard 
about robots nowadays. I think the hospital would be happy if it could just get an email to travel from the 
administration to a ward.  
Ms R. Saffioti: Perhaps the robots can carry the letters around.  
Mr R.H. COOK: Such is the way ICT is going in that hospital at the moment, pigeons will be waddling down 
the corridors with medical records tied to them.  
Ms R. Saffioti: But they will be very smart pigeons.  
Mr R.H. COOK: Some of those features around the hospital are not looking good at all. Indeed, perhaps if these 
things were still under the purview, control and management of government, we would be able to get down to 
the bottom of that matter. But it is a privatised contract, shrouded in the secrecy of commercial-in-confidence, 
which allows governments that do not wish the public to pry into, and hold the government to account for, how it 
is developing the state’s most expensive piece of modern infrastructure to act in that way.  

Dr K.D. Hames: It is our IT.  

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister in answer to a question I asked the other day said the webPAS system was going 
beautifully, thank you very much, and the problems must be from the other side. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I would not have said that. WebPAS is going well.  

Mr R.H. COOK: What is the problem?  
Dr K.D. Hames: I think we are on the Royal Perth Hospital bill.  
Mr R.H. COOK: Indeed, the house is. The minister is right. He did go to the election in 2008 promising to 
retain Royal Perth Hospital as a tertiary hospital. He made that promise to the people of Western Australia. 
Having allowed the bill that he brought into this place to lapse, as he did, it is incumbent on the opposition to 
hold the government to account on behalf of the people of Western Australia. The minister said that he would 
legislate to protect Royal Perth Hospital via legislation.  
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Members, conversation needs to be turned down a little bit.  

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister said the government would protect Royal Perth Hospital through law, and having 
made that promise, he does not have an option about whether he thinks it should be legislated for. He does not 
have a choice about whether intrinsically the WA public should simply trust him and take him at his word, 
because, as we know, the word of this government is particularly slippery. Let us look for instance at the 
redevelopment of the hospital. Many Liberal Party members who were vying for government, including one 
Liberal candidate Mr Acting Speaker would be very familiar with, campaigned strongly on the redevelopment of 
Royal Perth Hospital. The government made a solemn promise, suggesting that it would redevelop the hospital 
as a first-term priority. No suggestion was made that it would be on the never-never. There was no suggestion 
that at some time in the future, if re-elected at forthcoming elections, the government would redevelop the 
hospital. It was a promise to the people of Western Australia. It was a promise particularly to the people of the 
electorates of Mount Lawley, Morley—the seat of the Acting Speaker—Belmont and Perth that the Liberal Party 
would redevelop the hospital upon achieving government.  

The minister says that the government could not do it because it had made other promises, such as the new 
children’s hospital and the construction of the new Albany hospital. The opposition’s point is that it is simply 
dishonest for the government to go to the people of Western Australia and say it will do this and that, build a 
railway line to Ellenbrook, undertake a whole range of things, take care of this and that, build a stadium and do 
all these things, and not be held to account for those promises. The minister said the government would 
redevelop the hospital. 

Dr K.D. Hames: We had an election process; we are accountable because we had a re-election process.  

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister never said that the government would redevelop Royal Perth Hospital subject to 
being elected twice.  
Dr K.D. Hames: No, I didn’t, and so my judgment time was the election we have just had, because I didn’t fulfil 
that promise.  
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Mr R.H. COOK: Correct; the minister did not fulfil that promise.  

Dr K.D. Hames: Even though I have to say that in my words, what I said was that my preferred option was to 
build a new west wing, and somehow that turned into that sheet that you had that says we will build a new west 
wing. It is amazing how these things happen. But, anyway, given that that, in writing, was my commitment, I 
didn’t fulfil that, so judgment time was the election time we have just had.  

Mr R.H. COOK: That is right. 

Dr K.D. Hames: That we won. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister can see that he misled the people of Western Australia. 

Dr K.D. Hames: Well, they are the words that were in the document that you’ve got; I did not fulfil those words.  

Mr R.H. COOK: So it is a stretch for the government to then ask the people to trust it even though it said it 
would introduce, and presumably pass, that legislation, because that is what is assumed in the public’s mind.  
Dr K.D. Hames: No, I fulfilled that promise. I introduced the legislation.  

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister did introduce that legislation! Indeed, the minister promised he would introduce 
it within 100 days, and he did. I do not think that the public ever thought he would introduce the legislation, 
simply to lay it on the table and allow it to fall off the notice paper three times and have to have it reinstated. I do 
not think the people of Western Australia ever thought that that was part of the minister’s plan.  

Dr K.D. Hames: I am sure they will be reassured by us retaining it as a tertiary hospital and putting in the 
money to redevelop it, though. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The WA public may be reassured, because it takes the government at its word; but, as we have 
seen, that word can be stretched, reinterpreted or misrepresented by the minister’s sinister campaign colleagues 
who put words in his mouth—as the minister is perhaps suggesting. It is important that we bring this legislation 
forward, because if this is a promise to the people of Western Australia by the Liberal Party of Western 
Australia, it is one that it should keep. If the opposition, perversely, is required to introduce its legislation to 
force the government to keep its promises, so be it. We are here today assisting the Barnett government to keep 
its promises to the people of Western Australia, and Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.M. Britza) will be able to go back 
to his constituents and say, “I did not mislead you back in 2008, but, yes, it did take the Labor Party to hold me 
to account.” That is what the opposition has done today. 

As the minister observed, this bill is almost identical—I thought it was identical—to the government’s 
legislation, but clearly one word has changed, and all for the better, I gather. We welcome the government’s 
support. We are not surprised to see it supports this legislation, although it must be embarrassing for the 
government to have the opposition step forward and hold it accountable to the people of WA. 

As I have said before, the Liberal Party policy around the retention of Royal Perth Hospital may or may not have 
been good or bad public health policy, but it was damn good politics. From that point of view, it had a significant 
impact on the success of the government’s campaign in 2008 and therefore makes the process of the Liberal 
Party going through with its election promises even more important. From time to time, various health 
stakeholders have reflected upon the 12 months or so prior to the last election, perhaps thinking that in 
government Labor should have taken other courses of action. For instance, one suggestion is that the whole of 
Royal Perth Hospital, including the name, should have been transported to the campus where Fiona Stanley 
Hospital is now being constructed. 

Dr K.D. Hames: They were saying that at the time: move the name. When it was going to close, all the staff 
were going to go there. That is where the bulk of staff was going to come from. But some said that we should 
take the name and then we wouldn’t have the issue. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Exactly. It is an old hospital. Many people have worked there and many people have been 
there as patients. Many people identify with the name. Perhaps, ultimately, if the whole game, minus the 
buildings, had been transferred across to the new site, there would not have been the same problems. 
Nevertheless, I think the minister is right. There is some utility for both this government and subsequent 
governments in the retention of an inner-city tertiary hospital campus. Certainly, with the way the government 
has mismanaged the transport system in and around the city, the minister is quite right: there will be times when 
I think people are pleased that they have a hospital that they can access from the eastern side of the city, because, 
as we know, getting through the city by car or any other sort of land transport is particularly difficult nowadays. 
The politics played out and, probably on reflection, people were not that surprised. Similarly, other hospitals that 
may or may not be subject to closure may or may not have campaigns of a similar passion. Indeed, the minister 
has been very quiet about the future of Kaleeya Hospital, which plays a very important role in local maternity 
services and also the volume of elective surgery. 
Dr K.D. Hames: It was Labor policy to close it when Fiona Stanley Hospital opened. 
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Mr R.H. COOK: Again, that is the minister’s interpretation. 

Dr K.D. Hames: You can always ring Jim and ask him. 
Mrs M.H. Roberts: It was the Reid review. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes. 
Dr K.D. Hames: Yes, but it’s still policy. I haven’t changed it. 
Mr R.H. COOK: The minister may or may not wish to reflect upon the wisdom of that sort of policy, because I 
think we should be very careful before we take campuses such as Kaleeya, Bentley and Osborne Park, which do 
not have an emergency department role but which play a very important role in the volume of and capacity for 
elective surgery, out of our health system. 
Dr K.D. Hames: I think you are right. There used to be a hospital in Spencer Avenue in Yokine. It was a 
privately owned hospital. If it was still there, we would want to buy it, as a government, so that we had a great 
little local hospital, like Kaleeya, that could do that day surgery sort of stuff. I will not be just following blindly 
the previous record. 

Mr R.H. COOK: As I said, I think they play an important role in elective surgery or as surgicentres. Of course, 
as someone whose daughter was born at Woodside Maternity Hospital, I remember some of the politics around 
the closure of that hospital. The hospital was just stunning. It was a beautiful building outside, but it was really 
quite a decrepit and, I suspect, fairly unsafe sort of place to be inside. 
Dr K.D. Hames: Yes. One of your former members was feeding me information about that because he was so 
disaffected by the closure. 
Mr R.H. COOK: He was incredibly angered by that process. I remember some of the public comments he made 
at the time were quite poisonous. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Who was that? 
Mr R.H. COOK: I forget which electorate he was the member for. What was it? 
Dr K.D. Hames: I don’t want to publicly say his name. 
Mr R.H. COOK: That is why I wanted to mention him by electorate, but I cannot remember the name of the 
seat. It was a north western seat. Nowadays he is a Fremantle resident and he was a very passionate supporter of 
Woodside. Again, this underscores the point that when we make public policy decisions about closing or altering 
the future of these sorts of public hospital facilities, it raises a lot of concerns in the community. When 
governments tread this policy territory, they should tread it very carefully. 

One of the other areas in which governments should also be careful is in the area of Indigenous affairs. I cannot 
help but notice that in the last 24 hours there has been some coverage of this government’s attitude towards the 
new National Partnership Agreement on Closing the Gap in Indigenous Health Outcomes. It was reported that all 
governments in Australia, bar this one, have agreed in principle on re-signing the new national partnership 
agreement. It is only the Barnett government that is holding out in that process. Issues such as the retention of 
hospitals unite the community and go across the political divide. The plight of Indigenous health is obviously 
one of those issues. I think that the minister would do well to be sensitive not only to the concerns of people in 
the Indigenous community and those health organisations that provide important services, but also to the views 
of the entire community, which wants to see Australian society move forward on Indigenous health. Just as the 
closure of a hospital is one issue that spans political divides, so should the issue of Aboriginal health bridge the 
divide in politics. Only one government in Australia is holding out on agreeing in principle to the new national 
partnership agreement, and that is this government. I note that the minister has announced recently that the 
government has agreed to another $31 million for the next 12 months for the state-based activities in relation to 
closing the gap. But, of course, as we all know, the National Partnership Agreement on Closing the Gap in 
Indigenous Health Outcomes is a four-year program that provides sustained, long-term Aboriginal health 
projects, which can hopefully take us forward as a community and allow us to overcome the dreadful health 
statistics that paint such a dismal picture of the health profile of the Indigenous community. In the same way that 
perhaps the previous Labor government found itself victim of a combined or united opposition to its decision to 
close Royal Perth Hospital—or at least to the various interpretations of the closure of Royal Perth Hospital and 
how that may have manifested or been represented in the community—I think this government will be widely 
condemned for holding out on re-signing the national partnership on Indigenous health. 

Dr K.D. Hames: There’s no holding out because there is no agreement for us to sign yet. The other one expired. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The position of the federal government, as reported in The Guardian, is that there are 
principles on which all the state governments have agreed, except for the Western Australian government.  
Dr K.D. Hames: I am pretty sure that is not true, because we haven’t seen anything yet. We have had nothing to 
say, “Here’s an agreement.” 
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Mr R.H. COOK: What is reported in The Guardian is that the state government has been in negotiations with 
the federal government for some time. 

Dr K.D. Hames: No, only recently. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Sorry, the report says negotiations have been for the last month, but the minister should have 
some idea of what the agreement is about. Why are other state governments capable of agreeing in principle to 
what is going on and the WA government is not? Is it simply that the state government is taking advantage of, 
and exploiting, the political environment in the lead-up to a federal election? 

Dr K.D. Hames: Nothing has come to me. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I suggest that the minister reads that article and either corrects it, if he says he is not holding 
out, or moves very quickly.  
Dr K.D. Hames: I have not seen anything from the commonwealth other than a letter from Snowdon saying he 
thinks we should sign up by 1 July, and that they are having discussions with departments in each state. 
Regarding the four-year deal that the member says we have, we do not have a four-year deal. We had a four-year 
deal. I think there should be another four-year deal. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is what I am saying—the new national partnership agreement would be based on another 
four-year program. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I think the commonwealth government has put funding in for three years, hasn’t it? 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is correct. But, as I said, it is reported that the WA state government is holding out on 
agreeing in principle. If that is not the case, the minister needs to stand up in this place and correct the record or 
do so via the media. 

Dr K.D. Hames: All right! Sorry! I haven’t seen anything. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I will forward the article to the minister so his office can be informed.  

Dr K.D. Hames: Whoever wrote it should correct it themselves. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.M. Britza): Let us come back to the bill. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Indeed—the bill. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Can I ask a question about that committee that the minister set up about Royal Perth 
redevelopment? Remember you had that committee set up? 

Mr R.H. COOK: It was a funny old committee. 

Dr K.D. Hames: It was. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It had the mayor and the member for Ocean Reef on it. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I can tell you what happened. I was looking at trying to pay for the redevelopment of the 
hospital—the new wing—by selling off land around the hospital that we weren’t going to need anymore. We 
were downsizing and a lot of those buildings like Marginata flats down the end were not used anymore, and 
there was room in the new hospital for some of those administration things. I started that process of not trying to 
be a burden on Treasury. We would work out what we wanted there, what sort of design we wanted and how to 
deal with that land. Frankly, it just became too difficult. I am not a developer and the value of the land wasn’t 
sufficient to pay for the wing, so in the end I said, “My job as health minister is to make sure I keep Royal Perth 
Hospital in development, so that is what I am going to do”, and I put all that aside. 

Ms R. Saffioti: I was just wondering—I remember it was announced with much fanfare. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I had great hopes for it. 

Mr R.H. COOK: I thank the member for West Swan. The committee was announced with much fanfare and 
there was media coverage around the report that would be submitted. There was no report, so I FOI-ed it. 
Ms R. Saffioti: How did you go? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Very badly! 

Mr P. Papalia: They don’t often go well in my experience! 

Ms R. Saffioti: Worse and worse!  

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes; it is an exercise in deteriorating returns! 

Dr K.D. Hames: Are you talking about the bill still? 

Mr R.H. COOK: This is relevant, because it is about the future of Royal Perth Hospital. 
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Dr K.D. Hames: I thought you guys were in a hurry; you have got three things on the notice paper. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The minister is quite correct. We brought this legislation back to Parliament because we 
believe the government needs to be held to account. We apologise if it is a form of embarrassment for the 
minister to have us bring his own legislation back to this place, but, as the minister himself has observed, this bill 
in large part completely reflects or mirrors what was in the original legislation, which was ultimately passed. It 
combines all the amendments that were made, although, sadly, none of the amendments that the Labor Party put 
up at the time. They were fine amendments crafted by, I think, at that stage a bevy of opposition members who 
were so green — 

Dr K.D. Hames: I am surprised you did not put all those amendments into your bill. 

Mr R.H. COOK: We wanted to say that we ultimately voted for the bill and therefore we saw no reason why we 
should not bring the bill as it was straight back into this place. The minister was a little unfortunate, because the 
government had to do a range of things within its first 100 days of its previous term. It was keen to demonstrate 
it was ready to govern, and the easiest piece of legislation it could bring in was the Royal Perth Hospital 
Protection Bill 2008. What the minister did not count on is that there was me, the member for Mirrabooka, the 
member for Forrestfield and a range of other members who were new to Parliament and were looking for an 
opportunity to cut their teeth on legislation and to learn the process and become involved in it. The first piece of 
legislation that came before us was the Royal Perth Hospital Protection Bill. We were rather proud that our list 
of amendments ran to more pages than the actual bill! 

Ms J.M. Freeman: We were enthusiastic! 

Mr R.H. COOK: We were incredibly enthusiastic and I think it was a fair point to make about the amendments 
that the minister drew our attention to this afternoon. Why should Royal Perth Hospital be preserved at, for 
instance, the expense of Bentley Hospital or Joondalup Hospital? We did not want to see the funding for Royal 
Perth Hospital suck more resources back into the CBD to the neglect of hospitals out in the suburbs. Of course, 
that was the observation that Reid was very keen to make—that is, within that golden five square kilometres we 
had two tertiary hospitals, a women and babies’ hospital and a children’s hospital. We had this obscene 
concentration of very expensive and very important hospital services in this very narrow and small part of the 
metropolitan area. 

Dr K.D. Hames: I do not think it was a good understanding—of course Mr Reid was not from the state—of the 
geography of Perth and how it works and how the people feed into the city from outside. As I said, Royal Perth 
Hospital is on the feeder side of the city for that whole eastern corridor and it is hard for those people to get 
through that extra bit to Charlie’s and to Fiona Stanley Hospital. It is a logical place for a triangle. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is right, and one of the things we will now be confronted with, if I might just engage on 
this point for a moment, is patients having to travel potentially from Midland hospital down to Fiona Stanley 
Hospital. I understand that currently many patients are transferred to Royal Perth Hospital by volunteer drivers. 
Potentially, we will still have those volunteer drivers who will have to be stretched as far as — 

Dr K.D. Hames: They will still go to Royal Perth. One day I want to have a third metropolitan governing 
council, so we will have a north, south and an east, with the east feeding out the combination of Royal Perth 
Hospital and Midland hospital, and then maybe Bentley and Armadale, although whether they feed in to Fiona 
Stanley or across this way is yet to be determined. I think that is a good cluster. The health department does not 
agree with me, I might add. It just seems incongruous that at present only Fremantle and Royal Perth Hospitals 
are south of the river. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Can the minister refresh my memory? Is Royal Perth Hospital still part of the South 
Metropolitan Health Service? It is a bizarre situation.  

Dr K.D. Hames: It is strange. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It is unusual and perhaps we will have an opportunity to correct that in the future.  

The minister also talked about the pressures that continue to be driven by the demand for hospital services. One 
of his observations is that we on this side of the chamber speak a lot about ambulance ramping. Ambulance 
ramping is a very good barometer for measuring quickly where the pressure points are starting to add up. Royal 
Perth Hospital continues to have the worst ramping in Perth. Just last week on Wednesday, it had over 50 hours 
of ramping in a single day—that is collectively 50 hours of patients sitting in ambulances or in the transition area 
of the emergency department and waiting to get into the emergency department. That is an example of not only 
how the government is failing to meet those demands, but also the sort of pressures that that hospital continues to 
be under in its ability to meet local demand. 

Dr K.D. Hames: It had a six per cent growth in ED presentation last year.  

Mr R.H. COOK: Was that at Royal Perth Hospital? 
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Dr K.D. Hames: Yes. 

Mr R.H. COOK: So it is an indication not only of a local need, but also that this hospital continues to be—as 
observed in the media on the weekend—an important destination point for many people coming in in country 
ambulances. It is all the more important that this legislation is passed to ensure that Royal Perth Hospital 
continues to play its part in meeting the health needs of the community, and that we continue to hold this 
government to account for its broken election promises. If that means some private members’ time is dedicated 
to ensure that the government meets its election promises to Western Australians by going through with the 
legislation, so be it. I commend the Royal Perth Hospital Protection Bill 2013 to the house.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time.  

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr R.H. Cook (Deputy Leader of the Opposition), and transmitted to the 
Council. 

PUBLIC SCHOOLS — GONSKI REFORMS 
Motion 

DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale) [4.52 pm]: I move — 

That this house calls on the government to resolve issues with the federal government so that public 
schools can benefit from the Gonski reform package. 

I am sure a swarm of people will come into the chamber soon to listen to this debate, although some competing 
national current affairs issues are occurring as I speak. This is an incredibly important issue because, as we all 
know, and I think we would all agree, education is fundamental to the economic and social wealth of this 
country. Without investing in education to the level that is necessary to compete with our competitors, we will 
face a period of declining economic reward, and other factors that go with economics with regard to the social 
fabric of our society. When a policy is presented to significantly increase funding in education, one would think 
that a government would be agreeable and enthusiastic to sign up to that agreement. Of course, one must be 
aware of whether signing that agreement will have any negatives, and I will pay the Premier a compliment. The 
initial offer by the Gillard government—it may be one of the last times I can say that—the federal Labor 
government, was not up to scratch. The Leader of the Opposition also stated that it was not sufficient. The 
principle, the foundation, of the Gonski reforms—short for the National Plan for School Improvement—was not 
sufficient because the federal government or the bureaucrats had not taken into consideration the cost of 
education in Western Australia. As a result of the number of remote schools in Western Australia, WA 
governments have to invest a lot more in educating our students than is the case in other states. We now have a 
substantially revised offer of $960 million. It is a phenomenal offer and there is no doubt that money does matter 
in education, particularly with disadvantaged students. One of the beauties of the Gonski funding formula is that 
it is right on track in boosting funding for under-resourced schools and disadvantaged students. Research in 
Australia and internationally, particularly in the United Kingdom, clearly shows that money invested into the 
disadvantaged in the education system has significant positive effects.  

The importance of education was succinctly put by Robert Reich, a professor in the United States at Berkeley 
University, and formerly the labour secretary under the first Clinton administration, who said that investment in 
education is one of the most crucial investments that any government can make. It is such a disappointment that 
the Barnett Liberal–National government has refused to sign onto the Gonski reforms or the Gonski agreement. 
The Gonski funding formula refers to the new schooling resource standard—SRS. This is a new way of funding 
schools based on a dollar amount per student. The beauty of it is in the extra loadings for students who are in 
need—for example, students with disabilities or students who come from a lower socioeconomic background or 
smaller schools. It is not just this side of the house arguing for the Western Australian government to sign onto 
the Gonski reforms. Today, after the passing of the Australian Education Bill 2013 in the Senate, the Western 
Australian Council of State Schools Organisations made the statement that it is imperative that Western Australia 
sign onto the Gonski education reforms. WACSSO president, Kylie Catto, stated — 

“This is a significant day in education, with reforms promising to narrow the gap in achievement 
between the highest performing schools and the most disadvantaged set in legislation,” …  
“It is a relief to see what has been universally recognised for a long time finally set in legislation — that 
there will be greater investment in education and that students will receive the resources they need to 
reach their educational potential, regardless of their location, abilities, cultural or economic 
background” 
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“But, we’re not there yet. New South Wales, South Australia and the ACT State school systems have all 
signed up to Gonski. Private and Catholic schools across Australia, including WA will also receive 
Gonski funds. Western Australian students will not. In order for public school students … to reap the 
educational benefits of an extra $671 million — 

That will go into the state system, and the balance will go to independent and Catholic schools in Western 
Australia. I continue — 

… our Premier must sign up to Gonski.” 

In case members on the other side might wish to be negative, the State School Teachers’ Union of Western 
Australia is not affiliated with the Labor Party. As members on the other side would know, the SSTUWA has 
been very critical at times of our side of politics. The SSTUWA does not speak for all teachers, because 
obviously not all teachers are members of the SSTUWA, but it does speak for many teachers, and it is also at the 
forefront of the education debate in Western Australia.  
In a statement dated 21 June, the SSTUWA states — 

Every school sector in Western Australia will see their funding increase every year under the Gillard 
Government’s National Plan for School Improvement, as shown by new data released today. 

Government schools in Western Australia will receive a boost of around $670 million, while non-
government schools will benefit from around an extra $250 million in funding over the next six years. 

This extra investment, plus securing a better indexation rate, comes on top of existing funding for 
schools and will see a total public investment of about $2.8 billion in the six years from 2014.  

That is a phenomenal increase in funding for education. It states also — 

If Colin Barnett accepts the offer that will see better schools across WA, schools will benefit from 
around an additional $600 million in Commonwealth funding over the next six years. 

Under the agreement, for every $1 that the Western Australian government puts in, the commonwealth will 
match it by $2—that is, two for one. It states also — 

Labor’s National Plan for School Improvement will deliver: 
• More one on one attention and support in the classroom for every child.  

• Specialist literacy and numeracy programs for those children in danger of being left behind. 

• Greater assistance for those students with disability or special need. 

• Building the skills and knowledge of teachers and providing mentoring support for those who are 
new to the profession. 

The statement from the SSTUWA mentions students with a disability. Anyone who works in the education 
system and seeks to access Schools Plus funding will know how difficult that can be. The Gonski reforms will 
improve the funding for students with a disability. They will also improve the funding for students who come 
from a lower socioeconomic background. Basically, the Gonski reforms will improve the funding for every 
student.  

In total, over $900 million will be invested in the education system. That is in addition to current funding. One of 
the great negatives is that if this state does not sign up to the Gonski funding model, schools that are enjoying 
extra federal funding under the national partnership agreement will see that funding finish at the end of this year. 
The federal Abbott coalition has not promised to continue with that national partnership funding. So schools that 
are in low socioeconomic areas and schools that have a large Indigenous population and that are currently 
receiving benefits under the national partnership agreement will see that funding lost and not replaced with 
anything else. So not only will the additional funding be lost, but also the current funding under the national 
partnership agreement will be in jeopardy. 

The government has recently released figures for each state school if it were to sign up to the Gonski reforms. I 
do not want to mislead members by saying that these figures for each school are set in concrete, because they are 
based on an assumption about how the state will distribute that money. However, based on that assumption being 
met by the state government and that additional funding being released, it is hard to argue that the funding for 
schools in Western Australia will not be boosted significantly.  

I will go through some of the schools that will benefit from the Gonski reforms. The first is Albany Senior High 
School, which is in the electorate of my good friend the member for Albany. That is a government secondary 
high school with around 970 students. That school currently receives approximately $13.5 million a year in total 
public funding. That works out to approximately $13 900 per student. If the Western Australian government 
were to sign up to the National Plan for School Improvement, that school would receive an extra $14.5 million in 
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funding in 2019. This would increase the school’s total public funding to $28 million, an increase of around 
108 per cent. This would work out to approximately $18 160 per student, an increase of around 31 per cent. The 
way it will work is that in 2019, the total school funding for Albany Senior High School will comprise base 
funding of $21 million; a low socioeconomic status loading for 59 per cent of the student population, giving a 
total SES loading of $3.3 million; a disability loading for three per cent of students, giving a total disability 
loading of $1 million; an Indigenous loading for four per cent of students, giving a total Indigenous loading of 
$209 000; and a location loading for the school of $2.5 million.   

If Darling Range Sports College, which I think is in the member for Forrestfield’s electorate, were to sign up to 
Gonski, it would receive an additional $12 273 264 by 2019. That is a significant increase in funding. I wonder 
how the member for Forrestfield would go if he tried to explain to his constituents that he is not in favour of that 
additional funding. Cecil Andrews Senior High School is in my electorate. Both the member for Forrestfield and 
I are on the board of that school. The member for Forrestfield has been in the education system for many years 
and was a very good deputy principal of that school. Under the Gonski reforms, that school would receive an 
additional $7 430 955 by 2019. It is hard to argue that a school and a community—because schools also attract 
the community—would not find that attractive and could not achieve many things with that extra funding. 
Armadale Senior High School, which is in my electorate and also has many students from the electorate of the 
member for Darling Range, the Minister for Local Government, would receive an additional $9 565 974 by 
2019. The Armadale Education Support Centre, which is based at Gywnne Park Primary School, would receive 
an additional just over $2 million by 2019. I mentioned that there are major problems with trying to access 
Schools Plus funding for students with a disability. That would be a significant increase in funding for an 
education support centre. 

I am sure that the member for Morley, who was in the chamber previously, would be interested to know that 
Dianella Heights Primary School, which I believe is in his electorate, would be better off by over $1 million by 
2019. This is a primary school. I wonder whether he has informed Dianella Heights Primary School that it will 
miss out on that additional funding if the state government does not sign up to the Gonski reforms.   

It is interesting to look at what will happen with Busselton Senior High School, which is in the Treasurer’s seat 
of Busselton. The Treasurer has mentioned in Parliament the strain that is being caused to the state budget 
because of the additional number of students who are coming into our state. In answer to a question on 16 May 
2013 in this house, the honourable Treasurer stated — 

In 2013 there were 10 748 extra students in state and non-government schools across Western Australia. 
The largest source of enrolment growth in those schools was migration, which accounted for 70 per cent 
of enrolment growth in our state schools. So nearly 7 500 students at, say, a cost of $12 400 a student, 
that is $92million. Do not get me wrong, there is nothing wrong with people migrating to the state, but 
that is $92 million extra the government has to find to cover those kids in our school system. So 
revenues are under stress and expenses are under stress.  

Of course, it is very difficult for the state government to try to fund our education system and to try to improve 
our education system, which we must always seek to do. When Busselton Senior High School, under the Gonski 
reforms, will receive a whopping additional $9 614 842, I wonder why the Treasurer is not in favour of it. I 
wonder what that additional funding could do for Busselton Senior High School; I wonder what additional jobs 
and educational opportunities it will provide for the local community and students in the Vasse electorate.  

Member for Pilbara, the Leader of the National Party and Minister for Regional Development, Port Hedland 
Primary School in the Pilbara region stands to receive an additional $1 906 755 by 2019. Surely, our remote and 
regional students and families deserve an answer to why the Premier and this government continue to play 
politics with their future. The Premier initially stated that the $300-odd million was an insult, and I will not argue 
with that. However, a substantial increase has now been offered. The Premier stated that the increase to around 
$960 million is impressive, but he has concerns that accepting it would mean Canberra would take over our 
schools and we would have to report to Canberra. That is very misleading. We currently report to Canberra. 
Although most of our school funding is state funding, there is also commonwealth funding, and we have signed 
up to the national curriculum, which, of course, means some reporting to Canberra. Of course, when any 
government dishes out funding, there is an accountability process. But it is hard to understand why the Barnett 
government and the Premier are continuing to play politics with such a significant amount of money. The 
Premier has stated that he will not sign up before the federal election. Why not sign before the election? Is he 
saying that he might sign after the election?  

Mr N.W. Morton: The election might be sooner.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: It might be; we never know. We might know in a few minutes. They probably know by now.  

The point is that the alternative Abbott government has no comprehensive education policy—no additional 
funding—to present before the election. He has not even committed to the national partnership agreement, so the 
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Western Australian government is not allowing our students to benefit to the same extent that the students in 
New South Wales or the ACT are benefiting. Why is that? Surely it must be due to just politics. The Premier of 
New South Wales is a Liberal Premier and he has not seen Canberra take control of his schools. I will get onto 
that issue because that notion is very misleading and far from the truth.  

The Premier needs to explain his position to all the school communities and the electorates. It is a shame there 
are not many government members in this house at the moment. I would love to ask all government members to 
go out to their electorates and to their local schools and say, “We have all agreed that we will not sign an 
agreement that will give us an additional $1 million for a primary school, for instance, or an additional 
$12 million for a high school after 2019.” That is absurd. I am sure members opposite will not do that—of 
course they will not do that. If they speak to their P&Cs and most of their principals and teachers, I believe they 
will say, “Sign up.” They are not expressing concern about a takeover by Canberra, because there will not be 
one. Members opposite have an obligation to go to their school communities and explain what programs will be 
cut, because the Treasurer stated that the government needs $92 million in school funding this year just to 
maintain the status quo—forget about the year 7 transition to high school, which will mean even more money is 
needed. I challenge the member for Balcatta, who is an educationist, to go to all the schools in his electorate and 
tell them that he is part of a government that has not signed up to an agreement —  

Mr C.D. Hatton: I already have.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: Was that to every single school?  

Mr C.D. Hatton: I have been to a lot. Who goes to every school? Do you have time for that?  

Dr A.D. BUTI: I go to every school in my electorate.  

Mr C.D. Hatton: I assure you, member, that I have approached a lot of my colleagues and they do not support 
it.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: I will give the member a challenge. How about I go to every school in his electorate and meet 
the principals. We will go to a school assembly and invite the P&C, and the member for Balcatta can stand and 
put his government’s position and I will tell them why they should sign up to Gonski.  

Mr C.D. Hatton: I suggest you do that in your electorate.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: There is a challenge. I wonder whether he is going to every single school in his electorate and 
telling them. I do not think that his principals are that different from my principals, and mine are saying that they 
should sign. I find it very strange that principals in Balcatta, as a whole, would be so different from principals in 
Armadale. The member for Balcatta is not prepared to take up my challenge so I cannot verify that that is the 
case.  
Mr C.D. Hatton interjected.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: The member can come to my schools; I do not mind. I will take him along. 

Mr C.D. Hatton: Then we can certainly talk about it. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: After September, it will be gone.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: Member for Geraldton, country and remote schools are some of the main beneficiaries of the 
Gonski funding. 

Mr I.C. Blayney: Gonski will be dead and buried after September.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: That is not the point, is it?  

Mr I.C. Blayney: What is the point of signing up to it? 

Dr A.D. BUTI: Does the member know nothing about legal agreements? New South Wales signed an agreement 
with the current government that will not be dead and buried after 14 September. Does the member not know 
anything about legal obligations under a contract? It is a contract of this current government.  

Mr I.C. Blayney: Do you want to bet on it?  

Mrs L.M. Harvey: That’s unparliamentary.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: Thank you, Minister for Police.  

Mrs L.M. Harvey: I am anti-gambling.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Members, perhaps we should allow the member for Armadale to 
continue his speech.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: The Premier referred to federal control of education. One of the initiatives the Barnett 
government instigated was independent public schools. Whatever one’s view of them, no-one can deny that they 
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have been popular. The whole premise of independent public schools is to empower the local school community 
and the principal. The Gonski reforms seek also to do that. In many respects they seek to replicate what the state 
government has done with the IPS scheme. Members opposite could laud the federal government for taking up 
its IPS idea. But this government still seeks to argue that signing up to Gonski would mean a Canberra takeover. 
It is seeking to provide individual principals with more power to decide how they spend their funding. It is very 
strange to see the Premier supporting the IPS scheme on the one hand but seeking to deny an enhancement of 
that policy on the other hand.  
At the same time, the Premier is denying students in Western Australia significant additional education funding. 
At a time when the state finances are under severe stress, as we are told day in, day out—the Treasurer said 
$92 million is required just to maintain the status quo—this government is denying our students what is available 
to students in New South Wales. Whether or not one agrees with it, the federal government is seeking to finance 
part of the additional funding through a two per cent efficiency dividend cut in funding for all universities. The 
situation is even worse, because might we have a ridiculous system of not only Western Australian tertiary 
students being subjected to the two per cent cut in university funding, but also our primary and secondary school 
students will not be the beneficiaries of the reforms that will be financed in part by those cuts. That is absurd.  

The member for Balcatta said he does not visit schools in his electorate, which surprised me. I know he is a new 
member—although I have not been in this place much longer than him actually—but I am surprised that he does 
not visit all those schools as there cannot be that many schools in his electorate. Most federal members visit 
schools in their electorates, and they have many more to visit. I am surprised that is the case. The challenge is 
still there, member for Balcatta. I am prepared to go to his schools and he can come to mine if he wishes. We 
will see how many principals and parents and citizens associations would love to receive an additional 
significant increase in funding for each student and each school, additional loading for people with disabilities 
and people from low socioeconomic backgrounds, and additional loading for remote schools and for Indigenous 
students. The member for Geraldton maybe needs to do some homework on what happens after an agreement is 
signed. Of course it can be put in the bin afterwards, but that is pretty difficult once the system is in progress. We 
will see if there is a better system after the agreement is in place, because at the moment Abbott has no 
alternative. He does not have a comprehensive education policy for Australian students.  

I urge the Barnett government to stop playing politics with the Gonski reforms by saying it will not sign up 
before the federal election. That is just ridiculous; it should sign up before the election. Granted, the Premier was 
able to get an increase in funding from $300 million-odd to $900 million-odd, and it is now a good agreement. In 
many respects, the Gonski reforms will further the independent public schools ideas by empowering schools and 
enabling students who need additional help to receive it.  
The additional funding could be used for many things, including the development of personal learning plans, 
which would involve meetings between teachers, parents and students to talk about a student’s particular 
learning needs. It could be used to employ school support learning officers or develop early intervention literacy 
programs. The Premier visited Challis Early Childhood Education Centre in my electorate, and it impressed him. 
This additional funding could further enhance what is happening at Challis. Schools could purchase diagnostic 
tools and extra training in professional development for their teachers, and implement targeted strategies aimed 
at enhancing the engagement and achievement of all students, particularly those at risk. If we spent money on 
students at risk, it might actually make policing and law enforcement cheaper; we may not have to spend so 
much on child protection and we may not have so many family break-ups. It is crucial. Although the members 
for Balcatta and Forrestfield and I may differ on some things, I am sure we would agree that investment in 
education can and does alleviate other social problems; the evidence is there. I do not think we would deny that.  

Mr C.D. Hatton: No, not at all.  

Dr A.D. BUTI: That is right; I think most members would not deny that. The members for Balcatta and 
Forrestfield have extensive educational experience, and they would have seen the benefits that can be achieved 
through a properly funded and resourced educational system. Those members know what it is like for principals 
and teachers; they are under stress. The more support provided to teachers, the better the job they can do. The 
quality of teaching is fundamental to student outcomes.  

That is all I have to say for now on this important debate. I seriously urge the Barnett government not to give up 
the opportunity of an additional $900 million-odd for our schools—a significant part of which will be for our 
state schools. The Catholic and independent schools will already benefit from this without the Premier’s 
agreement, but the state schools need it. I urge members on the other side to reconsider their Premier’s position.  
MS A.R. MITCHELL (Kingsley — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.25 pm]: I rise to speak against this motion, 
and I am a bit surprised at the simplicity of the member for Armadale’s position and how he has approached it. 
He is absolutely right; we all want the very best for education in this state. But I have to say that this Liberal–
National government has made some significant changes and improvements to education in this state, which is 
why we are so far ahead of any every other state and territory in Australia. That is why we can be a little more 



2224 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 26 June 2013] 

 

choosy about what we do and do not sign up to. At this stage, the standards we offer—the funding we put into 
our education system—are far greater than any other state in the country. That does not mean that we are not 
looking at what could be done and how. I think the difference is that because we are not desperate—I say that in 
the nicest possible way—we can afford to say what this state needs and how it should be done. I think that is 
what the Premier is doing, and I really applaud him for standing up to the federal government. It is not just a 
simplistic, “Quick, we have to sign up because we need some help”; we are in a position of good standing, but 
we certainly want to make a difference and we certainly want to improve. There is no question about that, and 
no-one in this place would ever, ever think we want it any other way. If the federal government simply was 
going to give $900 million to the schools of Western Australia to do as they saw fit or as we saw fit, there would 
not be a problem. But we all know not only through education, but also health and disability services—all those 
things—that nothing is just given; things are taken away. That is our dilemma. To start with, even to commence 
this process, funds were taken out of higher education. That is part of education. We need that part to be strong 
as well.  

I will not go into the detail of the funding; I want to talk about independent public schools. The member for 
Armadale mentioned IPS and said the funding would be a positive for those schools. IPS was an incredible 
initiative of the Liberal–National government, and this year there will be 255 independent public schools, with 
84 planned for 2013. The IPS system is something that schools are absolutely clamouring to be part of. We are 
certainly making changes this year, so that more people can come on board because of the more flexible 
approach. I have been out of the education system for a long time, but I recall that even when I was teaching, if 
someone came up with an initiative or did something different, they were quickly advised that that was not the 
way it was done, and everybody needed to do the same thing. I did not teach at the school the member for 
Armadale mentioned, but in some of the areas I taught I needed to show initiative. Nowadays, that initiative is 
welcomed because of the independent public school system. It is not saying they do not educate within the 
framework, but it is very, very important that schools, whether they be of a higher socioeconomic status or a 
lesser economic status, are allowed the ability to use initiative to get the best outcomes for their students. 
Independent public schools allow that. Schools and communities working together have a very, very positive 
outcome. Having the community involved in the direction of a school is important and has been very, very 
impressive.  
The member for Armadale says that that would be enhanced at this stage by signing up to Gonski. I am sorry, but 
we must come from very different ways of looking at how things are done. My understanding is that that would 
not be the case. My understanding is that the federal government does not give money without attaching 
conditions and restrictions. My understanding is that the federal Department of Education, Employment and 
Workplace Relations has 4 000 staff. It does not look after one school. It does not employ one teacher. 
Therefore, we have to ask: Does it really know about education? What does it really know about what is required 
on the ground where the staff and the students are?  

We have already seen how the federal Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations works 
with the Building the Education Revolution funding whereby every school got the same building. The majority 
of those schools did not want that building, but that was not an option. They got it built and they got it built the 
same way as every other school.  

Ms L.L. Baker: BER funding came into the state and the state prescribed how it was spent around education.  

Ms A.R. MITCHELL: No, it was prescribed by the federal government. It has already been demonstrated. 
Many of the schools would have welcomed that funding. They had things that they needed to do for their area. 
That was not an option. They had no choice. We know of schools that have been informed of the reporting 
processes already. Those schools would need to employ someone to do the reporting on a monthly basis. I do not 
know about the member for Maylands, but a number of teachers whom I know are finding that the paperwork 
and the reporting is much, much greater than it was previously. They already need to do a lot of reporting for 
their schools now. If we put in another layer so that schools also have to report federally to get federal money, 
we will find that our teachers will get very upset. That extra workload will take them away from what they really 
want to do—that is, teach and provide educational opportunities for students. We must work very hard to ensure 
that that extra workload is not the case. We need to give those people who are committed to and passionate about 
their profession the opportunity to work in that profession and not become paper bureaucrats. I have every belief 
that that is what would happen.  
We do not want or need the federal Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations in 
Canberra to tell our schools and our staff what to do, how to do it, when to do it and what reporting needs to be 
done. Those things are fundamental to the education of students in Western Australia. We would welcome the 
money without strings attached. I am not the Premier so I have to be careful in what I say, but I am sure that if 
there was an opportunity to accept funds to be used on education as we see fit in the areas that have been 
mentioned, we would do so. There is no question that we have unique situations in remote and regional schools 
and in a number of areas with special needs students. But it is very important that we retain our ability to make 
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those decisions so that our students keep getting the best education possible, worked out locally and within the 
framework of the state system. Nevertheless, we certainly would welcome support from the federal government.  

I have taught in a couple of schools where it was absolutely necessary to have some initiative, some mobility, to 
work the programs so that it worked best for those students. When we could do that, there was such a difference. 
Teachers became passionate again about what they were doing. They felt like they were in control. They were 
given the authority to bring out the best in their students, and most teachers did that. That is what is happening 
with independent public schools now. They certainly have a framework within which to work. They have the 
ability to make decisions themselves, and spend some of their money on that one-line budget that suits what that 
school needs at that time. That can change and things happen, but we make sure that they operate with the best 
intentions for their students. It is very simply that. I am sorry that the member for Armadale thinks it is as simple 
as the federal government giving us some money and our doing what we like with it. That would be just bliss, 
but we all know that that is not the case. That is why I speak against this motion this afternoon.  

I know that our Premier will stand up for Western Australia and we will benefit in the long run, but we will do it 
in the most positive way without losing the influence of the Western Australian Department of Education and 
our people on education in this state. It is a long way from Canberra and it is very, very important that we do not 
lose that ability to manage education in this state in a way that we, and also the schools, see is best. It is my firm 
belief that I cannot support the member for Armadale’s motion, although I will say, and I said at the beginning, 
that I am very passionate that we make sure that we have the best education system in the country. We have to be 
very proud of ours; it is always at the top. We will continue to support our people within the education field so 
that they can provide the best education. The best way we can do that is to keep them closely aligned with what 
is going on in their schools in this state. As I said, it is my wish that we could get some money from the federal 
government, but it is also my desire that we do not take that money away from higher education and that teachers 
do not have to start reporting unnecessary things that take up time that could be spent educating.  

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [5.39 pm]: The Gonski report has its origins in a realisation that compared 
with the rest of the developed world, the funding level for education in Australia is fairly low. One measure is 
the percentage of gross domestic product that goes towards education. A table presented in the Gonski report 
shows that the percentage of Australian expenditure on primary, secondary, post-secondary and non-tertiary 
education as a percentage of GDP in 2008 was around three per cent compared with an Organisation for 
Economic Cooperation and Development average of public expenditure of 3.5 per cent and an OECD average of 
both public and private expenditure of 3.7 per cent. If we look at some of the member nations of the OECD, the 
United Kingdom’s expenditure was 4.25 per cent. Other countries spend closer to five per cent of gross domestic 
product. Clearly, Australia’s funding levels are not at the same level as those of other countries. We have heard 
other members talk about the importance of investment in education. I absolutely endorse those comments. From 
the point of view of my electorate, the need for investment in education is very strong. There are many reasons 
for this, and I want to go into a couple of those.  

One reason for that investment is that some children are at risk in some way. Investment in their education is an 
investment in diverting their potential to veer off into a situation of low-level offending, criminal behaviour and 
eventually drug and alcohol abuse and a whole pattern of behaviour that is dangerous and costly to our society. 
Through investing in education, we can have the programs in place to divert students from those highly 
undesirable outcomes.  

I really do applaud the member for Armadale for moving this motion. I note that it calls on the state government 
to resolve issues with the federal government so that public schools can benefit from the Gonski reform package. 
This reform package would have enormous benefits for schools in the Gosnells electorate. When I look at the 
table that demonstrates the money allocated to each student, what these reforms would deliver is quite striking. I 
will go through some of the schools. South Thornlie Primary School is a fantastic school. Principal John Miles 
and his staff do a wonderful job doing all kinds of positive programs. They have all sorts of creative activities. 
They are looking at 29 per cent growth per student in funding levels. With that, what are the sorts of things that 
can be done? 

I have just had a text message from a parent at one of the schools in my electorate whose son, who is a lovely 
boy, suffers from dyslexia. That is an affliction that I gather occurs in 10 per cent of the population. He is a 
bright boy; nevertheless, that affliction means that his learning outcomes are hampered. He needs extra support 
at his school. I just want to read some of the things that his mother has indicated to me are the sorts of needs that 
he has. The first thing is the diagnosis. If we do not have the staff in the schools and if we do not have the 
diagnosis—bearing in mind that this funding can help deliver those staff in the schools to perform things like 
diagnoses—the kid goes under the radar, probably sits at the back of the class, acts in a disruptive fashion after a 
while, is not learning, is falling further and further behind and develops a hate for school, and before we know it 
we have a failed educational outcome, parents who are frustrated and all sorts of other risks, as I mentioned 
earlier. 



2226 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 26 June 2013] 

 

The situation with diagnosis at the moment is that it is costly if people have to go privately. I understand that it 
costs at least $400 privately. The alternative is to have it done within the school, and that takes forever, if there is 
the capacity to do it. Then there is the resourcing for the extra phonetic training and remedial reading—those 
sorts of things. More staff are needed; more intensive educational systems need to be in place. There is extra 
cost, and that is where the Gonski funding comes in. Furthermore, parents can volunteer their time. It is a long-
term process. It is very important to get a child back on track if they suffer from something as mild as, but, 
nevertheless, as debilitating as, dyslexia. 
I talked about the 29 per cent increase in funding that South Thornlie Primary School is set to receive. I will 
move on to Thornlie Primary School, of which Kevin Saunders is the principal. That school has gone through a 
dramatic transformation. It is a very multicultural school. It is a delightful school, and I applaud it on recently 
hosting a citizenship ceremony. It was a celebration of multiculturalism and of the citizenship ceremony that 
people were going through. That was held in the school grounds at a school assembly—a great idea. It really 
made the kids appreciate the event, and I think it meant that those people who were there were able to get 
another dimension, another level of understanding, about what it means to become an Australian citizen. As I 
said, that school has many children who have recently arrived in Australia from a non–English speaking 
background, and they need extra attention and extra assistance. The intensive English unit at the school works 
very hard to give attention to children in grade 1 or 2. By the time they are in year 3, they are able to go straight 
into the ordinary school and catch up with the normal curriculum and have the English standard that is expected 
of them. That is a remarkable achievement. But to deliver that sort of education, extra funding is needed. That is 
why the extra 19 per cent funding growth per student that would go to Thornlie Primary School is needed so 
much. 
Thornlie Senior High School has a strong reputation in the area and for many parents is the school of choice. It 
has a specialist rugby program and runs catering courses. It has a real diversity of educational pathways open to 
students going through the school. It will have 29.3 per cent funding growth per student if these Gonski reforms 
are adopted. I fully commend Paul Billing, the principal of the school, for his work, but I can see that to work 
intensively with the students, the school needs this extra level of funding. 

Doug Cook is the principal of Yale Primary School. He would love to see this reform go through because it 
would deliver a 26.6 per cent growth in funding. Yale Primary School is similar to Thornlie Primary School. It is 
in a part of my electorate that is growing rapidly in a very multicultural sense. Interestingly, I was at a graduation 
ceremony and the children were asked what they would like to do when they finish school. I was struck by the 
number of children who were enthusiastic about rugby. To my dismay, most of them said that they wanted to 
play for the All Blacks, so I hope we can turn that around and—who knows—perhaps additional funding will 
make them realise that playing for the Wallabies would be a higher goal to aim for. It would be so worthwhile if 
Yale Primary School had 26.6 per cent additional funding; what a difference it would make. 

Mr R.H. Cook: That Yale principal is very good, isn’t he, member? 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I must acknowledge that the principal of Yale Primary School is a very well 
connected man because he is the brother of the Deputy Leader of the Opposition. Doug Cook is a wonderful 
principal. He is sometimes known at the school as “the fifth Wiggle”. He gives very entertaining musical 
performances for invitees to the school. He is loved by the students. He is an entertaining principal. He also 
manages to deliver those words of wisdom that we expect from principals at graduation ceremonies. He does that 
in a way that really connects with the students. I am sure that they always retain his messages. 

Mr R.H. Cook: I’ve written all his speeches. 
Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: He has a good speech writer! 
I was about to get on to Gosnells Primary School, which will see a 21.1 per cent increase in funding. Southern 
River College, of which Mrs Everal Pearse is the principal, has the potential for a 26.7 per cent funding increase. 
Huntingdale Primary School is no longer in my electorate; it is in the electorate of Southern River. The principal 
is Edd Black. That school would have a 29.8 per cent increase in funding per student. Seaforth Primary School, 
of which the principal is Graeme Auckett, is expecting a 31.7 per cent increase in funding. Seaforth is a small 
school. It has a number of students who come from difficult backgrounds. I would describe them as sometimes 
coming from families in which education is not valued as highly as one would like it to be. That is unfortunate, 
but that is the reality that we have to deal with. It means that we need to put extra funding into a school such as 
that, so that we can help children learn at the school, and at the same time we are perhaps encouraging the 
parents to see the benefits in getting a good educational outcome for their children. The principal of Ashburton 
Drive Primary School, Brian Regan, is looking at a 30.9 per cent increase in funding. Finally, the principal of 
Wirrabirra Primary School, Steve Richards, would have a 23 per cent increase in funding. Those sorts of 
increases will make a big difference. 

In addition, something that we have to make sure our educational system tackles is accommodating the different 
learning styles of students, accepting that they come from different backgrounds and that we all have different 
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learning styles. This is something that we have to accept and adapt to. There is no point in us trying to do this 
one-size-fits-all teaching. Some children might have a more visual learning style, some want a more active 
learning experience and some enjoy sitting in a classroom, having a lecture presented to them and things put up 
on the blackboard. Those different learning styles need to be accommodated. That means that we need more staff 
to accommodate those different learning styles. Of course, there is then the need for extra time to be put into 
those children with difficulties to make sure that they do not slip behind. 

The Gonski report found that across Australia, looking at where we sit internationally and looking at the needs 
that exist, an increase of about $5 billion was needed. That is the amount needed across the country. That is what 
we are talking about when we look at it in terms of those per student percentage increases that I mentioned 
before. That is where the money goes. What a boost it would be so that more education assistants and, where 
necessary, social workers and speech and occupational therapists could be employed. Some children from my 
electorate go to a school just out of the electorate for special speech and occupational therapy to have their 
vocalisation properly coordinated. It is important that young people learn to speak properly so they can enjoy 
discussing things. It is sad when those children do not have those opportunities, and it makes sense to invest in 
such things.  
Psychologists are also needed in schools for children from at-risk families and troubled backgrounds. 
Psychological assessments need to be done. Welfare support is also needed in schools. We cannot accept the fact 
that some families suffer financially to the extent that their children come to school without having had 
breakfast. We have seen the success of breakfast clubs in schools. How are those children expected to learn 
when they have not had a proper breakfast, and perhaps not even a nutritional meal the night before? It is 
heartbreaking. How can those children be expected to learn and be attentive? It does not happen. Unfortunately, 
those children often are disruptive influences in the classroom and are not happy at school because they are 
hungry and often cold. I do marvel, however, at the resilience of many kids who go to school on cold days 
without jumpers.  
We should be striving for not only better resourcing, nurturing and educational brilliance, but also accepting of 
the many different styles of learning and teaching. More needs to be done to find excellent teaching staff. All of 
that often means more money is needed. The case has been put to embrace this opportunity to be part of this 
national scheme and for the Premier to take advantage of it to ensure that the education of Western Australian 
children is properly funded and that schools that need this loading receive it.  
Loading will also be available for schools with disadvantage and disability issues. I have not referred to children 
with disabilities who need assistance at schools. Schools must accommodate their needs as well as recognise the 
benefit of providing for those children. I have noticed at Wirrabirra Primary School, which has an educational 
support unit, the brilliant way the students rally around children who have either severe autism or a physical 
disability and who need extra assistance. It is the sort of educational opportunity that is not normally provided, 
and is not something that can be put into a curriculum, but the kids learn compassion from helping others with 
disabilities. However, extra support and teaching must be provided so a school can take on those people with 
various afflictions. That extra loading is needed in schools, such as many in my electorate that have students 
from low socioeconomic backgrounds. That loading is also needed to accommodate school size, remoteness and 
the needs of Indigenous students. We should not only lift the educational outcomes of Indigenous students, but 
also improve the English proficiency of children who come from non–English speaking backgrounds, as well as 
those kids who might be described as typical Aussies but whose English skills are not what are expected of their 
cohort.  
I support the member for Armadale’s motion, and I hope that reason will be seen and that our schools will not be 
denied this package of funding. Why should our state miss out on a boost such as this when it could have a 
dramatic impact on the funding delivered to students in my electorate and other electorates across Western 
Australia?  
MR N.W. MORTON (Forrestfield) [5.55 pm]: I rise to speak against this motion. The motion asks this house 
to call on the government to resolve issues with the federal government so that public schools can benefit from 
the Gonski reform package. There are certainly some issues with the federal government. In fact, as I stand here 
I am not sure who the Prime Minister of the country is.  

I have a background in education. I worked in public education for the past 10 years, and nine of those years 
were at low socioeconomic indicator schools. I support differential resourcing of schools so students can 
maximise their educational outcomes. I have said words to that effect already in this house in my maiden speech. 
It is good to know that the member for Victoria Park took the time to read that speech and report some of it back 
to this chamber, and I thank him for his interest. I made some points in that speech about school funding and 
young people, and that their educational pursuits should not be adversely affected by culture, race, religion, 
location or any other factor that could disadvantage their achieving their full educational potential. One of my 
mantras to my staff in my previous career was that the postcode of a child should not be the determining factor in 
their educational outcomes.  
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It is interesting to put into perspective the original funding proposal of the federal government—some 
$300 million, of which the federal government would contribute $200 million. The Northern Territory has 
roughly the same population as the City of Stirling, yet it would have received as much as WA, a state of 
approximately 2.5 million people. I cannot see how that is a fair and equitable divvying up of the funds for the 
states. People demanded that the Premier sign up to that agreement. Thank God, he did not.  

Now, the proposal is for $920 million. In the original proposal, the federal government set aspirational targets. 
The aspirational target the federal government wanted WA to aspire to in 2019 was $9 200 per primary student, 
when WA is already spending $13 900 per primary student. How is that aspirational? The aspirational target for 
secondary students for 2019, some six years in the distance, was $12 200, when Western Australia already 
commits to funding of about $19 000 per student. It is difficult for me to call those aspirational targets.  

In the new funding proposal for Western Australia of some $920 million, the commonwealth will contribute 
$590 million and the state $330 million. To give members some perspective, it is less than $100 million a year 
over six years in a budget of just over $4 billion a year. In actual fact, with the additional Australian government 
contribution per student, assuming that 65–35 split in allocation of funds, students in Western Australia would 
receive a smidge over $1 600 whereas their counterparts in the Northern Territory, for example, would receive 
close to $5 000 and students in South Australia would receive $3 300 and in Tasmania $3 200. I cannot see how 
this arrangement is entirely equitable for the students of this state. 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Mandurah! 

Mr N.W. MORTON: I have not asked for interjections.  

I said at the outset that I support funding for schools, but I just make the point that it is incumbent upon the 
government of the day to ensure it gets the best outcome for students and the community. Given that the member 
for Armadale, who is the mover of this motion, stated in his contribution to the Address-in-Reply debate in April 
this year that I was an outstanding educationalist, I would say it gives me some sort of authority to pass comment 
this evening. 

I move on from funding and look at some of the other issues surrounding this matter. The control of schools is 
entrusted to state governments in the Constitution. It is fraught with danger for any state government of any day 
and of any persuasion to risk relinquishing that control of our state institutions, our state schools, to the 
commonwealth. In my experience working within schools, I found it difficult enough to deal with bureaucrats in 
what is termed “Silver City”, which is in the capital city of this state, and I would hate to think of the onerous 
issues and heartache we would put on some administrators if they had to deal with bureaucrats on the east coast 
of the country. Furthermore, I find that relinquishing control to a centralist version of the government, in 
Canberra, is at odds with what this Liberal–National government has tried to achieve thus far, and I refer to the 
very successful independent public school program that has been rolled out across Western Australia and, 
indeed, has been looked at by other jurisdictions in this country as a model of best practice. At its core this 
program looks at giving individual schools, local schools, the power to determine their future rather than relying 
on a one-size-fits-all approach to school resourcing and to assisting schools in their local contexts. Having 
worked in schools, I know that the capacity for them to determine their own future and to know their own 
contexts and the needs of their students, staff and school community are far more insightful than that of 
bureaucrats on the east coast of Australia.  

At the end of the day the core business of educators is to educate young people in the state. I have looked at this 
Australian Education Bill 2013, which has recently passed, and some of the more onerous requests or 
requirements for schools to adhere to, if we do sign up to the Gonski program, and I counted at least a further 14 
possible reporting requirements just at a quick glance. Having been a deputy principal in a public high school, I 
am very much aware of the time restrictions and reporting requirements already hoisted upon members of 
administration in the schools in the state. By signing up to this program, administrators may be forced to report 
upon potentially further layers of bureaucracy and heartache. Indeed, I read with some concern the capacity for 
the federal minister of the day to possibly apply a determination in relation to approved authorities for 
government schools that is not a legislative instrument, and this potentially gives them the power to withdraw it 
from schools or the state.  

In summary, I put on the record that, as the member for Armadale also stated, I do not think there is a member in 
this place who would not support further investment in our schools. As the member for Kingsley stated, of 
course we would agree to further funding for our schools wherever it came from if it meant we could apply that 
funding without further red tape and without relinquishing the controls intrinsically written into the Constitution 
as a state power. With that said, I cannot support this motion, given the restrictions that potentially results in 
some of those controls being relinquished to the east. 
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MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle) [6.06 pm]: I support the motion and will talk briefly about a couple of issues in 
my electorate, which support the argument about why Fremantle would benefit from receiving just over 
$27 million for its state schools by 2019 if it signed on to the extra money available in the Gonski program. 
Every school would receive at least a 19 per cent increase in funding per student, with one school receiving just 
over 24 per cent more per student by 2019. As I say, I would like to add my voice to call for the state 
government to put parochial politics aside and to work through any possible issues, whether they are reporting 
requirements or the so-called bureaucratic interference the state government alleges the federal government 
would engage in. We need to try to work through those issues so that we can secure the extra money. I 
understand that the Gonski legislation passed through the Senate today. 

Our state high schools have been a big issue in my electorate and I take this opportunity to speak briefly about 
these matters. There are two high schools in the electorate, John Curtin College of the Arts and South Fremantle 
Senior High School, and both schools are quite successful in their own right. John Curtin College of the Arts, as 
many members would know, is a selective school that specialises in performing arts and has been very 
successful in this regard. Admission to that school is restricted through the gifted and talented program, although 
there is also a soccer program admission. Access for residents of the Fremantle area is restricted to residents 
from East Fremantle and North Fremantle. They are the only local-intake areas. The success of the school’s 
performing arts program has caused something of a distortion. It has been relayed to me that as much as 
95 per cent of intake to John Curtin College of the Arts is through the performing arts and specialist programs 
and that has left parents in the rest of the community who want to send their students to John Curtin high school 
in a bit of a quandary. Many of them joke that they are giving their children tap dancing lessons or violin lessons 
very early on to make sure they qualify for entry into John Curtin. It is quite a popular school. I have yet to meet 
with the principal, Mitch Mackay, but I look forward to getting to know that school better and to understand 
what its issues are. As I said, the distortion of that school as a successful selective school has put many parents in 
the electorate in the frustrating position that they want to send their children to the local school but they cannot 
get in.  
The other high school in my electorate is South Fremantle Senior High School. It is also successful in its own 
area of expertise—that is, largely in the area of vocational training. In 2011, it was identified as the number one 
public senior high school for vocational education and training—VET—and was ranked sixth overall in the state. 
It has concentrated on many science and engineering-related specialties. For instance, it has a marine studies 
program. The school has also worked with the business community; Kailis Marine, Svitzer Engineering and 
Total Marine Engineering are partners in the development of the trade training centre built on the school site 
offering a certificate III course in mechanical engineering and plant operations. The school is particularly 
successful in this area. To ensure a full complement of Australian tertiary admission rank subjects are available, 
South Fremantle Senior High School has engaged with other public high schools in the area, including Hamilton 
Senior High School and North Lake Senior Campus, to maximise the exposure to ATAR subjects for its 
students.  
South Fremantle Senior High School has been particularly successful in engaging with its local community, an 
area of which I doubt the member for Southern River would approve. The school has been very proactive in its 
responsibilities with respect to climate change. Last year, I attended the accreditation of the school as the first 
carbon-neutral school in the country, and for this accreditation the school should be congratulated. Just this week 
I was at the school to see it receive its Waterwise accreditation. It has worked very hard with the Fremantle 
community on its climate action responsibilities, and the school students and teachers and the local community 
have wholeheartedly embraced this program. The school also runs a very successful farmers’ market every 
weekend, and this all adds to the school’s engagement with the local community. Despite these gains in so many 
areas and the proactive and innovative efforts by the current principal, the P&C—with which I have met—and 
many in the local community, the number of student enrolments at South Fremantle Senior High School remains 
stubbornly low; hence, the debate in the electorate of how we ensure we have the best quality high schools we 
can.  
I would like to give full credit to many people in my electorate who recognise that good quality and vibrant state 
schools are the centrepiece of a flourishing community. They have worked hard to pressure the policymakers 
with influence in this area to ensure there are high school options for Fremantle. I am sure I am not the only 
member in this place who has this challenge in their electorate. Demographics are changing and schools must 
change, too. A number of weeks ago, the member for Victoria Park flagged a discussion in his electorate about 
how to ensure that his schools are best positioned to meet the needs of families in the community for the twenty-
first century. As I go into my term as the member for Fremantle, I look forward to working with schools and 
families in my electorate to understand these issues even more and to come up with practical and forward-
thinking solutions to strengthen our Fremantle state schools. One thing that cannot be disputed is that this 
change, these transformations, will take resources. When I read that South Fremantle Senior High School will 
receive an extra $7 million by 2019 under the Gonski funding reforms, and John Curtin College of the Arts an 
extra $13 million—an increase of 19 per cent funding per student—I wondered how the Premier of this state 
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could possibly refuse this increased funding offer. Recently, I attended a function at which Dr Carmen Lawrence 
spoke on this issue and she is imminently qualified to do so. Her time in this house was spent as the Minister for 
Education as well as Premier, and she was a member of the six-member panel that worked with David Gonski to 
do the review, which ended up recommending a significant change in the funding model for state schools in our 
country. Dr Lawrence spoke about a number of issues, but central to her argument was that the statistics speak 
for themselves; that is, Australia is falling behind on important educational measures when compared with, for 
instance, our Asian neighbours, and many more statistics could back that up. In 2009, 56 per cent of students 
from lower socioeconomic backgrounds completed year 12 compared with 75 per cent of children from higher 
socioeconomic backgrounds. The biggest change that can occur to lift students out of poverty is to increase their 
educational capacity, and I urge members on the other side of this house to look at the dollars on the table and to 
challenge the discussion within their party and their ranks to ask whether schools in WA can turn down the 
significant increase in funding that is available under this model.  

I join other members from this side of the house in calling on the Premier to overcome parochial politics, to sit 
down with the federal government and to resolve practical issues around securing the Gonski funding, and to 
make sure that we can progress increased funding and then better communities and better outcomes for our state 
schools.  

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [6.16 pm]: This motion before the house is very important. As we now 
know, we have a new Prime Minister of Australia, Kevin Rudd. One of the things that must be highlighted in 
terms of reform is that the Gonski process was and is a landmark process in education in Australia. It was 
charged with looking at the issues of equity, the funding of need, and ensuring that the system works more fairly 
across Australia. I am quite frankly and quite honestly a little over the ongoing bleating by this Liberal 
government about a range of issues in terms of equity and fairness. Quite frankly, I can understand why schools 
and students in the Northern Territory would receive a greater proportion of funding, and — 

Mr N.W. Morton interjected.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I do not care, member for Forrestfield. The member’s contribution was quite 
appalling, particularly as a teacher. 

Mr N.W. Morton: When did you last work in a school? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: When did I last work in a school? I was a primary school teacher for over 15 years. 
Like the member, I will not claim that I was the best teacher in the world, but I will claim that I, in my time as a 
teacher and now as a member for my electorate, know that there are students who deserve a greater share and I 
do not care where they live.  

Mr N.W. Morton: I do.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I do not care where they live in Australia. If we talk about equity and about making 
sure that we suddenly start spending money and deciding that there are students in this country who deserve a 
greater lift up to ensure that they can have the best basis to make a contribution to their community no matter 
where they live, that is what Gonski is about. As a country, we should be strong enough to recognise that it 
should be the right of every child no matter where they live in this country—whether the remote areas of 
Western Australia or the Northern Territory, the outer regional areas of New South Wales or Western Australia, 
the goldfields of WA or in the southern hamlets of the Tasmanian wilderness—they deserve a good education. 
The fact of the matter is that these are Australian children. Gonski is about making sure that there is greater 
equity in funding so that all Australian children are given a lift up and are able to make a contribution to their 
community, no matter where they live. 

There are people who live in the member for Forrestfield’s electorate who were not born in Western Australia 
but came to Western Australia from all parts of the world. One of the great things about Western Australia is that 
it offers people an opportunity, no matter where they may have been born. However, this rubbish goes on about 
how we are Western Australians, and we have been funding schools more than anybody else, so somehow we 
should deny the kids in my schools in Mandurah an increase in funding of 20 per cent plus. It is rubbish. I am 
sick of the parochial rubbish and the Canberra bashing that members opposite go on about. I can tell members 
what will happen. The federal election, whenever it might be held, will come and go. And, yes, of course the 
polling shows that the opposition side of politics will be on the treasury bench in Canberra within one month or 
two months. But where is the plan from that side of politics for education in Australia? Where is their plan to 
make sure that every child in Australia has the fundamental right to a good education, no matter where they live 
in this country? There ain’t no such plan from Tony Abbott. All we have seen from Tony Abbott and from your 
lot, member for Forrestfield, is the canning of a plan to lift educational standards in this country. That is all we 
get from the member for Forrestfield. He is a negative, pathetic figure in this Parliament. He is. He is a negative, 
pathetic figure, and he should know better, because he is supposed to be an educationalist. 
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Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr N.W. MORTON: Madam Acting Speaker, point of order.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: What is wrong with “pathetic figure”? 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member! 

Mr N.W. MORTON: If the member thinks that is okay — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I think it is absolutely appropriate.    

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, there is a point of order. It is not open to debate. Member for Mandurah, 
you are actually on three strikes. If you continue in this manner, I will be forced to ask you to leave the chamber. 
So please withdraw what you have said and continue with your debate. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: But, Madam Acting Speaker, I am actually the person who is on my feet speaking. I 
am angry when I hear people like that member say the things that they are saying, when they have on their side 
of politics, particularly in the federal arena, no plan for how we will improve the educational standards of 
Australian children. Every person who is a teacher—the member for Forrestfield claims to have been a great 
one—should be concerned about making sure that every child in Australia has the capacity to participate in their 
community, no matter where they live. I do not care where they live, whether it is Western Australia or any other 
state or territory. I want the children of this country to get the best possible start in life. We all know that the best 
possible start in life is a good quality education that will ensure that those kids in particular who are the most 
vulnerable get the best assistance, get the early intervention and get the best funding. That is what Gonski is 
about.   

In Western Australia, including in my electorate, and in the electorate of the member for Forrestfield, there are 
many, many students who are below the standards in terms of funding, if we are looking at them on a per capita 
basis, and who are below the standards in terms of their attainment levels in education. Not one person in this 
place should just dismiss the Gonski plan, as the member for Forrestfield and his side have done, and not present 
any other option. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, can I bring you back to the motion that is before you, which 
calls on the government to resolve issues with the federal government so that public schools can benefit from the 
Gonski reform package. I understand where you are going. But I want to bring you back to the motion.   

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: With all due respect, Madam Acting Speaker, I am talking about Gonski. I am talking 
about how Western Australian students will benefit from the Gonski report. We have heard the rubbish from 
members opposite about how they support funding for schools. But they will not support a widespread, major 
reform in the education system. This is the first time for decades that a major reform of education has been 
proposed that will tackle one of the most difficult areas that many governments over a long period of time have 
grappled with, and that is the actual funding model.   

Let us look at what the Gonski report does. The Gonski report talks about lifting up all students by increasing the 
level of funding. It also talks about providing funding to support students based on need. Why the member for 
Forrestfield and other members on his side cannot at least see the basic benefits of this proposed program is 
beyond me. So what do we need to do at the funding level? 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I do not know about the schools in the member’s electorate. I could go through that, 
but I will not, because I want to talk about some of the schools in my electorate. The Peel region continues to 
have high levels of unemployment and a high number of households under stress from a range of pressures, 
include budgetary pressures introduced and imposed by this government in power. That includes the exorbitant 
increases in the price of utilities, whether they be water, electricity or gas. These families are in my electorate, 
and they are in your electorate, mate, and you hold your seat by a couple of hundred, or less! I can tell the 
member for Forrestfield that his comments will be listened to very, very closely in the next four years, and that 
we will be chasing the member for Forrestfield in his seat, because he must start to remember that he represents a 
range of families who are absolutely on the bones of their bum because of what his government has done to them 
in the last four and a half or five years.   

I will go through some of the schools in my electorate. Riverside Primary School in the central Mandurah area 
has a 10 per cent Aboriginal population. That school will receive a 31.3 per cent growth in funding through 
Gonski. The member cannot argue against that. That is a major contribution and major commitment to the kids 
and families who live in the Riverside Primary School catchment in Mandurah.   
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Greenfields Primary School has a brilliant principal, as does Riverside Primary, and brilliant staff. But it also has 
a lot of kids from families that are facing a range of issues. Those schools are doing a great job. In fact, they are 
punching above their weight. This plan will give Greenfields Primary School an over 25 per cent increase in 
funding per student over the period of the Gonski reforms. 
Riverside Education Support Centre, which is for kids who have learning and intellectual disabilities, will 
receive an over 25 per cent increase in funding per student. The Peel Language Development School will receive 
a 40.6 per cent increase in funding per student. This school deals with kids who are vulnerable and need extra 
support in their early literacy and numeracy enrichment and development so that they will be able to read, write 
and communicate and find their way in the community when they leave the school system.   
Dudley Park Primary School is a difficult school. I am on the board of Dudley Park Primary. That school was a 
PSP school—it was in the priority schools program—for a long time. It draws kids from the Coodanup and 
Dudley Park localities. There are lots of issues at that school. But, again, it is resilient. It has a great principal, 
Aaron Thomas, and brilliant and committed staff, and a great community supporting it. That school will get a 
nearly 27 per cent increase in funding per student. Mandurah Primary School, Mandurah’s oldest school, will get 
a 21 per cent increase in funding. North Mandurah Primary School—my old school, where I taught—will get an 
increase in funding of over 27 per cent. Coodanup Community College—I am on the board of that school—has 
faced difficult challenges over the last two decades. It has a big Aboriginal population and lots of issues 
regarding the catchment but, again, it is punching above its weight. It has a committed principal, committed 
staff, and a committed student services team. These are committed people who want to make a difference for 
those kids. What is going to make a difference for those kids? This reform is going to make a difference. They 
will get nearly a 20 per cent increase per student. That is what Gonski is about; it is not a philosophical 
discussion or argument because it happened to be put up by former Prime Minister Julia Gillard. We have to be 
better than that and get out of these arguments.  

The royalties for regions program is a classic program that is not based upon funding per population but upon 
funding for need. We all support the royalties for regions program, but the fact is that the royalties for regions 
program goes mainly to small population areas. That is the reality. We already have a model, implemented by 
the state Liberal–National government, of disproportionate funding, if you like, in terms of population versus 
location, so the government should not come in here and criticise a major education reform without proposing an 
alternative.  
That is the point I make right at the beginning of my whole argument: the government has offered no alternative. 
Tony Abbot has no alternative. I do not even know who the federal shadow education minister is, because we do 
not hear from the federal Liberal Party about its plan and what it is going to do in education. We do not hear 
what its plans are for genuine education reform. We do not hear about how it is going to lift up every student in 
Australia, no matter where they live or what their circumstances are, so that they can genuinely participate in 
their communities, or the communities that they may choose to live in in the future, which might include 
communities in Western Australia. The little kid who is growing up in Strahan, Tasmania, who is going to get 
more than someone in my electorate, might still end up in Western Australia. He or she might go to Queensland 
or the Northern Territory; I actually do not care, as long as I know that that kid in Strahan, or the kid in 
Oombulgurri up in the north, are being seen as students who deserve funding because of a range of measures, 
and that is what Gonski does. 
The problem that the Liberal–National government has fallen for is the idea that, “Yes, Gillard’s gone and the 
federal Labor Party is probably gone,” but that does not mean that a plan for the future of education in Australia 
should just be jettisoned on a philosophical discussion. The state government’s rubbish about, “Oh, I only care 
about this little patch,” well, sorry—I care about my little patch too, but I also care about other kids no matter 
where they live, whether it is in Western Australia or in other parts of the country. The state government has 
fallen for that card trick; yes, the Liberal Party might be riding a big wave at the moment and, yes, it might be 
swept to power federally in the next month or so. But I tell members that when the voters go to the ballot boxes 
with their baseball bats, as it seems they might want to do, to attack the federal Labor Party, I bet they will not 
know what the potential incoming Abbott government’s education plan is. They will have no idea because there 
is no plan from Abbott; no plan at all. It is very sad that the federal Liberal opposition has no plan for one of the 
most basic and fundamental rights of any child in Australia, whether it is an Aboriginal kid up in Broome or 
Wyndham; a new migrant kid in Mirrabooka or Lakelands in Mandurah; or a kid who has come across from the 
regional areas of Queensland to live in Baldivis, because that is where a lot of fly in, fly out workers are living 
now. Sorry; they are as important as anybody else, and if members think they can ringlock their own seat and 
that there will not be families and kids travelling between electorates and state boundaries, they are actually 
kidding themselves. 
[Members time extended.] 
Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The issue of the national curriculum has been one of the biggest problems in 
education for many, many decades—the problem of students who traverse state boundaries and the differences in 
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curriculum levels between different jurisdictions. The national curriculum is another important reform for some 
of those issues. Of course there have been problems, but we do not jettison a plan simply because we are 
opposed to it because it was an initiative of the current federal Labor government, which went through a very 
extensive process and put forward a proposal that will deliver benefits to our schools. 

Some of the member for Forrestfield’s schools are in the federal electorate of Hasluck. Let us look at one of the 
schools in Hasluck, Forrestfield Primary School. I assume that Forrestfield Primary School is in the member for 
Forrestfield’s electorate.  
Mr N.W. Morton interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Twenty per cent? 

Mr D.J. Kelly: He doesn’t need it, apparently. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is what I cannot understand. The kids at Forrestfield Primary School deserve to 
be given the extra benefits of support and encouragement. In my view, any person who has been in education 
should not just fall back on their philosophical point of view because they have entered Parliament, and can a 
proposal that will deliver real benefits, real outcomes and real opportunities for kids, no matter where they come 
from; a proposal that is based upon the principle of making sure that kids who need the assistance get it first. I 
have no problem with that proposal, I am sorry. The member can call me un-Western Australian if he wants to, 
but those kids need assistance, and that is what we should be doing. The member should take off his Liberal-
coloured glasses and look at issues on their merit—in this case, one of the most fundamental issues, which we 
should all be concerned about, which is education. 

I went through a few of my schools; I did not go through all of them because I would have used up all my time 
and I know that the member for Warnbro wants to have a say. This is one of the most fundamental issues that 
this Parliament should be debating, and that is why we are debating it this afternoon, against the backdrop of 
some amazing historical stuff that is taking place over in Canberra this afternoon. But that does not change the 
importance of education for kids who come from all parts of Western Australia, Tasmania and Northern 
Territory. I unashamedly say that the philosophy behind this proposal, in terms of need, is a good and important 
philosophy. A huge number of schools in Western Australia will directly benefit from this proposed program, so 
it is a no-brainer for me. I do not see how members can sit on the seesaw and say, “Oh, I support funding for my 
school, but I don’t support this”. I just find that terribly hypocritical. I just find it amazing that someone could 
get up and say that. 

This reform is important for Western Australia. The Premier has been negotiating and has been tough; I 
acknowledge that. He put the case for WA, and he won a major concession from the now former Prime Minister 
only two weeks ago. Well done on that, but now is the time to sign on, particularly as his side of politics in the 
federal Parliament has no plan. Has Tony Abbott talked to the Premier about a plan for education in a Tony 
Abbott–led federal government?  
Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: He probably has not. He certainly has not shared it with the voters of Western 
Australia or Australia. He is playing the old small-target strategy. I will let the member for Warnbro have a say 
now. 

MR C.D. HATTON (Balcatta) [6.39 pm]: I speak against this motion moved in the chamber today. The 
member for Mandurah spoke very passionately for the motion, and I would not like to think that that 
demonstration of passion was what he might deliver in a classroom. I do not think it would be appropriate.  

Mr P.B. Watson: He’s not in a classroom. What a silly thing to say.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Albany!  

Mr C.D. HATTON: He was very critical of one of my members and I support my member. From the opposite 
side of the chamber, I congratulate the members for Armadale, Gosnells, Fremantle and Mandurah.  
Mr P.B. Watson: I hope you’re not reading that speech. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: I have it here. I am not reading it—no. The member can decide that. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Albany, the member for Balcatta has the call. He is not asking for 
interjections.  

Mr C.D. HATTON: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. As I said, I acknowledge the members’ passion and I 
congratulate them for saying that money is a good thing. I agree too that it is good. It will deliver better 
outcomes. However, it is not just about money. Some weeks ago, I strongly emphasised in my maiden speech 
how important education is. I said that it is the foundation of society—a benchmark for successful societies. It is 
a benchmark for stability, engaging technologies, innovation, promoting good citizens and good social fabrics. 



2234 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 26 June 2013] 

 

Education, essentially, promotes good academic outcomes, good health outcomes, good physical and emotional 
outcomes and good social outcomes for communities.  

Mr P.B. Watson: Is he talking to the motion?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Shush!   

Mr C.D. HATTON: Members on the opposite side of the chamber who spoke today stressed the importance of 
good education—they recognised that, and so do I. So does the member for Forrestfield, having been a teacher 
for many years. But I need to emphasise that the argument from the opposite side of the chamber today in 
support of the Gonski reform is somewhat narrow. It was a passionate argument—one I support because 
education is a passionate issue—but their argument was based upon funding equalling better schooling. This 
assumption is not necessarily valid. Yes, funding education will make a big difference, but many other factors 
come into play when delivering good education. As a teacher of 30 years, and, I must say, a proud teacher—I am 
told I was a dedicated teacher—I can assure members across the chamber that federal funding for the Gonski 
reform would be beneficial if Western Australia had a broken system, but we do not have a broken system.  

Mr P.B. Watson: Where will you get the money from?  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Albany! 

Mr C.D. HATTON: In fact, we have an excellent education service. 

Mr P.B. Watson: We’ll send this to all your schools.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Albany!  
Mr C.D. HATTON: Please let me finish.  
I believe it is the best system in Australia and one of the best in the world. We have been innovative in WA; we 
have implemented new curriculums over my three decades of teaching; and we have been a leader in the nation. 
Our system is not broken. We are well funded by good government investment. This Liberal government has 
invested heavily in not only education; it has invested also in a lot of other areas, and we have proved that with 
the investment in hospitals over the past years.  
The federal government wants to deliver the money—almost throw the money at us—but not with transparent 
conditions attached, and that is our argument. We know that funding will benefit education.  
Mr P.B. Watson: As an ex-teacher, this is disgraceful.  
Mr C.D. HATTON: But it does not deliver the best outcomes. The principle of the federal education reform is 
to run education from 5 000 kilometres away.  
Ms S.F. McGurk: It is not.  
Mr C.D. HATTON: This is what I believe, so please listen to me. It wants to make decisions on local schooling 
from remote bureaucratic destinations. The last thing WA teachers need is more red tape and bureaucracy 
imposed from afar. Our independent public schooling innovation is a leading innovation in education that 
empowers schools to be better schools by giving local schools the ability to allocate money and resources where 
needed. Can this be expected from bureaucratic Canberra? Do not get me wrong; the money would benefit. But 
it is not just about money; it is about the flexibility of delivery. Funding will be provided but based upon 
decision-makers from the other side of Australia, as I said. These decision-makers will want value for money, 
and rightly so. Money must always be invested in programs that deliver good outcomes and results. I do not 
doubt that. That is absolutely correct but do remember, as the member for Kingsley pointed out earlier, teachers 
do not need bureaucratic red tape imposed from afar. More flexibility is needed in delivering education and a 
spirit of nurturing and developing individuals in a local environment, not from afar. Independent public 
schooling is doing that under the funding arrangements of the state government and the direction it is taking with 
that IPS model. I support extra funding and acknowledge just how much it can benefit WA children. I am not 
doubting that at all, but I cannot support control being given to a federal government that will disempower WA 
schoolteachers—disempower us. I know that; I have been out there teaching for 30 years. We have a system now 
that is empowering us; we do not want to be disempowered.  

Mr P.B. Watson: Next page.  

Mr C.D. HATTON: Yes. They are my notes, and I am sure the member uses notes.  

Mr J.H.D. Day: He has hand-written notes, so stop giving him a hard time. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Members are welcome to look at them if they like. I do not have a problem.  

Mr P.B. Watson: I’ll give him a hard time if I want to.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Members! Member for Albany, I have asked you to let the 
member for Balcatta have the floor. If you interject again, I will call you. I have asked that he have the floor. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 26 June 2013] 2235 

 

Member for Albany, I am talking to you, if you want to question my judgement. Thank you, member for 
Balcatta.  

Mr C.D. HATTON: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. I have here the Gonski report, which contains 
41 recommendations.  

Several members interjected.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Balcatta has the floor.  

Mr C.D. HATTON: I doubt whether many members opposite have read the whole report.  

Mr P. Papalia: I have; have you?  

Mr C.D. HATTON: I certainly have read all the report. The member is welcome to look at all the highlighting 
in it. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Did the member? How does he know that? 

Mr P. Papalia: The point I want to make is everything you are saying indicates you haven’t read it.  

Mr C.D. HATTON: I read it after the member, did I? Okay. Still, my point is valid. I refer to two 
recommendations and I will take the opportunity to read both the recommendations, if that is all right, Madam 
Acting Speaker?  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes.  

Mr C.D. HATTON: Recommendation 17 states that new funding arrangements for schools, from Gonski, aim 
to ensure differences in education outcomes are not a result of differences in wealth, income, power and 
possessions; all students have access to a high standard of education regardless of background and 
circumstances. I do not doubt that; it is a great recommendation. I support it fully. Recommendation 16 is that 
current planning is not sufficient in responding effectively to changing educational needs based on demographic 
and social change. It states that there should be effective coordinated planning between school sectors and at 
local area level; improvement is needed in accountability and coordinated planning around the use of public 
funding in establishing new schools. 

Mr P.B. Watson: He’s reading it.  

Mr C.D. HATTON: I said I was reading it, member; I have authority to read it.  

They are two valid recommendations. I challenge those recommendations in relation to our excellent education 
system in WA. We are already delivering new funding arrangements through the independent public school 
program in WA. We are planning for and responding effectively to the changing educational needs of students in 
WA through the IPS program. We are following the guidelines of Gonski but can do even better if we are given 
more money. We need to know that the control and delivery of the education system will not be taken away from 
us. More money would be fantastic and we would do the job even better. The difference between Labor and us is 
that Labor is being narrow and centring on funding and we are saying that we want more flexibility in how the 
funding is used. We actually support a lot of the Gonski findings and recommendations. 

Mr P. Papalia: I concede what you are saying and if you sit down, I will tell you what my view is. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Until now, I did not think that the opposition agreed with a lot of this. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: Fine. Once again, I challenge the disempowering of the good delivery of state education by 
the state government. I draw members’ attention to how Gonski has evolved up till now. The federal government 
conducted the Gonski review of school funding, which was released late last year. It took a long time to release 
it. The federal government pondered and pondered until finally it came out. The state government supports any 
moves to improve schools but so far the Gillard—or Rudd—government’s response to the review has lacked 
detail about the proposed improvements. Currently, the state government is responsible for 90 per cent of all 
government school funding and around 70 per cent of Western Australian students attend government schools. 
The state government is committed to being the biggest contributor of funding to government schools and being 
responsible for running government schools. We are committed to it and extra funding will make us even more 
committed because we can deliver good outcomes. 

Mr P.B. Watson: You cut $300 million out of the budget. 

THE ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member for Albany, I did warn you. I call you for the second 
time. 
Mr P. Papalia: Come on, mate, give us a few minutes. 
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Mr C.D. HATTON: I will try to finish in enough time for the member to respond. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr C.D. HATTON: No, I do not agree with the motion. Bear with me. The Prime Minister has said that the 
federal government is not interested in taking over the running of government schools but the improvement plan 
it is proposing as a response to Gonski indicates greater federal government intervention in government schools. 
That is what we do not want. We will take the money any time. 
Finally, our independent public schools program is giving schools greater autonomy. Intervention from Canberra 
will jeopardise the success of those schools and the state government will not support that. I certainly do not 
support it. Until the federal government can convince me that it will not interfere with the state government’s 
delivery of state education, or at least demonstrates a respect for the way in which Western Australia delivers 
education, I cannot support the motion. If there was more flexibility for getting the best outcomes for Western 
Australian students, I could very well see the good benefits. I certainly would like to see more clarity and 
transparency in the Gonski reform before I support it. 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [6.53 pm]: I support the motion. I do so because there is nothing in the motion 
about agreeing to or disagreeing with whatever funding requirements the federal government has proposed to the 
Barnett government. The Premier is negotiating with the federal government and it has offered a package worth 
an additional $900 million over seven years. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, they haven’t. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: It has. It comes down to a combined $900 million for the education of Western Australian 
children. I concede that the government is opposing the requirement to contribute one-third of the money. The 
reason the government is opposing this package is that the Premier has destroyed the budget. Not only is this 
additional $900 million being offered to the children of Western Australia over seven years, but also in the 
meantime, the Premier is offering the people and children of Western Australia an efficiency dividend cut of 
$316 million over four years. Are the former teachers on the government’s back benches who are espousing the 
benefits of education under the Barnett government aware that the state budget results in $316 million being 
ripped from the education budget over four years? That is what the government’s budget will do. We know that 
the government has not been successful in meeting its efficiency dividend cuts so far. We may be lucky and the 
government might continue to be inefficient at cutting the budget and hitting the targets that are designed to try 
to reign in the massive growth in public sector expenditure, in which case the $316 million that is to be ripped 
out of the budget over the next four years in the government’s forward estimates might not occur. However, in 
this financial year the government had a target of achieving a $29 million efficiency dividend. We know that the 
government failed and it just gave the education department another sum of money that was the equivalent of the 
efficiency dividend cut for this year, but $29 million was the target. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, direct your comments to me. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Through you, Chair, I will talk to the chamber. 

Government backbenchers have to understand that their own budget will rip $316 million over the next four 
years out of the education budget for our children. That is what members opposite are signing up to. I agree that 
when the federal government offered Western Australia $300 million as part of the Gonski package, that was 
inadequate. I agree with that. The federal government upped the ante and offered $900 million more for Western 
Australian education. About one-third of that component has to come from the state. We know that. The federal 
government is offering us additional money. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: But there is the reduction in higher education funding. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: That is irrelevant to the state budget. What sound-minded state government would reject 
additional federal money for the education of our children, particularly in light of the fact that the greatest and 
most significant finding of the Gonski review was not related to money? In my view, the most significant finding 
in the Gonski review was the acknowledgement of the disadvantage in the education system. There is 
disadvantage in our education system and it is increasingly becoming concentrated in fewer and fewer schools 
within the public sector. The member for Balcatta would know that if he had read the review that he held up 
before. That is the most significant finding of the review. I agree with the suggestion that just throwing money at 
something is not a solution. However, the point of the matter is that we have a choice between receiving no 
additional money or accepting the significant additional money that is being offered by the federal government, 
regardless of semantics and whether a component of it comes from the state government. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: We want that. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Sort out the issues. That is all this motion asks. It does not disagree that the government has 
concerns about the state and federal governments. This motion states that the government in office in Western 
Australia today should sort out the bloody problems. 
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Mr A. Krsticevic: We are. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Now! I will give the same answer the member for Mandurah gave: what the state government 
has been offered by the alternative federal education minister is zip. It is the status quo. Christopher Pyne has 
said that there is no problem of disadvantage. Members opposite know that is not true. That is Christopher 
Pyne’s view. He has stated on the public record that he does not believe there is a problem with disadvantage and 
that it is not an issue. He has stated that there is no need to change the funding model. If the government wants 
extra money, the time is now. If there is a change of federal government and Tony Abbott becomes the Prime 
Minister, the federal government will not offer additional money for Western Australian education. That is a 
fact. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders.  

House adjourned at 7.01 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

RENEWABLE ENERGY — WINDMILLS 

247. Mr W.J. Johnston to the Minister for Energy: 
I refer the Minister’s comments in the House on 17 April 2013 that we are also being forced to buy windmills 
even if we do not need them, and I ask what windmills have been purchased that we do not need? 

Dr M.D. Nahan replied: 
The comments related to the Commonwealth Renewable Energy Target requirements that are encouraging 
development of renewable energy generation facilities in a market that already has significant over-supply of 
generation capacity.  

__________ 
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