
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Tuesday, 27 September 2011 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 2.00 pm, and read prayers. 

DISTINGUISHED VISITORS — REPUBLIC OF MALDIVES PEOPLE’S MAJLIS 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, before we proceed, I draw your attention to, and also 
acknowledge, the presence in the Speaker’s gallery today of an eight-member delegation from the Maldives 
Parliament visiting Perth to learn about our corrective services system. On behalf of the house, I welcome you to 
Western Australia and I welcome you to the Legislative Assembly. 

[Applause.] 

WHEATSTONE LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS PROJECT — FINAL INVESTMENT DECISION 

Statement by Premier 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [2.02 pm]: Yesterday, I was pleased to participate in the 
announcement of a final investment decision by Chevron and its joint venture partners, Apache, Kufpec and 
Shell, for the Wheatstone liquefied natural gas project, near Onslow. This decision follows the state government 
approving a state development agreement with Chevron earlier this month and final environmental approvals by 
both the state and the commonwealth. These actions secured the go-ahead for the Wheatstone project, and have 
created Western Australia’s third major liquefied natural gas processing site at the Ashburton North Strategic 
Industrial Area estate. 

Wheatstone is a world-class LNG project in every sense. It will require an investment of $29 billion to develop 
offshore gas fields, a 225-kilometre pipeline, port facilities, an initial two LNG trains with a combined annual 
capacity of 8.9 million tonnes, and domestic gas facilities. The project also represents part of a major step 
forward in the operations and scale of Western Australia’s LNG industry. This project, together with the LNG 
projects currently under construction and the existing North West Shelf operations, will boost Western 
Australia’s current LNG production from 17 million tonnes a year to 45 million tonnes a year within the next 
few years. This will also position Western Australia as the world’s second largest supplier of LNG and put the 
state well on the way to increasing LNG production to more than 60 million tonnes a year by 2020. 

The state development agreement negotiated by the state government ensures important benefits for Western 
Australians, including infrastructure and opportunities for local employment and industry participation from a 
project that is expected to operate for at least 50 years. The project is expected to create 6 500 direct and indirect 
jobs at peak construction and 300 new operational jobs, and to deliver an estimated $17 billion to Australian 
businesses and services over the life of the project. 

The construction of a $1.2 billion domestic gas plant to feed 15 per cent of the gas from the Wheatstone 
operations into the state’s energy market is also a very important component of the project. This helps ensure a 
safe, secure and reliable supply of gas to meet the state’s energy requirements into the future. In addition, 
Wheatstone will deliver significant benefits for the local community, with Chevron, its partners and the state 
government investing more than $20 million on community and public infrastructure in Onslow, including the 
upgrade of the town’s water and electricity supplies. Benefits also include a $20 million contribution, with 
$10 million from the joint venture and $10 million from the state government under royalties for regions, to a 
community development fund; more than $66 million for community infrastructure including an airport upgrade 
and construction of a new ring-road, community swimming pool, library and visitors centre; and a further 
$120 million-plus for public infrastructure including road upgrades, waste and waste water management and 
upgrades to health, education and emergency services facilities. This has been the quickest and smoothest 
approval process for a major project in my experience to date. I acknowledge the efforts of Chevron and the 
Wheatstone joint venture partners, the Shire of Ashburton, the Department of State Development, and the other 
state government departments including Mines and Petroleum, Environment and Conservation, Transport and 
Regional Development in bringing this project to fruition. A state agreement covering the Wheatstone project 
will be coming to Parliament in the near future. I also thank the Thalanyji people for their cooperation in and 
support for this project. 

CHILD DEATHS STATISTICS — OMBUDSMAN’S ANNUAL REPORT 

Statement by Premier 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [2.05 pm]: On 21 June 2011 during a matter of public interest 
debate on child deaths, a number of different figures were quoted by both sides of this house apparently from the 
same source documents. To clarify the situation, I gave an undertaking for the data reported by the Ombudsman 
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to be analysed and a consistent set of figures arrived at so that like is compared with like. Over the winter recess 
the matter has been discussed between the Department of the Premier and the Cabinet and the Ombudsman. The 
result is that consistent data on child deaths in Western Australia will be reported in the Ombudsman’s annual 
report, which will be tabled this week. 

ENVIRONMENTAL OFFSETS POLICY 

Statement by Minister for Environment 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Environment) [2.06 pm]: I draw the attention of members 
to the public release today of the Western Australian government’s environmental offsets policy. The 
environmental offsets policy provides a framework to guide agencies in applying offsets in specified 
circumstances to create certainty, predictability and transparency. The policy will promote consistent decision 
making, and protect and conserve important environmental and biodiversity values. The environmental offsets 
policy is an across-portfolio initiative and its release supports the government’s continuing commitment to 
environmental approvals reform. Importantly, it helps conserve Western Australia’s environmental values for 
future generations. This policy ensures that development can occur while supporting long-term environmental 
and conservation values. 

The environmental offsets policy is a whole-of-government initiative and its release supports the government’s 
continuing commitment to environmental approvals reform. The policy was developed by the Ministerial 
Taskforce on Approvals, Development and Sustainability. Peak representative groups, including the Association 
of Mining and Exploration Companies, the World Wildlife Fund, the Conservation Council of Western 
Australia, the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western Australia, the Urban Development Industry 
Association, the Property Council of Australia and the Housing Industry Association, provided valuable input to 
the policy’s development and I thank these groups for their contribution. 

As foreshadowed in the policy, the Department of Environment and Conservation, in consultation with the 
Office of the Environmental Protection Authority, other agencies and key stakeholders, is leading the 
development of supporting guidelines and an environmental offset register. The policy is being made publicly 
available on the websites of the Department of Environment and Conservation, the Office of the Environmental 
Protection Authority, the Department of Mines and Petroleum, the Department of Planning and the Department 
of State Development. 

EDUCATION AND HEALTH STANDING COMMITTEE — TENTH REPORT — 
“ALCOHOL: REDUCING THE HARM AND CURBING THE CULTURE OF EXCESS” 

Government Response — Statement by Minister for Racing and Gaming 

MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Racing and Gaming) [2.08 pm]: The Education and Health 
Standing Committee recently conducted an inquiry into the adequacy and appropriateness of prevention and 
treatment services for alcohol and illicit drug problems in Western Australia, and on the 23 June 2011 tabled its 
tenth report titled “Alcohol: Reducing the Harm and Curbing the Culture of Excess”. Today, on behalf of the 
government, I formally table the responses to the recommendations contained in the report. The report made 
60 recommendations and sought responses to those recommendations from 11 ministers including the Premier. I 
do not propose to detail the response to each recommendation; however, I will touch broadly on a number of 
important issues that relate to my portfolio responsibility of liquor licensing.  

The committee chairman, in her foreword to the report, commented, “Most Western Australians, most of the 
time, consume alcohol in a responsible manner.” I agree with this statement. However, the report goes on to 
make some far-reaching recommendations that would impact on the majority of persons who enjoy alcohol 
responsibly, not just on the minority who do not. Yes, we do have some alcohol issues in our community, but, as 
I have stated many times in this place, I believe there is a need for balance in this issue. The rights of consumers 
to enjoy choice and diversity in the range of hospitality services available and the tourism, employment and 
business opportunities this brings to our state need to be balanced against the need to ensure that the health and 
safety expectations of the community are maintained. Increasing the drinking age, using juveniles in 
enforcement operations, banning alcohol sponsorship of sporting organisations and introducing price controls are 
blunt instruments that the government does not support. The government believes that combining its current 
approach of targeting troublemakers whose alcohol abuse leads to antisocial behaviour with an increased focus 
on education programs about responsible drinking presents the best way forward in seeking a balanced outcome. 

This government recognises that preventing and reducing harmful drinking require whole-of-community action 
to discourage harmful alcohol consumption and create drinking environments that discourage harmful alcohol 
use. A comprehensive range of strategies are in place, including the Alcohol Think Again campaign, which aims 
to change attitudes towards irresponsible drinking, an evidence-based school drug education and school leavers 
program about binge-drinking school leaver celebrations, and the Night Venues and Entertainment Events 
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Project, which aims to provide support to licensed venues and the entertainment industry to reduce alcohol-
related harm. 

The report makes a number of recommendations for amendments to the Liquor Control Act, some of which are 
not necessarily opposed by the government. However, the government believes that any proposed changes to the 
act should be the subject of broad community and industry consultation, and these issues will be considered 
when next the act undergoes a major consultative review. 

I table the government’s response. 

[See paper 3975.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

KEELTY REPORT — FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES AUTHORITY — RESIGNATIONS 

627. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

Given the resignations of both the chief executive officer and the chief operations officer of the Fire and 
Emergency Services Authority and the proposed scrapping of the entire FESA board in the wake of the Keelty 
inquiry, I ask — 

(1) Why does the Minister for Emergency Services still hold his portfolio? 

(2) What does the Premier’s failure to remove this minister say about the Premier’s commitment to 
ministerial responsibility and to standards of competence in his government? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(2) Yes, the CEO, Jo Harrison-Ward, has left FESA, and Craig Hynes has now also resigned. As the two 
senior people in FESA, I respect the work that they have done. I know them both well, and I wish them 
well in their futures. But I think it was important for the new CEO, Wayne Gregson, to be able to have 
clear authority, and he is certainly exercising that. I and the Minister for Emergency Services have full 
confidence in him to get on and do the job. I have been pleased by the way in which he has connected 
with and related to volunteer firefighters, the Department of Environment and Conservation and other 
agencies of government. He will continue in that role; he is on a 12-month contract. In the meantime, 
we will be bringing legislation into this house to restructure FESA without a board. However, in the 
meantime, the board continues in almost a caretaker role. Then there will be a commissioner for fire and 
emergency services. That is being overseen by the Minister for Emergency Services, and I have full 
faith in him to do that and implement all the recommendations of the Keelty report. 

KEELTY REPORT — FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES AUTHORITY — RESIGNATIONS 

628. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Given that the minister’s party squad initiative did not even survive until 
lunchtime on its first day, does the Premier have confidence in the minister’s grasp of the police portfolio? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

It is a stupid question. But, yes, I do. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! I appreciate your generosity in answering the question, Premier, because I do not 
necessarily know that it would qualify as a supplementary. But given that you are answering it, I would expect 
members in this place to give you the opportunity to do so. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Almost every weekend I notice that the Minister for Police is on the television, because he 
is out there — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Collie–Preston, I formally call you to order for the first time today.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The point I make is that the Minister for Police is involved, he knows what is taking place 
in the community, and he reacts and makes suggestions and has ideas; and I think that is good. What is the 
member’s response to 145 young people binge drinking and rioting? I would much rather have a police minister 
who understands that that is affecting householders and public safety, and who is encouraging the police and is 
prepared to look at extending powers and is prepared to talk to the commissioner about different ways of 
deploying the men and women in the police service than have someone who never goes out there and never has 
something positive to say about the state. 
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AUSTRALASIAN SAFARI 

629. Mr I.C. BLAYNEY to the Minister for Tourism:  

On the weekend I was involved with the first leg of the Australasian Safari in Geraldton and met Cyril Despres, 
three times motorcycle winner of the Dakar Rally, who is participating in this event. As you would know also, 
Mr Speaker, this leg was a very successful event. Will the minister tell the house a bit more about this exciting 
off-road race? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

I thank the member for Geraldton for the question. 

Before I start, I want to acknowledge and welcome the students of Ocean Road Primary School, who are sitting 
in the gallery, and their principal, Dean Finlay. I was explaining to the students about the calling to order and 
what happens after three calls to order, so I look forward to members opposite providing a good example of that 
for them. 

I was pleased that the member for Geraldton was able to see the Australasian Safari rally guys as they came 
through Geraldton. I got to see them off when they left Hillarys and start the event, and a fantastic event it is. 
The event has 26 years of history. This year’s event will cover nearly 4 000 kilometres. The first leg was from 
Hillarys to Geraldton. I do not know why they started that late at night, but they took off up to Geraldton in the 
evening. They are then going from there through Sandstone, Laverton and Leonora, and eventually to 
Kalgoorlie. It is a fantastic event. There are some really big names there. That includes the one the member 
mentioned, Cyril Despres, three times winner of the Dakar Rally; Craig Lowndes of V8 Supercar fame; and Ben 
Grabham, who is also a former safari winner. It is fantastic to have all those people here participating in this 
event. The event is, of course, sponsored by Tourism WA, which is why I opened this particular event. We want 
to make sure that we support events like this that create a far greater excitement about Western Australia and 
opportunities for Western Australians to view some world-class events. It was a big team that set off, with a big 
support crew, and they are going out through the bush, camping and visiting little towns like Leonora and 
Laverton. It is a great stimulus for the economies of those towns to have nearly 600 people at a time, with all the 
support crew, coming through those towns. So I thank the member for Geraldton for his involvement in the 
event; I hope he sent them well on their way. I was talking to Cyril Despres and warning him to watch out for the 
kangaroos out Leonora–Laverton way, because there are a lot of them out there, and he was sitting in his chair 
and he was saying, “Oh, kangaroo, kangaroo!”, and I said, “Well, they’re about this big, mate, so be careful!” It 
is a fantastic event and I am very proud to support it.  

WHEATSTONE LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS PROJECT — LOCAL GOODS AND SERVICES 

630. Mr P.C. TINLEY to the Premier:  

I refer to the Minister for Commerce’s Wheatstone media release yesterday, which stated that Chevron had 
estimated that $17 billion would be spent on Australian goods and services. 

(1) How much of this money will be spent on skilled manufacturing work in Western Australia? 

(2) How much of this money will be spent on engineering design work in Western Australia? 

(3) Can the Premier today tell the house how many tonnes of the fabricated steel required by the 
Wheatstone project will be produced in Western Australian workshops, given that last week the Premier 
answered, “As if I would know the answer to that!”? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied: 

(1)–(3) And as if I would—as if I would at this stage. The go-ahead for the project was announced less than 
24 hours ago. This project will get, I would think, over 50 per cent local content. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: It was the first line in your press release!  

The SPEAKER: Member for Girrawheen!  

Mr F.M. Logan: I hope it’s fabricated steel! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Well, so do I. Indeed, the question from the member for Willagee almost downplayed the 
sophistication of some of the work that is already being done on, for example, the Gorgon project. I suggest that 
the member go and have another look at the workshops down in Kwinana. It is not simple work. There is some 
extremely sophisticated fabrication under way, and that is good. 

I, with Chevron, will try to not only maximise local content and maximise some of the up-front design work on 
this project, but also encourage the formation of, if not joint ventures, alliances between Western Australian 
businesses and the project. That is a far better way to proceed, and that is what we will do. As Wheatstone is 
onshore, as distinct from Gorgon on Barrow Island, I would expect the opportunities for local businesses, 



 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 27 September 2011] 7769 

 

including those in the Onslow and Pilbara area, to be greater than those with Gorgon. We will work closely with 
them. I understand the point that the member makes—a lot of industry makes that point—but, boy, for industry, 
including the fabricators and engineering design, what better place is there to be than in Western Australia rather 
than in any other part of this country, because at least this government is getting these projects going ahead? An 
amount of $42 billion has been spent on Gorgon and $22.9 billion on Wheatstone, with more to come. Local 
businesses have the opportunity. Some of them will need to improve their productivity; that is something 
members opposite as representatives of the labour movement might like to think about, because productivity 
needs to improve so that local businesses can compete to get more work. Unlike the previous government, which 
would not even take the phone call on Inpex, and would not even answer the phone — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: The approvals process for Wheatstone has been completed, basically, in less than two and 
a half to three years. That is an extraordinary achievement, and —  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Bit like the Pluto approvals process.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Pluto was a good project. I think a great credit — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: With an approvals process —  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, congratulations—pity you did not pick up the phone a bit later and do something!  

Mr E.S. Ripper: That is rubbish; it is untrue!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is untrue except that everyone knows about it in Perth. Everyone up and down St 
Georges Terrace knows that you would not pick up the phone—particularly the fabricators.  

I understand the sentiment of the member for Willagee, and I assure members that I will work to try to maximise 
the work. At least in Western Australia we have major projects from which work can be gained. That is not 
happening elsewhere in the country; it is not happening in Europe or North America.  

WHEATSTONE LIQUEFIED NATURAL GAS PROJECT — LOCAL GOODS AND SERVICES 

631. Mr P.C. TINLEY to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. Noting that answer, and also noting that before the final investment decision 
could be made, Chevron had to do its bankable feasibility study in order to make that recommendation to the 
board, it knows exactly how many tonnes of steel are in its projects and how much it will cost. Why can the 
Premier not tell this house how many tonnes have been allocated to local content, or why has the Premier not 
asked Chevron that obvious question?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

Having announced the decision to proceed with Wheatstone yesterday, I would think that the tender process will 
get underway from now on. That is where it is at. Chevron has not awarded tenders, but it will.  

Mr P.C. Tinley: But it knows how much steel is in the project. Have you even asked the question?  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Get off your backside and go down to Chevron’s office and ask it yourself!  

Mr P.C. Tinley: I already have. I know the answer.  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Do a bit of work, because it probably has not got to that point yet. Instead of coming in 
here and knocking projects and knocking investment in Western Australia, actually do a bit of work instead of 
grizzling and complaining, because members on this side of the house are about developing Western Australia.  

TAXI ACTION PLAN 

632. Mr M.W. SUTHERLAND to the Minister for Transport: 

Given the excellent work that this government is doing to improve the taxi industry, which, incidentally, was left 
in a shambles by the Labor government, can the minister please provide the house with an update on the taxi 
action plan and the opposition’s taxi policy?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL replied:  

I thank the member for Mount Lawley very much for the question. As I have said a number of times in this 
house and elsewhere publicly, there are three fundamental issues with taxis—availability, security and standards. 
That basically means people need to get a cab when they want one; drivers should know where to take their 
passengers; and both passengers and drivers should enjoy a safe environment in the cabs. On that basis, we have 
introduced a number of initiatives in security. The new secure rank at Northbridge is under construction. We 
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have announced $8 million to ensure Western Australians taxis are fitted with the safest cameras in Australia to 
protect drivers and passengers. We are looking at introducing on-road security patrols linked to duress alarms to 
provide more security for drivers. To improve standards, two more compliance vehicles are on the roads on 
Friday and Saturday nights when 40 per cent of all trips are taken in taxis. We are reviewing training standards 
and working with the industry to implement a demerit-points system. A very interesting point of difference on 
availability is emerging between the government and the opposition. My view is that there are not enough cabs 
on the roads in Western Australia. That leads to a lot of frustration for people when they attempt to either hail a 
cab or book a cab. We use a measure called “jobs not covered”. At the moment, the jobs not covered figure is 
much higher than we think it should be if it were to correspond to an effective realistic level of service.  

Mr R.H. Cook: What is the level now? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The level now is 2.9 per cent in the peak period and 1.08 per cent in the off-peak period. 
Our standards are 0.5 per cent in the off-peak period and one per cent in the peak period, so clearly those 
standards are not being met and we need to take action. The action is pretty simple: we have introduced 
regulations into this place to free up potentially 300 additional taxi plates. We will then introduce those to the 
market in a staggered way to make sure that jobs not covered figure is driven down and taxi standards are 
improved. I think it is pretty obvious. Interestingly, on top of that, taxi demand last year grew by 10 per cent. Mr 
Speaker, you can imagine my surprise when I heard the radio news this morning and I discovered perhaps the 
only person in Western Australia who thinks we should restrict the number of cabs on the road. The only person 
in Western Australia who thinks we should have—aside from members of the taxi industry, I should say! They 
do have a slight vested interest; only a slight vested interest in restricting assets. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The only other person who opposes more taxis on the streets is the shadow Minister for 
Transport. I nearly fell over! I would have choked on my Weeties but I have moved on from Weeties. I could not 
believe that he was out there advocating that we should not put more taxis on the road. I am interested to know if 
that is the Leader of the Opposition’s policy position. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Bring on the debate and we will have a good debate about taxi policy. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: He mentioned on the radio that the opposition was going to introduce a disallowance 
motion into this house. I have not seen it yet, but I am sure that the opposition will be true to its word; I am sure 
that that will happen. So here we have a government that wants to put more taxis on the road. Why would we 
want to put more taxis on the road? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Cannington! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: To provide a better level of service to the travelling public of Western Australia. Why 
would the opposition not want to put more taxis on the road? I have not got a clue. We now have—he was on 
that topic again this morning, and I thank the member for Murray–Wellington for raising it—the second great 
plank of the Labor Party’s strategy for taxis; first, do not put any more on the road and, second, all those that are 
on the road, make sure we paint them gold. I have a term I like to use to describe that member for the North 
Metropolitan Region, Hon Ken Travers — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I have a term for Hon Ken Travers from the other place, but I am prohibited from using 
that term, so I will not. But I got a shock on the weekend when I was looking through some old film classics and 
I spotted a person who he reminded me of. It was that famous German actor Gert Fröbe. Mr Speaker, you may 
have heard of Gert Fröbe. He has an uncanny resemblance to the member for the North Metropolitan Region. I 
was shocked to discover that that Gert was the person who played Goldfinger in the 1964 James Bond classic of 
the same name—Goldfinger. So here we have the real-life Gert Fröbe in Goldfinger wanting to plunder Fort 
Knox and here we have Western Australia’s version of Gert Fröbe wanting to paint our taxis gold! There is a 
very common theme being woven by Hon Ken Travers. 

So let us conclude: what is our strategy? 

Mr R.H. Cook: What is your strategy? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: What is our strategy in relation to taxis? Safer vehicles, better standards and, funnily 
enough, more cabs on the road. What is the opposition’s? Restrict the number of cabs and paint them gold. Why? 
So when they drive past and they are full of people and members opposite cannot get in one, they know damn 
well they have missed the cab! 
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OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH LAWS — HARMONISATION 

633. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I note that 57 people have died in WA workplaces since July 2008 and that the government’s failure to work 
with other states on a national program of reform for occupational health and safety laws continues to put lives at 
risk. 

(1) As the Council of Australian Governments first agreed to these reforms in July 2008, why has the 
government failed to introduce a bill into Parliament after three years? 

(2) Is it state government policy to deny Western Australians the safety protection that other Australian 
workers enjoy? 

(3) When the Premier eventually gets around to undertaking these reforms, will the model bill and 
regulations apply to the mining industry, as is the Department of Commerce’s intention as stated on its 
website? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

(1)–(3) From my recollection, in July 2008 this government was not in power. That is the first point. That was 
an agreement signed by the previous government. There has been an unfortunate number—a very tragic 
number—of workplace deaths, including a number in the mining industry, which I am very acutely 
aware of, as is the Minister for Mines and Petroleum. We agree with most of the proposals in that 
agreement and we agree with the consistency, but we are not about to allow the direction and 
management of the mining industry to be outside of this state. There are unique features in the mining 
industry in all aspects, and particularly mine safety, which are better understood by the mining industry 
and the Department of Mines and Petroleum in Western Australia. 

We are also not going to allow increased rights of entry and the like by union officials into the medium-
sized business sector in this state. There are some points on which we differ. On most of it we agree, 
and we will continue to discuss that with the commonwealth and the other states. But this state is 
perfectly entitled to maintain differences, if we so desire. 

OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH LAWS — HARMONISATION 

634. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. If even the Premier’s Liberal counterparts in New South Wales can pass the 
model bill, what is it that is so different about this state that requires the Premier to reject what all of the other 
states agreed to for national consistency reasons? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

That makes the point, because we see time and time again in the Labor Party that it cannot have a different 
position from federal Labor. The party does not allow it. That is why members opposite support the carbon tax. 
That is why members opposite will support the mining tax; and so it will go on. The structure of the Liberal 
Party is fundamentally different. Each division of the Liberal Party is a separate entity in its own right. 
Therefore, we can have policies that differ, whether it be from federal Liberal or other state Liberals, and we 
exercise that right in this state’s history. We all know, at the end of the day, members opposite do not have an 
independent say. We all know, at the end of the day, federal Labor simply comes over the top, as they cave in to 
Julia Gillard on one issue after another. That is the reality. We will always do what this government considers to 
be best for industry and for workers here. We will not be ruled by Sydney or Canberra. 

SCHOOL ATTENDANCE — INCENTIVES 

635. Mr P. ABETZ to the Minister for Education: 

My question is on the importance of regular school attendance for educational outcomes. Could the minister 
update the house — 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: If the member for Joondalup wishes to ask a question, he can stand and I will give him the call. 
I formally call him to order for the first time today. 

Mr P. ABETZ: Could the minister update the house about incentives being used to encourage young people 
who have less than adequate attendance records to come to school regularly? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

Members will remember that in August 2009 the Auditor General delivered a report called “Every Day Counts”, 
which was about school attendance. One of the recommendations in that was to provide a program to encourage 
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school attendance, and also an advertising program, which was put into place a couple of months ago. The 
program is entitled by the department “It All Starts at School”. One of the things the department did before it put 
this program in place was to go and talk to young people. The result of that discussion with students was that, 
rather than having negatives and punishment attached to non-attendance, it saw that incentives and rewards for 
attendance would be worthwhile. That is part of the program that has been put in place. We saw a fantastic 
example of that last week when seven students from Yule Brook College, Balga Senior High School and 
Gilmore College met with members of the Eagles before they left for the match on Saturday in Melbourne. The 
Eagles, the Dockers and a number of other organisations, including Nova radio station, have come on board to 
provide special incentives and rewards for young people who have been selected by their principals and other 
staff for having improved their attendance. The reward for those students was to meet with some of the Eagles 
before they went to their finals match on Saturday, and also to tour the club and receive signed footballs. This is 
a very good example of the sorts of incentives and rewards for young people in this program when they improve 
their attendance at school. I am told that the principals of participating schools have already seen great 
improvement in many of their students, and this will be studied and reported on in a systematic way later in the 
year, after it has been running for some time. 

There is also another program that is supported through the department, and that is the school passport system. It 
is an incentive-based program that has been developed by the Community Development Foundation, which is 
run by Barry Cable and Jenny Day. The Community Development Foundation website indicates that there are 
63 WA schools involved in the program, and it has two primary objectives. One is to involve parents and carers 
more in their children’s education; the other is to increase regular attendance. What happens is that parents, 
carers and students earn points through their involvement in the school in various ways, and students earn points 
for attendance. The activities the parents are encouraged to go to include teacher–parent meetings, volunteering 
in the canteen, and generally being involved in the school. Students get 10 points for every day they are at school 
on time. These passport points can be redeemed in a number of ways; they can help pay for excursions, items of 
school uniform, food and drink in the canteen, school bags and other things to do with attending school. 

I was recently at Mullewa District High School, which has had a number of attendance issues. That school has 
recently come on board with the school passport program. The idea is to send a positive message to parents and 
students, and through incentives we are seeing an increase in attendance, which we will hopefully document by 
the end of the year. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — CAPITAL WORKS EXPENDITURE 

636. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Minister for Education: 

I refer to the massive capital works underspend of $373 million in the education portfolio, as detailed in the 
2010–11 Annual Report on State Finances. 

(1) How confident is the minister that she will be able to get the capital works programs on schedule, given 
that she was not able to do so last year? 

(2) Can the minister name any of the high schools, agricultural colleges, trade training centres or primary 
schools that missed out as a result of her failure to spend the allocated funding on them; and, if not, why 
not? 

(3) Will the minister commit to tabling a full list of works not undertaken last year as a result of the 
underspending detailed in the annual report; and, if not, why not? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

I thank the member for Victoria Park for his question. 

(1)–(3) The 2010–11 year was the second of three years of significant capital investment. I want to deal first 
with the section of the amount the member was talking about, which is to do with Building the 
Education Revolution funding. We were asked by the federal government to re-phase $136 million of 
spending, so there is $136 million of BER spending that was re-phased and pushed out another 
12 months. Those BER projects — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You had already received that money, though, hadn’t you? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: I believe so. Yes, we would have. 

Those BER projects will be completed in this financial year. It is worth pointing out at this point that 
$1.16 billion will have been spent on BER projects, and that is 1 008 projects, of which 88 per cent are already 
completed. In just over two years, 88 per cent of those 1 008 projects have been completed. A massive building 
program was put in place. Members will also remember that there were savings from that work. Western 
Australia came out very well when the BER implementation task force looked at the program across Western 
Australia. We got value for money and money was saved on a number of those projects, $23 million of which 
has gone towards providing air cooling for the BER buildings. We did extremely well with the BER program. 
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There have been a number of significant delays in the planning stages of the asset investment program, and I will 
give members some examples of that in a moment. Having said that, all the projects that were delayed are now 
under construction. I am told by the department that there is every expectation that each of those projects will 
come in on time and on budget. I will give members some examples. A structure plan was not in place for 
Baldivis senior high school, which delayed the project for about a year, and there were no services to the site. 
That project is due for completion at the start of 2013. In a number of schools there was a delay in appointing the 
architect, which I believe is done by Building Management and Works; those schools were Dongara District 
High School and Applecross Senior High School, which involved major heritage programs, and Rossmoyne 
Senior High School and the WA College of Agriculture. There was extensive consultation with the communities 
of Ashdale Secondary College, Atwell College and Karratha Senior High School, the projects for which were 
also delayed. There were also site issues at Butler, Dongara, Karratha and Harvey. Although those issues have 
delayed the start of the projects, I am assured that there is every expectation that those programs will come in on 
time. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — CAPITAL WORKS EXPENDITURE 

637. Mr B.S. WYATT to the Minister for Education: 

I have a supplementary question. I refer to the $660 million allocated in the 2011–12 education budget for capital 
works, of which $404 million is money rolled over from the last financial year. Can the minister guarantee that 
the capital works funding, as allocated in the budget, will be spent in this financial year? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

The building of schools and renovations and so on are a partnership between the Department of Education and 
Building Management and Works. I have been assured that projects will come in on time and on budget. 

LIQUOR CONTROL ACT — REVIEW 

638. Dr J.M. WOOLLARD to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 

Will the minister advise the house when the Liquor Control Act will undergo a major consultative review, as 
noted today in the minister’s response to the Education and Health Standing Committee’s report, including into a 
definition of “drunkenness” in the act, fines under the act, preventing the sale of alcohol to minors under the act, 
and liquor outlet density; and can the minister explain to the house why under the Tobacco Products Control Act 
minors are used in enforcement operations to prevent the sale of tobacco to minors, yet the minister is refusing 
the use of minors under the Liquor Control Act to prevent the sale of alcohol to minors? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 

I thank the member for her question. I think everyone knows that she has some very strong opinions about 
alcohol in our community, like all of us. As I said in my ministerial statement earlier, the member made the point 
that 95 per cent of people drink very responsibly. It is that small percentage that do not that we must target. What 
I have said, and what we have done in response to the report, is that before the act is changed, we will have a 
review and consult with the public, but we have not done that. The member will recall that only last year we 
made a lot of changes to the Liquor Control Act and we have since made some changes to the regulations in the 
act. There is no set date for when that consultation process will happen. As the minister, I will look at when I 
think there is a need to do that. 

The issue of entrapment is interesting and I acknowledge that it is open for debate. I understand that that can be 
done with tobacco, but I do not agree with it. I have a real problem with asking underage children to break the 
law to try to enforce the law. That is our position on that matter. When we consult with the public, I am always 
happy to look at those things with an open mind. One of the things that I learnt last year in the excellent debate 
we had in this Parliament on the Liquor Control Amendment Bill 2010—I learnt a hell of a lot from that 
debate—was that the wide range of views in the Parliament are very similar to the wide range of views held in 
the community. I see it as very much the role of government, and my role as minister, to try to strike that balance 
of the majority of people being able to go out and enjoy a social time—alcohol is part of that social time in lots 
of cases—while at the same time making sure that we balance that against the real health and safety issues. We 
as a government, and I as minister, are really trying to reach that correct balance. My balance might be slightly 
different from that of others, but I think we are pretty much in the area. This debate will continue, and there will 
be changes in the future as situations in our society change.  

I will make just one point before I sit down. We really are concentrating on targeting that small percentage of 
troublemakers, but also we are concentrating on education because I think we can do more in that area. I really 
strongly believe that through our sporting clubs we have the greatest network to work with the age group that 
probably has some of the greatest issues. We are already doing good work in that area. I think that is a great 
resource that we have not capitalised on, and it is my plan to do that.  
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YEAR 7 STUDENTS — SECONDARY SCHOOL 

639. Mr A.J. WADDELL to the Minister for Education: 

I refer to the report in the Serpentine–Jarrahdale Examiner of 29 June 2011 that states that the minister will 
review the issue of sending year 7 students to high school. 

(1) Has that review started, or was the minister referring to the review she started in early 2010, which she 
said, in this place in March 2011, was completed and on its way to cabinet? 

(2) If this is a completely new review — 

(a) what happened to the old one? 

(b) who is doing the new review; and  

(c) how much has the minister spent on reviewing this issue so far?  

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

Unlike members opposite, I take this issue very seriously.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members.  

Mrs M.H. Roberts: Slowly! 

Dr E. CONSTABLE: Sometimes things have to be taken a little slowly in order to get them right.  

(1)–(2) The issue of year 7s and whether they should be placed in high school or in primary school has been 
looked at. The investigation of that has been completed, and it is under consideration at the present 
time.  

YEAR 7 STUDENTS — SECONDARY SCHOOL 

640. Mr A.J. WADDELL to the Minister for Education: 

I have a supplementary question. Without using Yes Minister speak and “it’s under review and under 
consideration and it’s been completed” — 

The SPEAKER: I need a question, member.  

Mr A.J. WADDELL: — would the minister please tell us whether she has finished completely reviewing the 
issue of year 7s and high schools, and when will we see a result from the reviews? 

Dr E. CONSTABLE replied: 

I thought I said I had completed the review of this. Of course, it is an issue that is not my decision to make; it is a 
decision of cabinet.  

SOUTHERN METROPOLITAN REGIONAL COUNCIL — RESOURCE RECOVERY CENTRE 

641. Dr M.D. NAHAN to the Minister for Environment: 

Can the minister please update the house on actions taken by his department to address community complaints 
regarding odour pollution from the Southern Metropolitan Regional Council’s waste processing facility in Canning 
Vale? 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members!  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Put it in Nedlands! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Victoria Park, I do not think the minister needs any assistance at this stage, but I 
will formally call you to order for the first time.  

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

I begin by thanking the member for Riverton; I know that odour control is a big issue in his electorate. The 
Southern Metropolitan Regional Council has one of Australia’s largest resource recovery facilities. I visited, and 
had a tour of, the facility with the member some months ago.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warnbro, I will formally call you to order for the first time. I suggest to everybody 
else that they take a deep breath; some might want to keep on breathing in and never let it out! It might help 
some of us.  
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Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

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

Mr P.C. Tinley: And this is a dixer!  

The SPEAKER: I do not know what the great joy is, member for Willagee, but I formally call you to order for 
the first time today. Minister.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Mr Speaker, this is a serious issue for the member for Riverton. I have a waste recovery 
facility in my electorate, and it is something that we keep an eye on in my electorate. We check the odours and 
controls are put on it. I visited the facility in Riverton. I wanted to investigate the effect of the $2 million spend 
on the biofilter upgrade in 2010. The manager of the facility showed me around. I recognise that it is important 
to the electorate, but also acknowledge that it does have odour issues. As a result of the odour issues, a stronger 
licence was issued at the end of 2010 that required the owners to address the odour issues. I can advise that the 
odour issues dropped off after the biofilter upgrade in 2010. However, a higher incidence of odours was reported 
in the summer of 2010–11. 

It is important that we have the facts of this issue. Therefore, we organised a community odour monitoring study. 
The Department of Environment and Conservation managed to engage 39 volunteers from the community, and 
staff from DEC worked outside their normal hours. Over January to April earlier this year, 332 validated odour 
logs were taken, and I can report to the house that 193 of those logs were confirmed and attributed to the SMRC 
facility. The preliminary results have been reported to the SMRC and the community, and the final report, after 
its peer review, should be on my desk in a week or two. I can say, obviously, now we have the data, that the 
results are not good enough. This will be the last such report. As the licence is up for renewal, I have instructed 
the department that I expect the results of the current odour study to be reflected, and that for the licence to be 
issued such that the odours recorded in this particular study will be addressed, therefore resulting in far fewer 
odour reports from constituents in the member for Riverton’s electorate. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The results of this report will be put on the department’s website, and I expect that solid 
action will be taken in the next six months and that the odour issues will be reduced. 

Mr M.P. Whitely interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Bassendean, I formally call you to order for the first time today. 

ROAD SAFETY PROJECTS — FUNDING APPROVAL 

642. Ms M.M. QUIRK to the Minister for Road Safety: 

My question is to the Minister for Road Safety and Acting Treasurer. I refer to the minister’s answer to 
Legislative Council question on notice 3995 about last year’s and this year’s expenditure of speed and red-light 
camera revenue under the road trauma trust fund for road safety projects. 

(1) How is it that in both years the sum of $358 000 has been allocated for procurement savings reduction? 

(2) Does the minister still stand by his commitment to direct 100 per cent of speed camera income directed 
to the RTTF, given that he is currently taking money out of the fund? 

(3) Is the road trauma trust fund subject to the three per cent efficiency dividend? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

(1)–(2) The member just hates it, doesn’t she! The member for Girrawheen really hates that we have come up 
with an initiative whereby 100 per cent will go into the road trauma trust fund. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: No. I want 100 per cent! You’re diddling the fund. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, it will! We have said that from next year it will. We have committed to that. 
Members opposite hate it because they promised to do it for years and years and never had the courage to. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Why did Labor not do it? I will tell members opposite why. It had a pretty useless 
Treasurer at the time who would not allow it. This was a Treasurer who was absolutely awash with funds but 
who would not allow 100 per cent of the infringement money to go to the road trauma trust fund. The member 
for Midland said that she would do it when she was Minister for Police, but she never got round to it; in seven 
and half years, she never got round to it! The member really hates the fact that we have made a commitment to 
direct that money into the fund. We will carry through with that commitment. What was the other part of the 
question? 
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Ms M.M. Quirk: How is it that in both years a sum of $358 000 has been allocated for a procurement savings 
reduction out of the road trauma trust fund?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Is that a question for me as the Minister for Road Safety or as the Acting Treasurer? 

Ms M.M. Quirk: You as the Minister for Road Safety.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will have to get the member the answer to that question because I am not absolutely 
across it. If the member wants to know what the savings are, I will certainly find out and let her know.  

ROAD SAFETY PROJECTS — FUNDING APPROVAL 

643. Ms M.M. QUIRK to the Minister for Road Safety: 

I ask a supplementary question. How can the minister justify milking $1.4 million over four years out of a fund 
to go into government coffers when these moneys are set aside specifically for road safety outcomes?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

I object to the inference that we are milking over $1 million or whatever it was.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Why do you object if you don’t know anything about it? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Quite frankly, the member does not know what she is talking about. This is the shadow 
minister who was known as the Scarlet Pimpernel when she was a minister because we used to seek her here, 
there and everywhere. She would never come out and face the cameras. She cannot get enough of it now.  

I want to let the house know about the waste of this shadow minister with her number of questions on notice and 
FOIs in particular. Do members know what time and effort our WA police officers are putting into this? She 
wants to know what the menus for our police officers will be during CHOGM. This document is just part of it. 
This is what our police officers have to do.  

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As you know, Mr Speaker, the member asked about the road trauma trust fund, not about 
menus for police officers. I would ask that the minister come back to the question. 

The SPEAKER: I am hoping that the minister will come back to that.  

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I was just indulging myself a little. I was trying to show the house — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Are you going to table it?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member will get it through freedom of information. She will get it all. I will not give 
it to her now. She will have to wait a little while. I have the menu for what we will be serving our police officers 
during CHOGM.  

A member interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I can assure the member that it will be double that amount. What a waste of time, effort 
and money and what a waste of our police resources. That is what the shadow Minister for Police is doing with 
her time.  

PINJARRA–MANDURAH BUS SERVICE 

Petition 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray–Wellington — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.57 pm]: I present a petition with 
145 signatures for a bus service between Pinjarra and Mandurah train stations couched in the following terms — 

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

The SPEAKER: Members, the call for petitions is not an instruction for members to have general conversations. 
It is, in fact, a request for petitions and to enable members who want to present them to present them. If members 
wish to present other information, I suggest quite humbly to them to take it outside this chamber.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: The petition continues — 

We the undersigned say that: The Murray Shire is growing at 6.5% pa and this year alone 150 new jobs 
have been created in the Pinjarra Industrial Estate, a new 200 place apprentice training facility has 
opened, a new swimming pool will open soon in Pinjarra and indigenous training at Fairbridge is 
continuing to be an outstanding success. 

Additionally a new bus service will service those travelling to and from the Pinjarra Paceway and Race 
Club, new sub-divisions, schools, shopping centres, aged care and medical facilities. 
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Residents of the Murray District, who travel to Perth for work, study, medical appointments or 
recreation are compelled to drive their cars and when they choose to use public transport are compelled 
to compete for limited parking at the Mandurah Train Station. 

The dual lane Pinjarra road is now WA’s busiest provincial road outside of the Perth Metropolitan area 
and carries large volumes of traffic to and from Alcoa’s Pinjarra and Wagerup Operations. 

Fuel prices are now making Public Transport a necessity in the Murray District, and those outlying 
towns such as Dwellingup, Waroona and surrounds will be able to park and ride at Pinjarra, taking 
further pressure off parking at Mandurah Train Station. 

Now we ask that the Legislative Assembly to support our campaign for the Government to provide a 
regular bus service between Pinjarra and Mandurah.  

Your petitioners therefore humbly pray that you will give this matter your earnest consideration and 
your petitioners, as is duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See petition 468.]  

CONTAINER DEPOSIT SCHEME 

Petition 

MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [2.59 pm]: I present a petition containing 20 signatures that conforms 
with the standing orders of the house. It reads —  

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

We, the undersigned, say it is time to address the number of beverage containers recycled in Western 
Australia and assist in improving the ongoing litter problem we have in our state. Discussion about the 
introduction of such a scheme for Western Australia has been ongoing for too long and it is now time 
the Government took action. 

Now we ask that the Legislative Assembly call upon the Barnett Government to immediately introduce 
a Western Australian Container Deposit Scheme, similar to the system that operates in South Australia. 

[See petition 469.] 

MOORE RIVER — HOUSING LOTS SOUTH OF ESTUARY 

Petition 

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [2.59 pm]: I present two petitions. The first petition contains 58 signatures and 
it has been stamped as complying with the standing orders of the Legislative Assembly. It is couched in the 
following terms —  

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

We, the undersigned, say that the announcement by the Minister for Planning on 9 June, 2009, to 
approve of the development of 2,000 housing lots on the south side of the Moore River Estuary, is 
contrary to the findings of the Gingin Coast Structure Plan and to the view that has been consistently 
and strongly put forward by the community since 1995. 

Now we ask that the Legislative Assembly recommend that the land adjoining the proposed Wilbinga 
Conservation Park which is subject to the Moore River Company’s plans, be: 

1. purchased by the Government at a fair price to the landowner. 

2. be managed in perpetuity for the benefit of the whole community, for the protection 
of the estuary of the Moore River; 

3. purchased to stop suburban Perth sprawling to the Moore River and beyond; and 

4. saved from any form of urban development so that Western Australian tax payers are 
not forced to contribute to or subsidise the massive infrastructure costs (roads, 
bridges, sewerage, water supply, electricity supply) that would be caused by a 
development at the extreme outer limits of the city). 

We make this request because of the unique aesthetic and environmental features which this area 
contributes towards the natural capital of Western Australia. 

A similar petition was presented by Ms L.L. Baker (117 signatures). 

[See petitions 470 and 472.] 
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NATIONAL TRUST — ROYAL GEORGE HOTEL 

Nonconforming Petition 

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [3.00 pm]: I present a nonconforming petition that contains 133 signatures. It is 
couched in the following terms —  

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

We the undersigned request the WA Government to hold an enquiry into the activities of the National 
Trust, in view of the mismanagement of the Royal George Hotel in East Fremantle and other properties 
throughout the State. 

GOLDEN BAY — HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 

Petition 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro) [3.01 pm]: I present a petition bearing 80 signatures that has been certified as 
complying with standing orders. It reads as follows —  

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

We, the undersigned, say that the proposed housing development at Golden Bay will produce a massive 
windfall profit to the Barnett government of $200 million. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to call on the Barnett government to allocate a fair share of the 
profit (being $15 million) to the local community to fund: 

a. Australian Football facilities at Lark Hill Sport Complex (home for the Secret Harbour 
Dockers Football Club servicing Golden Bay, Singleton and Secret Harbour), 

b. a new Surf Club at Secret Harbour (servicing Golden Bay and Secret Harbour beaches), 

c. upgrades to the old Rhonda Scarrott oval in Golden Bay, and completion of the dual-use path 
from Singleton to Mandurah. 

[See petition 471.] 

LIQUOR STORE — MAYLANDS 

Petition 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [3.02 pm]: The second petition I present, which has 57 signatures, states —  

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

We, the undersigned, are opposed to Liquorland (Australia) Pty Ltd being granted a liquor store licence, 
enabling them to open the First Choice Liquor Superstore Maylands, at 207 Guildford Road, Mayland. 
Maylands is already serviced with sufficient liquor stores and the proposed 1,250 square metre First 
Choice Liquor Superstore will—according to Liquorland—be the equivalent of “between 6 to 10 
Liquorland stores in terms of store size and turnover”. Research suggests that huge warehouse style 
liquor stores—such as First Choice, which sell heavily discounted packaged liquor—encourage risky 
drinking practices and contribute to increased levels of violence.  

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to: 

• ensure that Liquorland is not granted a liquor licence for the proposed First Choice Liquor 
Superstore Maylands; and  

• investigate further the potential of heavily discounted alcohol sold by warehouse-style liquor 
stores to influence levels of violence in our community.  

[See petition 473.] 

MIDLAND, ARMADALE AND FREMANTLE RAIL LINES — CAR PARKING BAY PROVISION  

Petition 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [3.04 pm]: The third petition I present conforms with standing orders and 
contains 32 signatures. It reads —  

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



 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 27 September 2011] 7779 

 

We, the undersigned, are opposed to the Barnett Government’s commitment to build just 700 car bays 
to be shared between the three train lines of Midland, Armadale and Fremantle. This is not enough to 
meet current, let alone future, demand. 

We now ask the Legislative Assembly to ensure the Barnett Government builds adequate car parking on 
the Midland line. 

[See petition 474.] 

PAPERS TABLED 

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

TAXI AMENDMENT REGULATIONS (NO. 3) 2011 — DISALLOWANCE 

Notice of Motion 

Notice of motion given by Mrs M.H. Roberts. 

CRIMINAL INVESTIGATION (COVERT POWERS) BILL 2011 

Standing Orders Suspension — Notice of Motion 

Mr R.F. Johnson (Minister for Police) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That in relation to the Criminal Investigation (Covert Powers) Bill 2011 so much of the standing orders 
be suspended as is necessary to — 

(a) require one question to be put in relation to each of the following parts or group of parts during 
the consideration in detail stage — 

(i) Part 1;  

(ii) Part 2;  

(iii) Part 3;  

(iv) Part 4;  

(v) Parts 5 to 9; and  

(vi) Part 10;  

and 

(b) enable the third reading to be moved forthwith at the completion of the consideration in detail 
stage. 

BILLS 

Notice of Motion to Introduce 

1. Inspector of Custodial Services Amendment Bill 2011. 

Notice of motion given by Mr D.T. Redman (Minister for Corrective Services). 

2. Liquor Control Amendment Bill 2011. 

Notice of motion given by Dr J.M. Woollard. 

RETIREMENT VILLAGES ACT AMENDMENTS — GOVERNMENT INACTION 

Notice of Motion 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That this house again condemns the Barnett Liberal–National government for its failure to present to the 
Parliament amendments to the Retirement Villages Act and calls on it to immediately address this issue 
of importance to so many across Western Australia. 

GOODS AND SERVICES TAX REVENUE DISTRIBUTION 

Notice of Motion 

Mr B.J. Grylls (Leader of the National Party) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would 
move — 

That the house — 

(1) notes that GST revenues are distributed to the states and territories in accordance with a 
formula driven by horizontal fiscal equalisation principles and legislated for in the Federal 
Financial Relations Act 2009 (Cwth); 
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(2) notes that for 2010–11 Western Australia received just 68 per cent of what it would have 
received if GST revenue were distributed across Australia on a per capita basis—the lowest 
relativity applied to any state since the formula was introduced; 

(3) notes that every other state and territory, by contrast, received not less than 91 per cent of what 
it would have received if GST revenue was distributed equally across Australia; 

(4) calls on the federal government to amend the act to stipulate the minimum GST revenue–
sharing relativity of 75 per cent, which would allow continuing respect for the principles of 
horizontal fiscal equalisation, but with proper recognition for population and without Western 
Australia being unfairly penalised for its disproportionate contribution to our national 
economic prosperity; and  

(5) calls on federal members of Parliament to support the private member’s motion as moved by 
Mr Tony Crook, MP, member for O’Connor, in relation to a fairer GST distribution.  

MINISTER FOR TOURISM — PORTFOLIO VISION 
ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE —  

INQUIRY INTO DOMESTIC GAS PRICES RECOMMENDATIONS 

Removal of Notice — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): Members, I provide the following advice. Private members’ business 
notice of motion 2, “Minister for Tourism”, notice of which was given on 12 October 2010 and renewed for 
further sitting days on 12 April 2011, will be removed and will not appear on the next notice paper. I further 
advise that private members’ business notice of motion 3, “Economics and Industry Standing Committee 
Recommendations”, notice of which was given on 12 April 2011, will be removed from the next notice paper 
unless written notification is provided to the Clerk requiring that notice be continued.  

SELECT COMMITTEE INTO STATE DEBT 
ACTS AMENDMENT (SAFETY AND HUMAN RIGHTS OF PERSONS IN CUSTODY) BILL 2009 

Removal of Order — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): I advise that in accordance with standing order 144A, the orders of 
the day that appeared on the last notice paper as 1 and 2 under private members’ business, being a motion to 
appoint a select committee into increases in state debt since 2000 and the Acts Amendment (Safety and Human 
Rights of Persons in Custody) Bill 2009, have not been debated for more than 12 calendar months and have been 
removed from the notice paper. For your information, members, I advise that a bill removed under this standing 
order may be restored by motion to the point it had reached prior to its removal.  

PERTH MAJOR SPORTS STADIUM — BURSWOOD 

Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): I have received within the prescribed time a letter from the Deputy 
Leader of the Opposition in the following terms — 

I wish to raise the following as a matter of public interest today. 

“That the House — 

Condemns the Premier for selecting the most expensive site for the new Perth Sports stadium and for 
his failure to be honest with the people of Western Australia about the full cost of the stadium.” 

[At least five members rose in their places.] 

The SPEAKER: Members, the matter appears to me to be in order; it can proceed.  

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [3.12 pm]: I move — 

That the house condemns the Premier for selecting the most expensive site for the new Perth sports 
stadium and for his failure to be honest with the people of Western Australia about the full cost of the 
stadium.  

In February 2008 the Carpenter Labor government made an announcement that it would develop the new major 
sports stadium at Kitchener Park. This was to be partially completed by 2014, with 40 000 seats, and to be fully 
completed by 2018—one and a half years ahead of the Premier’s current projection of 2016 for his project—with 
60 000 seats. That decision was made after a long dispassionate and objective analysis of the evidence that was 
available to the public at the time by the Major Stadia Taskforce; the decision was made not by a project 
selection team but by esteemed Western Australians with expertise in this area, including John Langoulant, Terry 
Budge, John Longley, Gaye McMath and Paul Jones. The decision to go to Kitchener Park was made after 
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careful consideration of the impact upon the taxpayers of Western Australia, the need for football in this state to 
maintain Subiaco as the home of football in Western Australia and the desire to develop a state-of-the-art major 
sports stadium of which this community could be proud.  

I move forward now to the election of the Barnett Liberal government and the pronouncement that the costs of a 
new stadium would be too great. This was explained to us at the time as a matter of austerity that reflected the 
times in which we lived. The global financial crisis was upon us and government revenues were under threat. 
The Premier put up a very spirited defence of his decision to put off the development of the stadium, saying at 
the time, as reported in The West Australian in October 2008, that he could not justify spending $1.1 billion “on 
an extra 20,000 seats”—that is, he would not move ahead with the development of the new stadium at Subiaco. 
The article goes on to speculate that that was in part because the Premier, reputably, and I think rightly, put the 
children’s hospital as a higher priority. The article observes also that the Premier was under some pressure at the 
time to meet the demands of the National Party to form a coalition for this particular government.  

That is the history of this project. Since then, WA taxpayers have been assailed with a tsunami of increases in 
household fees and charges. In only three years, the Barnett government has slugged Western Australian families 
and pensioners an extra $1 073 a year on household bills and expenses. Western Australians are struggling to 
cope with the Premier’s massive increases: 57 per cent for electricity, 45 per cent for water and 44 per cent for 
gas. Indeed, these are austere times and we all must manage our budgets. It seems that the only person who does 
not have to manage the budget is the Premier himself. On 28 June the Premier made an announcement to build 
the stadium at Burswood, and it is clear from his announcement that his decision lacks clarity, planning and 
costing. As evidence comes to light, it is emerging why this is the case. It is another example of this Premier’s 
arrogance to build the biggest monument of self-aggrandisement since the Court government’s belltower. We all 
knew that the proposal to build a stadium at Burswood was undercooked, but none of us estimated just how 
underdone it was.  

The documents we made public on the weekend reveal the true costings of this particular project. In advice to the 
minister —  

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mr R.H. COOK: In advice to the Minister for Sport and Recreation that the minister received in May this year, 
his own department advised him about the costs associated with developing a stadium at Burswood. It put those 
costs in 2010 values at $1.24 billion; that is, for the development of a stadium with a car park, because, as Mr 
Langoulant is often known to observe, no major stadia across the world nowadays is developed without some car 
park facilities underneath for players, VIPs and so forth — 

Several members interjected.  

Mr R.H. COOK: As we know, at one stage the Premier actually preferred the redevelopment of the Subiaco site 
and discussed the redevelopment of the Melbourne Cricket Ground—MCG—as a good example of how we 
should move forward. He has since changed his mind and instead decided that he needs this new monument to 
himself. The Department of Sport and Recreation goes on to observe that extra costs are associated with the 
Burswood development such as the car park, the raised plaza, treatment of site contamination, piling, public 
transport infrastructure and cost escalation during construction. Most important of all, the department makes an 
observation about advice it has received from the Public Transport Authority—and this is what the Minister for 
Sport and Recreation has never let us know. The Public Transport Authority estimates that the extra costs 
involved with developing the public transport associated with a major stadium at Burswood would be in the area 
of $200 million. We know therefore that the costs associated with Burswood, which the Premier disclosed in his 
announcement in June, were wrong. Now we know that, at the time, the Premier knew they were wrong, but he 
wanted to justify to the people of Western Australia why he should move forward with his own pet project to 
develop a stadium at Burswood.  

It may be that the Premier does not see fit to have at Burswood a raised plaza, a car park and so forth. Let us say 
we took out those elements. Still, we would be looking at a development at Burswood of around about 
$1.2 billion. That is because the Premier says that that facility does not need a car park as there will be a 
footbridge across the river into the stadium. The Premier failed to mention that the footbridge is not costed, and 
he failed to mention that he has received advice on that. We know, for instance, that the Kurilpa footbridge 
across the Brisbane River in that city was developed in 2009 at a cost of around $63 million. We know that a 
100-metre footbridge across the Adelaide Oval will cost around about $40 million. We therefore know that a 
footbridge well in excess of 400 metres, which is the length of the Windan Bridge—of course it will have to be 
longer than the Windan Bridge—will cost towards $100 million. Those are the sorts of details that the Premier 
did not want to release in June because the people of Western Australia believe he is committed to a project in 
the order of $1 billion. But he knows and we now know from these documents that that is patently untrue. 
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Today I want to reveal further information that the Premier has not allowed the people of Western Australia to be 
privy to. I can reveal today that we have received more documentation. This time it is a memo from the 
Department of Sport and Recreation to the Minister for Sport and Recreation received on 17 June, just days 
before the announcement. This letter goes to the issue of the nature of this site and its suitability as a stadium, 
and in part states — 

The general area within the Peninsula highlighted for possible stadium development coincides with a 
75-year history of waste landfill and uncontrolled fill, including industrial and domestic waste, cinders 
and building rubble. Further, some sections of the study area are known to contain asbestos 
contamination. 

It goes on — 

Several geotechnical risks have been identified, including; 

• Paleochannels … may be prevalent across the Peninsula and may cause lateral ground movement 
with potential seismic risk. 

The Department of Sport and Recreation is therefore saying that the Premier wants to develop his pet project on 
a site that represents real structural risk and real financial risk, and that it is the people of Western Australia in 
particular who will pay that cost. Why therefore has the government chosen this site? There is no vision. There is 
no evidence about this site. This is simply about a Premier who wants to pursue his own arrogant agenda because 
he cannot bear the thought of continuing a project that began under a previous Labor government. Where is the 
Premier’s concern for austerity now? While the taxpayers of Western Australia are struggling to pay their 
household fees and charges and while they are struggling to deal with the costs of living, fundamentally 
delivered by this Premier, we see the Premier pursuing a project that will essentially deliver higher costs to this 
community. We have said that the cost is in the order of $300 million. I think it will go further north than that, 
and we will remind this government time and again every time that that is the case. 

The Barnett government has decided to erect a monument to itself against all advice, and it has chosen the most 
expensive site for the football stadium. Everyone has to manage their budgets, Mr Premier, including you! Why 
is the Premier going out and spending money like a drunken sailor on a project which he has not costed and on 
which he has not done the hard work? This is an undercooked project. Labor believes strongly in a new stadium. 
It is our project; we began it. We committed more money to this project than this government ever has. We 
object strongly to a Premier who is now using taxpayers’ money to pursue the most expensive option, who is not 
being honest with the people of Western Australia about the journey he is taking them on and about the further 
costs and further structural problems with this site, and who is yet to tell the people of Western Australia exactly 
the hidden costs they will be up for. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [3.24 pm]: As the Deputy Leader of the Opposition has already outlined, the 
former Labor government was committed to a major new stadium. To make sure that there was clear definition 
on what sort of stadium was needed, how it would be built, what it would cost and how it would be run, we put 
in place the Major Stadia Taskforce. It worked for nearly two years, it cost nearly $2 million and it presented a 
report that outlined how we could deliver a world-class stadium and know that it stacked up. The former Labor 
government put money in the budget to start the delivery of that stadium. When this government was elected, it 
took the money—it has the right to do that—in the order of $350 million to spend on other purposes. However, it 
said it would revisit this issue and it has revisited it. The problem comes when we look at the way the 
government has done that. Despite the Premier having said in a statement in February this year that the 
government was working on the issue and was looking at what would happen, on 28 June the Premier finally 
announced that the government would proceed with a major new stadium but that it would be at Burswood. Is 
there justification for the Burswood site? It is very hard to find. The Langoulant report indicated that it would 
cost $300 million more to build the stadium at Burswood than at Kitchener Park. It also said under 
“Transport/Connectivity” that on a comparison of the short-listed sites, there was a cross against Burswood for 
transport connectivity. It was at the bottom of the list for all the transport problems in getting people to and from 
the stadium. On page 54 the report states — 

• The Burswood site comes at a cost—largely due to the significant upgrade in transport 
infrastructure required and the costs of dealing with the local site conditions i.e. building on 
reclaimed land and on a site previously used as an industrial waste dump. 

In those intervening two years, has the government done a detailed geotechnical report on whether it would be 
$300 million or $400 million or only $200 million? Was any detailed geotechnical work done, Premier? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I will talk in a minute. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: No, there was not. The Premier’s ego is bigger than the taxpayers he is ripping off through 
higher electricity and water prices. This man’s ego is out of control. No geotechnical study has been done. His 
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attitude is that Burswood is a good option. Was there another detailed transport study on the cost of getting 
people to and from the stadium? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are proving why you could not make a decision in government. All you do is studies and 
reports. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I take it from the Premier that, no, there was no transport study done. Again, the Premier 
has committed to Burswood. The best advice he has is that the stadium will cost another $300 million. It might 
cost $400 million, $500 million or $600 million more or it might be slightly under $300 million more, but has he 
done a study to look at the extra transport costs? No. Has he done a study to look at the geotechnical aspect of 
the extra cost? We know that Windan Bridge just up the way is sliding sideways. That will cost millions of 
dollars to fix. The engineering problems there are substantial. The Premier will therefore build a project, with no 
geotechnical study, that he was told will cost nearly $1.4 billion. The Premier is not worried about whether it 
slips sideways or goes up, goes down or whichever way. This is the Premier’s ego out of control. There has been 
no proper process. He does not believe in process. This is the emperor speaking! His fiat will be what is done! 
Forget the cost to residents in my electorate who are being ripped off with higher prices for electricity, water and 
emergency services to fund this Premier’s profligate spending, whether it be his palace across the road or 
whether it be wanting to get his name on a major stadium at Burswood. Where is the technical detail to give 
some certainty on the cost? If the process that this Premier has talked about is not gone through, we will end up 
getting a stadium that fails to deliver on what we need. It will be below standard or there will be major over-runs 
in cost and time—or we will have both, given the way in which this Premier manages things. We will end up 
with a dud stadium costing us more. That is the way this Premier manages. Remember his two big projects that 
he is committed to. He killed Oakajee with his interfering. He actually stuffed up that project because he pushed 
around the proponents and interfered with it. Look at the Northbridge Link here in Perth. He wrote to former 
Prime Minister Rudd saying that it would cost a total of $263 million. In this year’s budget, it is not 
$263 million, not $363 million, not $463 million, not $563 million and not $663 million; $760 million is what it 
will cost, when the Premier said it would cost $236 million. That is evidence of this Premier believing that his 
fiat can deliver the particular monuments he wants in his name but not looking at the issues. 

Further to that, in the Premier’s media statement there is no mention of a geotechnical or transport study. He has 
said that the stadium will cost $700 million plus transport, when he has an email from the Department of Sport 
and Recreation saying it will cost $1.3 billion. But he forgot that! 

Mr T.K. Waldron: On your project! 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Well, the minister did not do any other work! So what else does he have to work off? Did 
the minister do any more work? 

Mr T.K. Waldron: It is a different project, different scale. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Yes—a far more expensive one, minister! That is the problem!  

Let us just show how this Premier’s ego is out of control. The Premier said in the ministerial statement, “There 
will be an international design competition to attract the best ideas.” That was good on 28 June. But within a 
couple of weeks, no, jettison that; that is a bad idea. That is how much planning they have actually put into it! 
There is no planning. It is all just the ego of one man. The Premier then floated the idea of a footbridge. Has he 
done any costing? Where will the people walk to? Will they walk to a residential area? Will they walk to a 
transport hub? There is no planning. It is just a good idea, because it suits the ego of this Premier who would be 
emperor.  

We have a situation where this Premier cannot put together a project. This Premier is so poor that he is about to 
unveil a statue of a previous Premier, Charles Court! That was a deal done over three years ago! The site was 
nominated; the family agreed to it. This Premier took three years to actually get a sculptor to put the sculpture 
together so that it is almost ready to be put in place. What was the hold up, Premier? Was the problem that the 
Premier wanted the statue to look more like him? Was that the problem? It took the Premier three years, because 
he could not get the artist to make the statue of Charles Court look more like him! That was the problem.  

The Premier can have his ego. My concern is that the residents and taxpayers in my electorate are being milked 
by this government, because it cannot control expenditure. This government just operates on the whim of the 
Premier and wastes money; and the people in my electorate are paying higher electricity and higher water rates, 
as dividends to this government, because of the total mismanagement by this government. 

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [3.32 pm]: Only the Labor Party in Western Australia would 
bring on a motion against the Burswood stadium in grand final week; only the Labor Party would do that. 
Everyone else out there is interested in the grand final. But the Labor Party’s contribution is to oppose the 
Burswood stadium in grand final week. The Labor Party might even think about its timing, let alone the issue.  

I will go through the issue very briefly, and then several other members on this side will speak on the motion. 
Members will recall that when the Liberal–National government came to power, that coincided almost exactly 
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with the global financial crisis and a great loss in the forecast revenues of the state. As a consequence, we made 
the decision that the stadium project would go on hold for two years. We also made the decision—a very proper 
decision—that a new children’s hospital would be a higher priority than a sports stadium. That was the decision 
that we made. Two years on, earlier this year—after two years had elapsed—we went back to looking at the 
stadium issue. The reason that we chose Burswood is that it is clearly the best site for a major new sports 
stadium. It is clearly the best site.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: It is interesting that the West Australian Football Commission, the football clubs, the other 
sporting codes, most of the media and most of the general public overwhelmingly agreed that Burswood is the 
best site. Indeed, that was raised at the West Australian Football League Grand Final, during the luncheon 
gathering, and people clapped. There was overwhelming support for Burswood as a greenfields site for a new 
stadium—and congratulations to Claremont, too! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I would like to address the topic. I assume the Labor Party was serious in raising this 
issue—or is it just sort of the trivia for the day, again?  

Our decision is that Burswood is the right site, for the right reasons, and money has been put into, and indeed the 
priority given to, the new children’s hospital. I note that as of now, $575 million is in a special account in 
Treasury for the new children’s hospital, basically for funding the structure itself.  

As promised, we returned to the stadium issue in February this year. We took a long-term view as to what would 
be the best site, and the best size and form of the stadium, for the long-term future of this state and this city. We 
began with the Langoulant report—the Major Stadia Taskforce report. We began with that work. We did not 
discard it at all. We took a number of the recommendations and main points from that. We had wide discussions 
with the Eagles, the Dockers, the West Australian Football Commission, the Australian Football League, the 
local government, other sporting codes, and so on. They had an extensive period of discussions and meetings 
with me, the Minister for Sport and Recreation, and the member for South Perth. We very quickly came to the 
position that it was a choice between Subiaco—that is, the Kitchener Park option—and Burswood, and we 
compared those in reaching the final decision. There are arguments in favour of Subiaco. It is the traditional 
home of football. There is a lot of history there, a lot of nostalgia. It has good transport. There has been an 
investment in Subiaco station. It is quite well served for public transport. There are surrounding facilities, the 
Subiaco business area, and hotels, clubs and pubs; all of that. So it has some advantages.  

Mr R.H. Cook: There is the casino in the Burswood option! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: I am speaking, Mr Speaker. What is against Subiaco is that it is a constrained site. Already 
events at Subiaco have been constrained. The use of lights at night, and the use of the stadium for concerts and 
the like, has been constrained. There is a long history of people living in the vicinity of Subiaco Oval 
complaining and restricting the use of it. There have been mixed views from the Subiaco council over time as to 
whether the stadium would be available for night-time events and when the lights can be on and off and so on. 
Clearly the constraints are there. It also should not be forgotten that under the proposal for Subiaco, 32 private 
residences were to be resumed and the properties destroyed, and 66 Homeswest units were to be destroyed. So, 
98 residences and 98 families would be disrupted. That is not insignificant, and that was a big consideration in 
the decision.  

We decided that the stadium choice would be Burswood. The advantages are that clearly Burswood is 
unconstrained. It is a large open area. It is government owned. Indeed, building the stadium there would mean no 
interruptions to the fixtures for the years during construction. There would be no loss of crowd. Subiaco stadium 
would continue to be in use until the new stadium was completed. Another big factor is that by building the 
stadium at Burswood, it would become an entry to the city of Perth. It also would open up a whole eastside 
precinct in all of that peninsula area. Indeed, the vision for this is not simply the stadium, but other sporting and 
entertainment facilities and recreational facilities to be built on that eastside precinct over the years to come. 
That is an important part of it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: And the tennis!  

Mr C.J. BARNETT: And the tennis centre is there. It will be part of the eastside precinct and the waterfront. It 
will complement the other changes. 

On the stadium decision itself, the first decision was that it would be for the long run, not just for football. The 
Burswood site was chosen. We accepted from the Langoulant report that it would be designed as a 70 000-seat 
stadium but initially constructed to accommodate 60 000. So, it will be 60 000, and then, when necessary, it can 
easily be upgraded to 70 000. 
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The new stadium will be of the Etihad Stadium style. In other words, unlike Subiaco and the MCG, where the 
seating is layered back, the three tiers of seating will come in close and be right over the ground, allowing high-
quality viewing, with every seat close to the game or whatever fixture is being played there. It will be a high-
technology stadium, with the use of electronics, lighting, visual effects. As I said at the time, at the Eagles’ 
games it will light up in Eagles colours; at the Dockers’ games, it will light up in Dockers colours and so on; so a 
high-technology, highly-sophisticated stadium. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: We may not be able to do that in a constrained site in a residential area like Subiaco. 

Decisions were also made about the facilities, the number of change rooms, the number of entertainment 
facilities, the size and quality of the seating. All those issues were considered. 

As to cost, as I announced on 28 June, along with the Minister for Sport, the cost of the stadium itself—just the 
stadium—is estimated at $700 million. I want to make this point. The proposal at Kitchener Park was a stadium 
with car parking beneath the playing surface. The Burswood stadium will not be elevated. The stadium will not 
be sticking up on pylons. It will be sitting on the ground. There will not be car parking underneath it. That 
literally takes hundreds of millions of dollars off the cost of the stadium. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Transport is a critical issue. The public will be required to use public transport to get to 
this stadium at Burswood. Yes, there will be some parking and there will be parking at Belmont Park 
Racecourse. As I made very clear on the day I announced it, we estimate that public transport infrastructure 
would be in the order of $300 million. That was stated on the day. Therefore, there is $700 million for the 
stadium and $300 million for transport infrastructure. Members may have noted last week when the government 
announced a budget surplus of $1.6 billion that $100 million of real money was put into a special account in 
Treasury as the first down payment on the stadium. That was not money in the forward estimates, not funny 
money; it was real money in a trust account in Treasury as a first down payment on the stadium. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Yes, public transport is important. There is proposed to be four platforms serving each leg 
of the metropolitan rail system. There will be an event station, there will be a bus station and, yes, we are 
proposing a pedestrian bridge from East Perth connecting across that will make the eastern precinct for not only 
football but also recreational purposes. The timing is that we can be ready for the 2018 season maybe midway 
through 2017.  

In conclusion, we on this side of the house looked at the stadium issue and we looked at it very carefully. What 
do we get from the opposition? All we get is opposition. I think out of this debate — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members! 

Mr C.J. BARNETT: Members opposite have had their say. What is the position of the Labor Party? The 
position of the Liberal–National government is crystal clear; we are building a new stadium in a major sporting 
and entertainment precinct, which will cost, on our best estimates, $700 million, plus $300 million for transport. 
But where is the Labor Party? This is the important point. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition and 
spokesperson on sports sitting opposite said, and I quote, “WA Labor preferred the Subiaco site”. Okay, that is 
his position; that was in his press release. Then we have the member for Victoria Park, and I quote again, in the 
Southern Gazette — 

Mr Wyatt said the stadium was “the most important investment in my lifetime for the eastern corridor.” 

I agree with him; that it is absolutely spot on! The member is right and he is doing the right thing for football 
followers, other sports followers and people in the eastern suburbs. What does the leader of the Labor Party in 
the Legislative Council, Hon Sue Ellery, say? She does not want a stadium at all! She said that the billion-dollar 
footy stadium should be scrapped. Therefore, we have one member saying Subiaco, one member saying 
Burswood and in the upper house they want to scrap it. That is where the opposition is a complete and utter 
shambles!  

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 
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MR T.K. WALDRON (Wagin — Minister for Sport and Recreation) [3.42 pm]: Just following on from the 
Premier and concurring with the Premier’s words, I want to make something clear from the start. I have said 
consistently that we could make cases for all three sites, including the East Perth site. We could have built good 
stadiums at all three sites. We are not saying that the previous government’s proposal for Kitchener Park was not 
a reasonable proposal. But this is a new project; we have moved on. We have moved on because we have made a 
decision, yes, for the stadium, but it is more than just a football stadium or a multipurpose stadium; it is more 
than that, it is about the precinct, which the Premier has talked about.  

The member for Kwinana, the opposition spokesman, in his motion condemns the Premier for being misleading. 
I think we might condemn the member for being misleading because on the weekend he came out with that stuff 
about the blow-out in the stadium et cetera and he based it all on the base costs of the opposition’s previous 
stadium project and took the building index and extrapolated that. The Department of Sport and Recreation gave 
me advice about that, saying that they were the costs if those costs were extrapolated. 

Mr R.H. Cook: They’re the costs from your department that you chose to ignore! 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: No, I did not ignore them. Can I just make one thing clear? I get stuff from my 
departments all the time. Of course, I take notice of it; it does not mean I necessarily agree with everything. But 
the member has forgotten that he went and said to the papers that there is a blow-out in the new stadium. The 
new stadium is not a project that the previous government had; it is different. Members have already heard the 
Premier talk about the car parking. We will not have the underground car parks, which was one of the issues at 
the previous government’s stadium site.  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Kwinana! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Also, it involves the area around the stadium, so it is actually a different proposal. I will 
just say that was a briefing note that came to me on 12 April and it recast cost estimates on three of the 
shortlisted stadium locations addressed by the Langoulant task force. These projections were simply calculated 
by applying annual cost escalations to the original Langoulant task force figures proposed in 2007. So the 
government — 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Just let me finish! 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: The government’s current indicative cost projection is $700 million based on the scope 
of works that does not include certain components proposed by the Langoulant task force, such as the 
underground car parking and the raised plaza. It is a big difference. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I will tell members why the site was chosen. The site was chosen because it is the best 
site. I will go through a couple of things that the Premier said. I just want to let members know that I spent 
10 years working at the West Australian Football Commission and I went through developments at Subiaco 
Oval, so I have a pretty strong background in this. Some of the things that we looked at include the linkages to 
Perth—I think there are great opportunities for Victoria Park, which I think the member for Victoria Park has 
recognised—and the actual entertainment and recreation precinct that is similar to those of other cities that we 
can create.  

The basic thing and one of the things I have learnt since being Minister for Sport and Recreation, in dealing with 
projects is that one of the biggest confines is if there is not a greenfields site. For years I looked at Subiaco and 
the constraints that were put on us there on the Roberts Road side. I know that the previous sports minister 
understands that well. Although what the previous government put forward about how to do that was, I think, a 
fair project, this is better because we have that greenfields site so we have the ability to create. Recently I was at 
Metricon Stadium, which is the new stadium on the Gold Coast. It is not a big stadium and it is not a flash 
stadium but it is a very workable stadium. One of the features of that stadium is that it has room for screens in 
outside areas for families et cetera to picnic and all that type of thing. We could not do that at a lot of the other 
proposed stadium sites, but we are unconstrained with what we can do at the Burswood site. That is why it is 
certainly the best site. It is owned by the government—unconstrained—and there will be no impact on existing 
facilities. Having worked in football and other sport for a long time, I know that there was going to be a big 
impact doing it the other way. I think this site makes the whole project a lot easier and takes the pressure off, 
whereas Subiaco was constrained. There was little opportunity at Subiaco for future growth.  
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I like the traditions of footy; I played at Subi Oval. Yes, I like those traditions. Subi will be retained. The Premier 
also mentioned housing and the issues we had with that. At Subiaco, we needed the resumption of 32 residences 
and to relocate 66 Homeswest sites, which were all big issues in dealing with that site. 

I will follow up on what the Premier also said about the position of the opposition. It is really interesting that 
members opposite are all over the place on this matter, with the member for Victoria Park supporting it, the 
member for Kwinana saying he wants the stadium to be at Subiaco, and the Leader of the Opposition in the 
Legislative Council, Sue Ellery, not wanting the stadium at all. 

Dr A.D. Buti: What did the planning minister say?  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I do not know what the planning minister said, but I — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I want to tell members a couple of other things. It was really interesting that the week 
that we made the announcement, The West Australian newspaper ran a survey. The announcement had not been 
made, but the newspaper ran a survey about where the public thought the stadium should be and 48 per cent 
supported the Burswood site and another 14 per cent supported Belmont. If I worked it out properly, 62 per cent 
of the public supported a stadium in that area. Nineteen per cent supported Subiaco, 12 per cent supported East 
Perth — 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I actually think East Perth was quite a good site; I have no problems with East Perth. 
Seven per cent of the public supported Kitchener Park. That is what the public thinks. As sports minister, I have 
been regularly talking to the AFL, to the football codes, to all the sporting codes, including cricket et cetera; they 
are rapt to go to Burswood because they can see the potential. This is not only a sensible investment, it is a great 
investment for the state, a great investment for sport and a great investment for all Western Australians. When I 
see those little kids running around kicking little footies — 

Mr R.H. Cook: It’s a National Party–sponsored two-year delay! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: We are going to get a fantastic stadium, which is what we have always wanted and 
needed. 

I will leave it at that. This is a good decision; the member for Victoria Park supports it, and he needs to talk to 
his colleagues because they need to get on board. He wanted a stadium, or said he did. Let us get on board and 
get on with this so that we can end up with a fantastic stadium, which we will. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [3.50 pm]: Today we have heard some big statements, but we still do not know 
how much the stadium is going to cost. It is clear that the Minister for Sport and Recreation received a briefing 
note in May which, at the time, was the most accurate information about the total cost of the project. At the time, 
the total cost was to be $1.24 billion. A month later, when the announcement was made, it was stated that the 
cost was going to be $700 million. It is clear that this government did not tell people the true cost of the 
stadium—information that the government knew about. 

Mr T.K. Waldron interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is okay if the minister did not have that briefing note; I know he gets tonnes of briefing 
notes across his desk. 

Mr T.K. Waldron interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No, it is here. It is information provided to the Minister for Sport and Recreation. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: Yes, I’ve got it here. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I can tell the minister that it says $1.24 billion. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: Yes, based on your project! The project has changed! Hello! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What project is the minister delivering? What is the total cost? The minister stood and said, 
“Oh, yes; we’re not having a car park.” The Premier, on the day, said that that would save $300 million; today he 
said hundreds of millions of dollars. That same briefing note said that the cost of the car park was only 
$130 million, not $300 million. 

Mr T.K. Waldron: But it’s not just the car park. Read the rest; it’s not just the car park. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Pilings? So now we are not going to put any poles down to build the stadium? Public 
transport? 

Mr T.R. Buswell interjected.  
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Is the member saying that poles do not have to be put in to build the stadium? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Of course you have to put poles in! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Why were they excluded then from the cost when the government announced it? 

Can the minister tell us the cost of the public transport? This briefing note said that the cost of public transport 
was $200 million, so is that how much it is going to be? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Oh, give or take. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: “Give or take”? The footbridge? Can the minister tell us how much the footbridge will cost? 

The SPEAKER: I only want to hear from the member for West Swan. I do not want to hear from the Minister 
for Sport and Recreation; you have had your opportunity. I do not know whether you are going to get your feet, 
Minister for Transport; you might and you might not, but I do not want to hear from you at this point. The only 
person I want to hear from is the member for West Swan. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Back to the briefing note; that is, the information provided to the government before it made 
the announcement. This briefing note clearly states that the cost of the Burswood option, a 60 000-seat stadium, 
would be $1.24 billion. It goes on to outline other items, including car parking, but the Premier said that car 
parking would cost $300 million. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, the Premier did. I will quote from The West Australian of 29 June — 

Mr Barnett said $300 million would be saved by scrapping plans for a carpark under the arena. 

So the Premier did say that? 

Mr C.J. Barnett interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, the government said it was going to save $300 million. However, the briefing note said 
$130 million. The briefing note also said that $200 million of additional expenditure would be required in 
relation to public transport. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes—$300 million. I said that on the day. I said $300 million for public transport. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay, so let us say that the cost was $1.24 billion, take away the car park of $130 million, 
and add the piazza, which is $43 million. The minister is telling me that the government is not going to spend 
money on the other factors that made up the $318 million, which was loosely used to describe a car park, 
including site contamination, piling, and public transport escalation. Is the Premier saying that none of that is 
going to happen? 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Are you opposed to Burswood? Are you opposed to it? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Premier, this is about the integrity of the process. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Mandurah possibly did not see me standing. Member for Kwinana, I am going 
to formally call you to order for the first time today. Member for West Swan, I will give you the call back. I am 
going to ask members, once again, to desist from interjecting. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The briefing note to the government said $1.24 billion. The car park estimation was 
$130 million. Okay, scrap the car park. I ask the minister: will there be a car park at all for players and officials? 
How much will that be? Will they use the footbridge? How much is the car park? 

Mr T.K. Waldron: Of course there’ll be some parking. The Premier’s already outlined it. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: So how much is it? The government has removed the car park allowance of $130 million, 
but it has not told us how much the car park is going to cost. The minister said there would be no car park; that is 
what has been said—no car park. I was imagining players and officials walking across this fantastic footbridge to 
attend their games! 

The minister also says, “We’re using the old figures.” According to the briefing note provided to the minister, 
the government is using those figures for the reason that the existing major stadium project delivery plan was 
used as the basis for the desktop review, given that there had been neither direction nor resources provided to 
review or update the existing strategy. The minister comes in here and says that we should not be using this 
information, even though it is the only information provided to the government on which to base this decision. 
That is absolutely ridiculous. As I said, we just want the truth. We want to know how much it is going to cost. 
The Minister for Sport and Recreation was talking about the polls. He went out and surveyed people, saying that 
the stadium was going to be $300 million cheaper than the previous government’s stadium at $700 million. Sure! 
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Mr T.R. Buswell: The announcement came after the poll! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: When was the poll—before or after? 

Mr T.K. Waldron: About a week before, from memory. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay; you have got me on a technicality!  

Mr C.J. Barnett: Lack of research. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Lack of research? This is the Premier. Talk about a lack of research! Where did the Premier 
initially want to build the stadium? I thought it was Belmont Park, as I recall. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Yes, I did. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry; yes, he wanted to rebuild Subiaco. Then, on 29 January it was reported on the front 
page of The Weekend West that — 

The Barnett Government wants to build WA’s new sports stadium at Belmont Park. 

… 

“When driving over Windan Bridge it is impossible not to notice that large, under-utilised area of the 
city,” Premier Colin Barnett said. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That’s right. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is right! He did his research! He drove over the bridge, saw a bit of land, thought, 
“Hang on, looks like a good place for a stadium,” rang up Ben Harvey and got a front page!  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, I didn’t. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay; he rang the Premier. 

The key issue is that we still do not know how much it is going to cost. Nothing said today by the government 
has disputed anything that the shadow Minister for Sport and Recreation has said. The key issue is that the 
government had information that its figures were very different from what was announced; that is the key, and 
the minister has not been able to rebut that key issue. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth — Parliamentary Secretary) [3.58 pm]: What we have here is an 
opposition that is fighting to maintain support for a proposition that it put to the people of Western Australia 
when in government to build a new stadium at Subiaco Oval. It is maintaining support for the Subiaco Oval 
concept, in spite of the fact that Burswood has emerged as possibly the most exciting project in the history of 
Perth. This stadium is the biggest sporting project in the history of our state, and it appears that only the 
opposition is against the stadium being sited at Burswood—apart, of course, from the member for Victoria Park 
and a number of other members I have spoken to. Wherever I, the Premier or the minister have been, the people 
of Western Australia have told us what a great site it is for the stadium.  

If the stadium had been built at Subiaco Oval, it would have been a new stadium built on top of an old stadium, 
so it would have been a very difficult project in the first place. It would have disrupted football at the ground 
while this massive stadium was being built on Kitchener Park; certainly it would have made it difficult for 
people to get in and out of Subiaco Oval. Back in 2007, that was costed at $934 million. What would that be by 
today’s standards? Given the history of the Perth Arena, the blow-out could have been anything. The Premier 
made a decision that, rather than spend $1 billion trying to put a stadium in Subiaco, which is very constrained—
there are one-way streets; it is difficult for people to get in and out of; there is resident opposition to big crowds 
and late-night sport and concerts—we should take this stadium to a greenfields site. Fifty or 60 years ago, 
Professor Gordon Stephenson, the man who did the planning for our wonderful freeway system, identified the 
Burswood peninsula as a site where Perth could one day have a stadium for 80 000 people. That was his 
visionary comment.  

There has been lot of talk about the Langoulant report and the problems it identifies with the Burswood site. I 
can tell members that Langoulant report also thought the Burswood site was an outstanding site. In part, the 
report stated that the site provides — 

… an outstanding opportunity for the development of a landmark stadium with significant opportunity 
for urban regeneration.  

And that it offers — 

… the Government the ability to develop a highly visible, modern facility that could reflect the 
aspirations and success of the State.  

At a time when we should be celebrating the chance to have a brand-new stadium for future generations of 
Western Australians, the opposition is saying to us, “You haven’t got the figures right.” I have spoken to a lot of 
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people about the cost of building stadiums; I am Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier on this project. I can tell 
members that the Perth Major Stadium Steering Committee has done, and is doing, a lot of work around the 
planning for where the stadium will be, the best area on the peninsula for the stadium, the planning for the 
transport, and the new station that the Premier talked about, which will have four platforms and will be very 
similar to Richmond station in Melbourne, so that people can get in and out of the station fairly quickly. We are 
making a generational change with this stadium. This is an opportunity to introduce a new concept for people in 
going to watch football and sport. People will have the experience of travelling to Burswood, and we envisage 
that people will park on the East Perth side of the river in the member for Victoria Park’s electorate and travel 
through the beautiful parklands of Burswood to get that great arena that will be sitting there on the banks of the 
Swan River.  

Members opposite might have concerns about the cost, but the Premier’s cost of $700 million for the stadium’s 
construction was announced only after long consideration, as the Premier pointed out before, of the decision to 
take out the underground car park. If members look at the cost overruns of the Perth Arena, they will know 
exactly how much can be saved — 

Ms R. Saffioti: Is there going to be a car park? Is there going to be a car park? 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: — by taking out an underground car park  

Ms R. Saffioti: Yes, but is there going to be a car park? 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan! 

Ms R. Saffioti: Is there going to be a car park? 

The SPEAKER: Member for West Swan, I gave you a considerable amount of protection.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Come on! He was interjecting on me all the time.  

The SPEAKER: I will formally call you to order for the second time today.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected.  

The SPEAKER: I will call you to order for the third time today, member for Warnbro. Member for West Swan, 
I am going to ask you to cease interjecting in this place. You have had an opportunity to put your point. 
Consistently asking the same question over and over is not going to work for you.  

Mr J.E. McGRATH: In response to the member for West Swan’s question, of course there will be parking. 
There will be parking for players; there will be parking for all the officials and umpires and people who work at 
the ground; there will be parking for corporate sponsors; and there will be parking for the public. There will be a 
lot of parking because Belmont Park, on the other side, has 9 000 parking bays, and there will be parking at 
Burswood and East Perth. But we are attempting to change people’s habits. We want people to travel by public 
transport to this stadium. I think some outstanding public transport will be made available for people to go to this 
new stadium, and the Minister for Transport will speak on that subject in a few minutes. We will have a train 
station and a bus station so that people can get to the ground using public transport.  

The steering committee is already making a lot of progress in putting all these things into place. It is working 
with the various agencies that will be responsible for aspects of this development. I think it is an exciting 
development, and I am very happy to be involved in it. I do not have the doubts of members on the other side of 
chamber; I believe this will be a wonderful project about which the Liberal–National government will be able to 
say to the people of Perth that it has delivered a stadium for the future. It will not be the biggest, but it will be the 
best and most modern stadium and it will have all the necessary infrastructure. Because it is being built with 
public money—no private money will go into this stadium—it will be a stadium for the people of Western 
Australia, and for the first time in a long time they will be able to attend sport and big events in comfortable 
surroundings.  

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont — Leader of the Opposition) [4.06 pm]: What a hide the Premier has! He came 
into office, he delayed the project by two years, he took $80 million out of the budget for it in 2008–09, and then 
when he finally announced the project, he said that he should be given credit for getting on with it!  

I have listened to what the government has had to say, and I am very concerned. We asked for all documents 
between the Department of Sport and Recreation and the minister on this project, and this is what we got. We got 
costings for 2010 that showed that the Burswood site would cost $1.242 billion, whereas the Kitchener Park site 
would cost $934 million. The minister’s defence is, “Ah, but it’s not the same project.” 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, it’s not.  

Mr E.S. RIPPER: And so we say, “Well, what’s the difference?” The minister says, “Oh well, there’s no car 
park and there’s no plaza.” So, we take those out so that we are comparing apples with apples, but, to be fair, we 
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also added in a costing for the footbridge, and what we get is a $352 million difference between the Burswood 
cost—adjusting for the minister’s claims—and the Kitchener Park cost. All we have had from the government in 
response to that is how good Burswood is! The great vision! Well, my people, like the member for Balcatta’s 
people, are suffering under a 57 per cent increase in electricity costs, and a 45 per cent increase in water costs! 
They are suffering under that, and they do not want to see $352 million extra spent on a stadium when a stadium 
at Kitchener Park would cost $934 million. So, that is the problem. If the government has some sort of different 
costing from what is here, it is up to it to reveal that to the public. We asked for everything that the Department 
of Sport and Recreation had given to the minister and this is the only costings information we received. On what 
basis is the government making the decision to locate the site at Burswood? If the government has some basis 
other than this, it is up to the government to come clean with the public and table that information.  

It is clear to me that this project is headed for financial disaster. It has all the hallmarks of a wrong process and a 
wrong decision. Month after month, year after year, this project will blow out and taxpayers will pay over and 
over again for the poor decision making of this Premier. He inherited a proper process of decision making. The 
stadium should be at Kitchener Park—that is Labor’s position—because it is $352 million cheaper to build it 
there than to build it at Burswood. The amount of $352 million is not to be sneezed at when the debt is already 
$12 billion, and when the debt is projected to go to $22.4 billion, even without taking into account the stadium 
and the second stage of the Binningup desalination plant, and we have had the savage series of increases in 
electricity and water prices. The government wants to own the projects. It never calls the Burswood stadium the 
projected stadium but it wants to disown the associated debt. In the government’s view, the projects are real but 
the debt is unreal. It cannot own the projects and disown the debt.  

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Minister for Transport) [4.11 pm]: I listened with interest to the Leader of 
the Opposition describe a financial disaster. I listened with interest to him describe a blow-out and taxpayers 
having to pay for government incompetence. That is not a description of a blow-out and government 
incompetence; this graph is a description of blow-outs and government incompetence. It is called the Perth 
Arena. Building on that project started while the Leader of the Opposition was the Treasurer. Effectively, he was 
the person in charge of this project. What happened to that project? He has form when it comes to blow-outs.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Does it say April 2009? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Yes. It was estimated to be a $160 million project that will cost $500 million.  

Mr M. McGowan: Northbridge Link—$500 million more.  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The opposition is fixated with car parks. I will tell members one of the reasons this 
project blew out. The original plan had a car park next to the Perth Arena. All the soil was dug out and clean fill 
was brought in. The acid sulfate soils were remediated offsite. It was compacted to build a roof on top and then it 
was decided to put the car park underneath so all that fill had to be dug out and trucked off. That is one of the 
reasons it will cost hundreds of millions of dollars more. It is unusual to hear the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition attempt to debate a topic in this place without using a speech written by Dave Kelly.  

Here are the facts. As late as last week, members of the opposition were in this place saying that the stadium will 
never be built and that it is a phantom project. It is the same argument they used about the Perth City Link 
project. 

Mr M. McGowan: Who said that?  

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The member was in here last week talking about that. It is the same argument opposition 
members used about the Perth City Link, which is underway. It is the same argument they used about the 
foreshore project, which will start after the Commonwealth Heads of Government Meeting. The facts are that 
these things are proceeding. The Perth City Link is proceeding. The foreshore project is proceeding. The stadium 
is proceeding. It adds up to a transformation of the city of Perth. In 10 years we will look back and say, “It is 
amazing to see the way in which this city has transformed during this period with the Link project, the foreshore 
project, the sinking of the railway and the development of the stadium.” These are transformational projects for 
the city and for this state and all we get from members opposite is constant opposition.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: They’ll transform state debt. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: If the Leader of the Opposition had run the Perth Arena project more effectively, we 
would be half a billion dollars less in debt. That is because of his incompetence. 

I wish to say two quick things. I want to make a correction, not that I do this very often. I think the Premier 
referred to Hon Sue Ellery. My recollection is that he should have been referring to Hon Kate Doust. Last week 
she said that there will be no stadium because the opposition will invest in wooden power poles. That was a 
visionary statement from Hon Kate Doust. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Bring her back into the cabinet. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: It is good fun in there.  
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I want to quickly close on transport links. The Burswood site is an excellent site to provide great public transport 
links for the people of Perth.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Where? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: The Leader of the Opposition is fixated on where people will park their cars. Where do 
members park now when they go to Subiaco Oval?  

Mr J.M. Francis: The train station. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I park at the train station and catch a train there. That is exactly what is going to happen 
next time. Not only will we have a good train service with four platforms — 

Ms R. Saffioti: What about the players? 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Of course the players will be able to get there, perhaps not the opposition players. 

Amendment to Motion 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: I move — 

To delete all words after “house” and insert — 

commends the state government’s decision to build a world-class sports stadium at the 
Burswood site.  

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Mandurah, I formally call you to order for the first time today.  

Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division called for. 

Bells rung and the house divided. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, I seek your advice in relation to the amendment moved by the Minister for 
Transport. The wording used by the Minister for Transport in the amendment “commends” the state government. 
The matter of public interest motion moved by the Deputy Leader of the Opposition “condemns” the state 
government. I am seeking your advice as to whether that is a direct negativing of the motion moved by the 
opposition; and, if so, my view is that it therefore would be ruled invalid because it is, in effect, a direct negative 
of the motion originally moved by the opposition. 

The SPEAKER: No, it is not a direct negative, member for Rockingham. I am quite prepared to talk to you after 
this division if you would like some further information on that. 

Division Resumed 

The division resulted as follows — 

Ayes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell 
Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

Noes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mrs L.M. Harvey Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Mr C.C. Porter Mr J.N. Hyde 
 Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr P.B. Watson 

Amendment thus passed. 
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Amendment (insertion of words) put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell 
Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

Noes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mrs L.M. Harvey Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Mr C.C. Porter Mr J.N. Hyde 
 Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr P.B. Watson 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr V.A. Catania Mr A.P. Jacob Ms A.R. Mitchell 
Mr F.A. Alban Dr E. Constable Dr G.G. Jacobs Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr M.J. Cowper Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.H.D. Day Mr A. Krsticevic Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Mr J.M. Francis Mr J.E. McGrath Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Dr J.M. Woollard 
Mr T.R. Buswell Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr A.J. Simpson (Teller) 

Noes (24) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr J.R. Quigley Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M.P. Murray Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr M.P. Whitely 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr A.P. O’Gorman Ms R. Saffioti Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr T.G. Stephens Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 

            

Pairs 

 Mrs L.M. Harvey Mrs C.A. Martin 
 Mr C.C. Porter Mr J.N. Hyde 
 Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr P.B. Watson 

Question thus passed. 

PERSONAL PROPERTY SECURITIES (COMMONWEALTH LAWS) BILL 2011 
PERSONAL PROPERTY SECURITIES (CONSEQUENTIAL REPEALS AND AMENDMENTS) BILL 2011 

Cognate Debate 

Leave granted for the Personal Property Securities (Commonwealth Laws) Bill 2011 and the Personal Property 
Securities (Consequential Repeals and Amendments) Bill 2011 to be considered cognately and for the Personal 
Property Securities (Commonwealth Laws) Bill 2011 to be the principal bill. 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 

Resumed from 1 September. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [4.27 pm]: The opposition supports this suite of bills. The Personal Property 
Securities (Commonwealth Laws) Bill and the Personal Property Securities (Consequential Repeals and 
Amendments) Bill come before the chamber after having been introduced in the Legislative Council in February 
2011. These bills seek to adopt as our legislation the commonwealth Personal Property Securities Act 2009. It 
was as long ago as 2005 that the commonwealth first started looking at this legislation. In 2008, the Council of 
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Australian Governments agreed to a broad statutory reform of the securities laws regarding personal property. In 
Victoria, South Australia and Queensland, referral powers were made pursuant to section 51(xxxvii) of the 
commonwealth Constitution referring to the commonwealth the power to legislate in relation to personal 
property securities, but Western Australia and Tasmania did not do so. The Western Australian government, 
after having taken advice—these bills have been examined by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation 
and Statutes Review of the Legislative Council—concluded that given that the commonwealth legislation had 
already passed through the commonwealth Parliament and would come into effect on 31 October 2011, and that 
this state wanted to be part of the national scheme, it was safer, rather than referring the powers to the 
commonwealth to legislate in this area, for this state to adopt the commonwealth legislation.  

At the same time under section 51(xxxvii) of the commonwealth Constitution the state will pass referral powers 
to the commonwealth for subsequent amendments to the Personal Property Securities (Commonwealth Laws) 
Bill if and when needed. One reservation was made about fixtures and water rights. Although these are included 
in the referral legislation contained in this suite of bills, it is not the government’s intention to declare these 
clauses at this stage. I understand the Australian Law Reform Commission is investigating this area on behalf of 
the Council of Australian Governments. But we have in Western Australia, under the Land Administration Act 
1997, our own sovereign powers covering fixtures attached to land and to water rights. The water rights issue, of 
course, is a more contentious issue on the eastern seaboard where the sources of water traverse various 
jurisdictions. The personal property these bills refer to includes tangible goods such as cars, machinery, crops 
and artwork and intangible property such as statutory licences, intellectual property and floating charges but will 
not include, as I said, fixtures on land and water rights. Significantly, this suite of bills will also enable the state 
authorities to transfer the databases of personal property securities registers, notably the bills of sale register, to 
the commonwealth so that there can be one national register of encumbrances upon personal property, which, as 
I say, can include intellectual property and other intangible property.  

There are, of course, transitional clauses that allow for a transition period of 24 months; for example, in the case 
of the Register of Encumbered Vehicles, or the REVs, so that there is adequate time for the national registry to 
come into effect. A lot of these items of personal property are readily transferable between jurisdictions, so it 
will mean that all Australians will have only one registry to search to see whether the property they are going to 
buy or take as a security is already carrying a priority encumbrance. The three Western Australian registers, all 
of which are maintained by the Department of Commerce, will be closed on the commencement of the 
commonwealth Personal Property Securities Register. These registers include the Register of Encumbered 
Vehicles, which was established under the Chattel Securities Act 1987; the Bills of Sale Register, established 
under the Bills of Sale Act 1899; and the Register of Cooperative Charges, established under the Co-operatives 
Act 2009. It is noted that the Bills of Sale Register will then transfer to the Department of Commerce, and the 
Commissioner for Consumer Protection will then be charged with the responsibility of keeping the historical 
record of bills of sale. But of course, they will not all expire when the registers are transferred to the 
commonwealth.  

Importantly under the legislation, the state’s prior claim over property will be protected. There are several areas, 
but I will not go through each in detail because, as I have said, this bill has been examined in detail by the 
Legislative Council Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. A report by that 
committee has been published, and I do not want to take up the time of this chamber rehashing all the 
submissions and conclusions of that committee. But for the purposes of the second reading debate this afternoon, 
to explain why the opposition is comfortable with the direction the government is taking on this, when I said the 
state has claim over some property, there is, for example, the Bulk Handling Act 1967. Under that act, Co-
operative Bulk Handling Ltd has charges over some of the crop in relation to money payable to a third party for 
grain or seed. These sorts of charges over property as set up by the Bulk Handling Act 1967 will be protected as 
a priority over a charge registered under the Personal Property Securities (Commonwealth Laws) Bill. The 
states’ rights will be protected when the state of Western Australia seeks a priority claim over property. Another 
example of this is that the state’s priority will be protected when the state has a claim under the Criminal 
Property Confiscation Act. There is now the ability for and indeed the obligation on the Director of Public 
Prosecutions in each state to notify the Personal Property Securities Register centrally held in the eastern states 
of the states’ claim on a property.  

The opposition supports the legislation for the reasons I have set out. As I said, the minister tabled the 
commonwealth legislation as part of his second reading speech. Rather than there being a referral of powers to 
the commonwealth to legislate in this area, it having already passed through the federal Parliament, the 
commonwealth legislation is now being adopted by this Parliament of Western Australia so that it can be 
proclaimed, save for the areas I mentioned about fixtures and water rights, prior to 31 October 2011, which is the 
start date for the national scheme. Given Western Australia’s integral part in the economy of Australia and that 
these charges are over not just motor vehicles but also all sorts of machinery in the mining industry and various 
parts of commerce, it is very important that Western Australia become part of this national scheme.  
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The opposition does not wish to take this suite of bills into consideration in detail. As I said, each clause of the 
bill has been examined in detail by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review and has 
passed muster. We in this chamber will not effect changes to the commonwealth legislation; we would only be 
seeking to oppose the adoption of a particular piece of legislation and by that process render ineffective the 
commonwealth legislation in its full force. The opposition is pleased to join with the government in commending 
this suite of bills to the Parliament of Western Australia. 

MR T.R. BUSWELL (Vasse — Minister for Transport) [4.39 pm] — in reply: I thank the member for 
Mindarie for his comments. I concur entirely with the points he has put on the public record on this legislation. 
Reform around personal property securities is important reform. At the moment it would be fair to say that it is 
governed by a jumble of laws across the nation. I cannot remember the exact number. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Over 70. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: Over 70—I thank the member for Mindarie. This legislation will effectively leave one 
law that governs personal property securities across the nation. As the member pointed out, the fiftieth report of 
the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review in the other house was published on the 
inquiry into these bills, and that report in my view has thoroughly analysed the issues before us. I will reiterate 
part of the second reading speech on why this mechanism has been used to adopt the commonwealth 
legislation — 

As Western Australia and Tasmania did not refer power before the commonwealth bill was passed, 
some doubt was raised as to whether a referral was still possible. It was subsequently agreed by 
Western Australia, Tasmania and the commonwealth that instead of referring power, a legally cautious 
approach would be to adopt the text of the commonwealth act. 

That is, in effect, what we are doing. We are adopting the commonwealth act. We are then going one step 
further. I think it is section 51(xxxvii) of the Commonwealth of Australia Constitution Act — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Correct. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That section gives us the power to refer to the commonwealth the right to make 
subsequent amendments to this legislation. We have therefore adopted the legislation and have referred to the 
commonwealth the power to make subsequent amendments. I think also it is important for the house to note that 
there is a mechanism in this legislation that we will be passing shortly that gives the state the capacity to 
terminate the adoption and the referral, should that prove warranted at some stage down the track. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: We are not giving up our sovereignty entirely! 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: That is exactly right. In other words, we are acknowledging the benefits of a uniform 
national approach to personal property securities, but we are acknowledging that as a Parliament we are not keen 
to give up our sovereignty in its totality, and that is indeed what we have done. 

I do not propose to say any more on this legislation as the second reading debate is about to conclude, but I think 
it is a good example of how this house can progress sensible reform. Let us not forget, as the member for 
Mindarie pointed out, that this legislation was the result of a commonwealth–Council of Australian Governments 
process that originated back in 2005. It then moved through a variety of stages. I think in 2008, or it may have 
even been 2009, when the COAG agreement was signed — 

Mr J.R. Quigley: It was 2008. 

Mr T.R. BUSWELL: If my memory serves me correctly—I am not sure who was in government then—one 
COAG meeting was held here in Perth at the back end of 2008 and was the Premier’s first COAG meeting as 
Premier. It is a good thing to see these processes flowing through and I am grateful for the support of the 
member for Mindarie. It is sensible legislation and was dealt with in this house in a sensible way. 

Questions put and passed. 

Bills read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bills read a third time, on motion by Mr T.R. Buswell (Minister for Transport), and passed. 

FISH RESOURCES MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 31 August. 
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MR M.P. MURRAY (Collie–Preston) [4.45 pm]: The Fish Resources Management Amendment Bill 2011 is 
certainly a bill that the Labor Party welcomes, although there are a few finer details to be worked through. As 
one who has a very great interest in the fishing industry, both recreational and commercial in some ways, I feel 
that this bill is well overdue. In earlier times, under former minister Hon Jon Ford, I gave some input on the 
aquaculture industry and on the workings of the aquaculture groups. I was the chair of the aquaculture 
deregulation working group in 2005, which included Mr Peter Millington of the Department of Fisheries and 
Mr Steve Nel, a representative of the Aquaculture Development of WA. We did a lot of work on 
recommendations to free up the aquaculture industry, particularly that on land. At that time—these figures 
certainly would have changed—Western Australia was $200 million behind the moneys being earnt by 
Queensland’s aquaculture industry. Since then, of course, there have been changes and the pearl industry has 
gone ahead, especially in the north of the state, and now coming further south into the Geraldton area. I heard the 
other day that another species of pearl is also available around the Abrolhos Islands area. Again, we are building 
in some areas, yet not building in others, which is of concern to me. The aquaculture industry needs to have the 
red tape removed because the monetary cost and time factors in establishing these farms put a lot of people off. 
Many, many aquaculture industries have started. The mahi mahi and kingfish groups in the finfish industry have 
been very close to success, but have not quite got there because there is not enough confidence in the industry to 
go out there and get the big developers behind the aquaculture pursuits that have been put on the table. Of course 
there are also prawns at Derby. I went up north there and had a look at a prawn farm. The name of the owner just 
will not come to me.  

Mr W.R. Marmion: Is that the chairman?  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: No, it was a prawn farm south of Derby. I went out to the tidal flats there. His name is 
Mr Crimp. He is working very hard to establish a prawn farm. He gave me samples when I was there that were 
second to none. It is really hard work. The people work in those tidal flats in mud up to their knees all day. Of 
course there are weather variations in those flats as well and cyclones on top of that, which makes it very 
difficult to make the industry viable. He has sunk his life savings into that farm. I am not sure where he is at at 
the moment. 

However, reform is needed, and this bill goes some way to picking up that reform. It is needed so that the 
industry can compete on an equal footing. Most members who go out to the courtyard tonight will find that the 
prawns on a satay stick out there are generally from overseas, particularly Vietnam. I recently had a look at the 
aquaculture farms in Vietnam. They are, of course, quite different from the farms here, because on those farms 
they grow rice as a supplementary crop while they are growing fish and prawns. One night while I was sitting on 
the beach—I cannot remember what sort of stubby I had in my hand—I counted up to 80 fishing boat lights just 
out the front of where I was. They were mainly squid boats. The delta areas are, of course, very food rich for the 
fish. That is quite different from our fisheries here. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Where was that? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: That was at Hoi An. That is also the case down south on the Mekong, but of course that is 
fished a lot more heavily. Having had a look at what they are doing in Vietnam, and at the labour costs and all 
the sorts of things that go with that, I think it makes it very difficult for aquaculture to succeed in Western 
Australia. It is not impossible, but it does need help, and it does need a reduction in red tape so that people who 
want to invest in the industry will not have to wait two years before they can get approvals. In saying that, I 
know that some of my colleagues are very concerned about the Environmental Protection Authority and the 
environmental side of aquaculture. I believe that some of the inland aquaculture farms that are being set up will 
be viable in the long term with a bit of help. That will mean that the base of some of the agricultural pursuits will 
change from being just sheep and wheat farming. I know of some families who during the last drought were able 
to survive and keep their kids in school because they were trapping yabbies in their dams. Those small ventures 
were nearly always run by women, who went to the markets on Saturdays and Sundays and got a premium price 
for their product, and the extra $10 000, $12 000 or $15 000 a year that they were able to pick up enabled them 
to assist their husbands or fathers to scrape through in those farming areas. 

So there is a chance that we will have a very viable aquaculture industry both onshore and offshore if we can 
reduce some of the red tape and the reporting systems that are there. I am not saying we should go hell for 
leather and forget all the environmental concerns, but these people need our help. When we look at the variations 
in our climate and our coastline, it leaves us open for anything we like from Kununurra all the way down to 
Perth. It surprises me that in the Kununurra region, in the Ord, there is no attempt to put the water that is left 
over from aquaculture, which is rich in nutrients, onto the crops. It would certainly be a win–win situation if that 
water did not flow into the pristine waters off the coast but was utilised as a fertiliser substitute. I believe that 
further studies should be done into that. 

One important environmental requirement is to ensure that the fish in the fish farms are impounded so that they 
cannot get into the wild stock. In Canada, most of the salmon is farmed in cages out at sea. A remarkable 
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industry has been developed in Canada. It employs thousands of people, and the boats that are used are as big as 
the tugboats that are used to push the ships up north. It is an eye-opener to see what they have done in that 
industry. They farm around 60 000 tonnes of salmon a year. They have fish-filleting factories where no-one 
touches the fish. After the fish have been netted, they are brought into the factory in baskets. The fish are then 
poured out of the baskets onto a stainless steel, vibrating plate that turns the fish around so that they all face the 
same way. The fish then go down a little chute, and the electronic knives then come out and cut off the fillets. 
The fillets are then picked up by rubber stoppers, and they are cut and wrapped all in one motion, without a 
single person touching the fish. Some of the fish that we pick up in our supermarkets today probably come from 
one of those factories. We are nowhere near the way they are doing things there and the way their industry has 
progressed. Some would say that we do things differently. But we need to work a lot harder, and work with our 
technology, as well as work through our systems, which sometimes do not allow that to happen. Another 
environmental requirement is water quality. That is also something we need to look at. 

The other thing in Canada that I found quite remarkable—I am glad to see there is some recognition of it in the 
bill—is their restocking program for claw fish. Claw fish is similar to our crayfish, but it has claws. They use a 
big cage that looks like a castle, and it is built up with floors like an apartment block, and as the claw fish grow, 
they are moved down one level, but they still have shelter, and they are then filtered out onto the reef. It is highly 
monitored so that no disease can be taken into the wild stock. That is done very carefully and very cleverly, and 
of course there is a very profitable return from that claw fish. So I am glad to see that is a part of the bill.  

I was interested to see a report from 2004. It is a bit dated now, but I would like to quote some of the figures in 
that report. In 2003, Japan imported 68 000 tonnes of tuna. A lot of that would have come from the Great 
Australian Bight. There were a lot of problems with overfishing there. Australians were the first ones to put the 
brakes on and say this fishery is not sustainable and start to work towards the sustainability of that species. They 
then turned to tuna farming in that area off the South Australian coast, but they messed it up. There is no other 
way of putting it than to say they messed it up, because they found that when a storm came through, all the 
nutrients that had dropped below the cages were stirred up, and that killed all the very valuable fish stocks that 
were in those cages. We want to make sure that we do not make those mistakes again by putting in place good 
legislation. I know that the former Minister for Fisheries, Hon Jon Ford, was working towards this bill as well, 
and certainly the upper house did not have a great deal of concern about this bill and in fact saw it as a positive. 
We will be raising a few concerns during consideration in detail. We will not be calling for amendments, but we 
will certainly be raising our concerns, because we want to ensure that the drafting is right.  

The report also refers to some of the people who have been and gone from the market, such as the Shark Bay 
tuna farms and the Latitude Fisheries–Tohzai King joint venture. Some of the people who have been in the 
industry have not been overly successful. Down my way not so long ago the Minister for Regional Development 
opened Nulan Boodja fishery. That is an aquaculture project that is producing marron. I hope it is successful. But 
it will need support. It is doing two jobs at the moment. One of those jobs is training Aboriginal kids to be work 
ready. Sometimes there are up to 15 young people working on that project. But the whole focus of this project is 
to make sure it is not just another job project but will be viable into the future. To do that, it may need help. It is 
a bit concerning that I was told by one of the Aboriginal elders that the Minister for Regional Development 
would open it as long as there was not a request for extra funding. I do not put that directly at the minister’s feet; 
I am just concerned that that is the impression they got. What I am saying is that it could have been an aid to say, 
“We don’t want a disruption in the presentation”. I ask that we consider that project especially. It was started by 
the Collie Coal Futures Group, which I was chair of at the time, so I have a special interest in it, and $350 000-
odd was made available from the Collie futures fund. Wesfarmers Premier Coal has been a great ambassador to 
that; it has put a huge amount of in-kind payment and money in. When there is a D11 pushing up banks for an 
aquaculture project, other people come around and they cannot believe the size of it, the layout of it or the 
amount of water there is. Another person who has worked very hard on the project is Professor Louis Evans who 
has worked very, very closely with the industry to try to make this a sustainable and job-creating aquaculture 
project. That ran into red tape and funding problems, but we need to have the infrastructure and the basis of 
having an industry in Western Australia. If that could produce 500 tonnes, that would be magnificent, but there is 
room for 10 000 tonnes of marron produced in WA. That is absolutely enormous and when we start to look at 
wholesale prices that are up around $15 to $25 a kilo, the returns are huge.  

Therefore, the minister can see that I welcome these changes that are coming in. Barramundi is another fish that 
has been tried in many, many areas around Western Australia. It has been successful in some of them and not so 
successful in others. Certainly, barramundi will grow in a reasonably warm temperate climate; in fact, some 
people in the South West have them in their private dams. Another is silver perch, which again has been a 
success, although probably not on the market as much as others. Silver perch is a very fine looking fish, but in 
my view—maybe I am spoiled—it is maybe not the best eating fish, but certainly it is something that can go into 
the market and will be snapped up. As with any fish, if it is put with a bowl of rice or a sweet-and-sour sauce or 
some sort of mix like that, it is a very, very healthy part of a staple diet. Therefore, we need to work on that and 
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look at what other stocks can be brought into WA and be impounded so that they do not escape into our 
waterways—rivers and the sea—and on which we can get a return at a reasonable rate.  

I watched Marine Pro, I think it was, on the stock market because at one stage it looked like being something, 
but over time—I do not even know whether it is still listed—it has had problems with finance and returns. 
However, in the first instance, it looked like being something special, so we do need bills such as the Fish 
Resources Management Amendment Bill 2011. We need a lot more help along these lines, but we need to 
remember that we have had a wild fishery, such as the crayfish industry, which is a huge industry that many 
times carried the north west coast and the coastal towns that went with it. The crayfish industry absolutely 
carried that area and it has had its ups and downs. At one stage it was regarded as the best managed fishery in the 
world, but then there was a bit of a collapse and people could not quite understand that, although it is making its 
way back. There have been changes to the way that the industry does business up there and although accepted by 
many, the quota system was not necessarily accepted by all. It is unfortunate when we have change—the change, 
we hope, is for the better—that not everyone will jump on board and move forward. But we do know that a 
quota, from watching some of those TV shows, is a far better system than having a good year when they are all 
there and people catch well over the numbers of a normal year, which will impact on them sometime further 
down the line. Personally, I am quite a fan of the quota system because I believe that it can reward good 
fishermen as well as average fishermen, not just necessarily the lazy fishermen or the smart fishermen who 
sometimes do not do the right thing. I believe that can be accommodated once they get used to the system and 
the market.  

As I said earlier, people do not always have to catch fish and put it straight onto the market; sometimes the fish 
can be left and caught a bit later. To use another industry as an example, not everyone in the wool industry sends 
their wool to market on a particular market day; they hold back. Sometimes people in the wool industry have had 
their wool in the shed for a couple of years because the market price was not high enough. I am not saying that 
people can do that with species such as crayfish—or should I say lobster these days—because they are wild 
creatures and we have to manage that. Also, the weather plays a major part in how people fish. But I think that 
once people get used to the quota system for crayfish, we will see more efficient and keener fishermen who 
understand the market themselves, rather than fishermen who just bring in their catch, drop it off and go out for 
the next catch. 

Those are some of the issues. Another issue is around the reduction in shark netting—the gill netting. At 
one stage just around the Augusta area more than 40 kilometres of net was being laid out, as we saw when they 
laid them all on one day, and of course the numbers of finfish and sharks started to diminish. When we look at 
that and also look at the white pointer issue, one of my colleagues was trying to tell me that we should put more 
nets in the water to get rid of those sharks. I am not so sure. I see the minister himself had a dive, but I notice it 
was in the Swan River; he did not get outside the other week, just in case, I am sure. Being a very keen diver, I 
have noticed a slight increase in the number of shark sightings of various species in the past couple of years, 
which — 

Mr M. McGowan: Have you spotted any? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: There are more over there. I thought the member for Vasse was going to be a shark, but 
someone pulled his teeth out. But when we look at the number of sharks in a bush scientist’s way, when I start 
seeing more now than I have after 30-odd years of diving, there is a comeback and I think that is really good to 
see because it means that we are managing our environment properly. 

Another issue, of course, is the huge cuts that the recreational fishing sector has now taken. I am disappointed in 
the licensing issue because I do not think young people should be subject to a fishing licence. I think that is 
totally wrong, although it is not picked up so much in the bill before us, because I would rather see any kid down 
the beach, off a jetty somewhere or in the river fishing rather than downtown carving their name into a seat or 
skateboarding and knocking old ladies over—that sort of thing. I think that we should encourage people to be as 
one, catch and release and maybe have a couple of fish to take home.  

A special point that I must get in, otherwise my constituency will certainly be angry with me, is that I cannot for 
the life of me understand why people have to have a licence to fish in our freshwater rivers, given there are very 
few compared with many other countries in the world. Why do we need a freshwater licence to catch what are 
deemed to be exotic or introduced species, such as redfin? Last year a grandfather was fined, I think, $150 
because he took his two kids fishing in the local Collie River and did not have a licence. I think it is just 
disgraceful. I am sure that the fisheries officer could have said, “You’re doing the wrong thing; you’d better go 
and get a licence.” When we see things coming down to that level, it shows we have a long way to go towards 
engaging the public about what they are doing in these areas. However, I do not know why we need to have 
licences for freshwater fishing when I can still take my kids down to the Busselton jetty and hang a line over the 
side for nothing, without fear of being fined, or go crabbing in the member for Mandurah’s electorate without a 
licence. I believe that the Deputy Premier, the member for Dawesville, used his political clout to make sure that 
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people in his electorate did not need a licence to go crabbing, and I think that is great. When we look at this, 
there are some anomalies, and I hope that someone in the future will make a decision to say that they are wrong, 
because we are penalising one group of people at the expense of another group. Licences have to be paid for by 
freshwater fishers, but people living on the coastal strip do not have to pay. People fish in the Donnelly River 
and the Blackwood River in Nannup, and it is still a fair drive to get to the coast, but they have to have a licence 
to fish in a local river. We should encourage young kids to get out there fishing; let us not put an impost on those 
families when, in some cases, the only enjoyment they get is from half a dozen fish hooks and a small line, 
which these days are quite cheap. 

When we get into consideration in detail, I certainly have a few questions I would like to ask the minister for the 
sake of clarification. I do not see, at this stage, that there will be any amendments moved, but we need to be sure 
about the letter of the bill. With that, I commend the bill to the house. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [5.11 pm]: I rise to support the Fish Resources Management Amendment 
Bill 2011. I am very pleased to follow on from the remarks made by the member for Collie–Preston, and to add a 
little in certain areas. This legislation fundamentally provides for aquaculture to be considered in a more in-depth 
way than is presently provided for in the legislation. Many of us think of aquaculture in a terrestrial sense, but 
there is a strong degree of focus on the marine environment, our oceans, our Western Australian waters, in 
relation to changes that will come about through this legislation. 

There is the intent to bring about a risk-based framework to the assessment of aquaculture proposals. I have 
some concerns when I hear terms such as “risk-based framework”; we are hearing it more and more. It is one of 
those managerial English–type phrases that rolls off the tongues of some very easily and perhaps does not mean 
very much to most of us. It is my understanding that a risk-based framework should allow us to determine the 
risks associated with a particular proposal and then to respond to each of those risks by outlining a management 
plan that tackles each of them. Often proponents will then say that there is a very high likelihood of a project 
causing danger, and they will come up with a traffic light system. That is how we develop this risk-based 
framework, and it is critical that we have management plans to respond to each of the risks. 

I hope it is the case that when we have an aquaculture proposal, there is a very detailed, risk-based identification 
that leads to detailed presentation of management plans. Too often, though, we see that it means that we identify 
what the risks are but do not actually develop a management plan to tackle the risks; that is the worry I have, but 
I am sure the minister will be able to allay that concern and let me know that the government has every intention 
of ensuring that detailed management plans are developed and that there will be resourcing in place to make sure 
that that can happen. 

I will talk a little more about aquaculture in the marine setting. It is not always as benign as it might sound. I was 
involved in a campaign in 2004–05 regarding an aquaculture proposal for southern bluefin tuna in the Recherche 
Archipelago off the south coast in the Esperance area. Southern bluefin tuna are not reared to go into 
aquaculture; they are corralled from the ocean, so we are actually diminishing ocean stocks to corral them into 
areas where they are then fed fish that are caught elsewhere in an intensive manner. We have a fairly inefficient 
food conversion ratio; the estimate is that 10 tonnes of food are put into a pen of corralled southern bluefin tuna 
to get one tonne of meat. We can see that it is a very inefficient way of fattening fish, and there are many other 
problems that go with this concept of aquaculture in the marine environment. It was a particularly problematic 
proposal that led to the creation of a campaign known as the “Vive la Recherche” campaign, named in 
acknowledgement of that part of the world’s strong connection with French explorers from the early part of the 
nineteenth century. The islands that make up the Recherche Archipelago are near the magnificent Cape Le Grand 
National Park, a beautiful, pristine area. When it came down to it, there were not many areas there that were 
suitable for aquaculture. The proponent was M.G. Kailis Group Pty Ltd, a group with which I personally worked 
very well on another campaign. We were actually fighting two campaigns at the same time in my previous role 
at the Conservation Council; on one we worked closely with Kailis up in Exmouth Gulf in its endeavours to stop 
a project there, but on the other campaign, down in Esperance, we worked against it. It was interesting that Kailis 
eventually came to realise that its proposal would compromise many of the values of the Recherche Archipelago. 

The proposal was feared by locals, and I am sure that if the member for Eyre were here, he would be able to 
confirm that there was great angst in the Esperance community about it. People feared that there would be an 
increasing number of sharks coming into the area because of that very inefficient food conversion ratio and that 
all sorts of imbalances would come about, largely because of the waste that would be brought into that marine 
environment. Tourism operators were concerned that it would damage their operations, whether dive operators 
or people running businesses spotting the wildlife that is currently there, including seals, dolphins, seabirds and 
other fantastic natural marvels. Recreational fishers were also concerned that the proposal would change their 
preferred fishing grounds, as were professional fishers, especially the sardine fishery people. They were very 
concerned that the fish fed to the southern bluefin tuna could lead to the introduction of diseases that would 
destroy their fishery, which has already in the past, on a number of occasions, been seriously damaged by 
various viruses.  



7800 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 27 September 2011] 

 

That gives a little example of the sorts of problems that we can see in the aquaculture context. I have some 
concerns when I read that one of the purposes of this legislation is to enable us to designate aquaculture 
development zones in Western Australia. I will be very happy if there is to be a careful process that leads to a 
designation where there is no risk, but I certainly would be worried if a designation led to, for example, the 
Recherche Archipelago again being thought of as an aquaculture development zone. We have to hope that this 
process will ensure that there is adequate consultation and utilisation of the sort of community knowledge that 
helped win the “Vive la Recherche” campaign, helped M.G. Kailis Group see reason and realise that its 
aquaculture proposal was not a viable operation, and helped the Department of Fisheries also realise that the 
proposal was fraught, and brought good knowledge to the public space so that a sensible decision was made. I 
have confidence that within our community we have the knowledge to make the right decisions, but I hope that 
in facilitating the designation of aquaculture development zones we do not bring about a process that cuts so fast 
that we cannot properly consider that community knowledge on such matters.  

The parts of the Fish Resources Management Amendment Bill 2011 that bring about and enhance the quality of 
fisheries management plans are important because they provide the potential for the greater protection of aquatic 
mammals, birds and reptiles that may be at risk because of a particular fishery. That is a very good measure. I 
have already spoken on fisheries legislation in this house, and talked about the sea lion–excluder devices and 
how the management plans for the western rock lobster fishery should require the western rock lobster fishery 
people to put the excluder devices in their craypots so that sea lions cannot get caught in the craypots. That sort 
of thing is very much needed.  

This legislation also contains amendments to the fines process. Currently, people who are in breach of a 
management plan suffer quite hefty penalties if they are prosecuted. They can be banned from going out on boats 
or lose their livelihood, but the amendments in clause 67 provide for a more graded approach to the sorts of 
penalties that can be imposed. I think that will bring about better management of our fisheries.  

Talking about the management of our fisheries, I think it would be remiss to not look at a very important issue; 
that is, marine protected areas, especially sanctuary zones. Such areas are the ultimate insurance policy for our 
fisheries. If we do not have adequate preservation of marine areas in sanctuary zones, we do not know what is 
going wrong and what changes are occurring in the exploited areas. Currently, between only one and two per 
cent of our state waters are in sanctuary zones, which is simply not adequate. We need a good representation of 
all of our fisheries in sanctuary zones. This is just basic science: there should be a control area and there should 
be a modified area. The environment in the commercial activity control area can be compared with that of the 
sanctuary zone control area. That is vital. It is an insurance policy as well, because so often those sanctuary 
zones can be the areas where restocking occurs and there may be a spillover into the commercial area for 
exploitation.  

I would like to provide a few examples of how this works, the first being the Exmouth Game Fishing Club. 
Exmouth, of course, is in the heart of Ningaloo Marine Park, where, thanks to the excellent work of former 
Premier Geoff Gallop and the Labor government of the time, we saw 34 per cent of Ningaloo Marine Park made 
into a no-take area—a sanctuary zone. As a result, Ningaloo Marine Park has some of the best fishing in the 
world, so much so that the Australian International Billfish Tournament, which happened in March of this year, 
was out of Exmouth. It has been realised that a 34 per cent sanctuary zone around Exmouth is no impediment to 
game fishing—far from it; it means that there is some of the best game fishing in the world in that area. Pulling a 
beautiful sailfish out of the water is not exactly a sport that I would like to partake in, but a lot of people enjoy 
that, and they seem very happy that we can have major billfish tournaments up north in Exmouth that are very 
successful and enhanced because of the sanctuary zones at Ningaloo Marine Park.  

On a number of occasions we have discussed the issue of the vulnerable five; that is, those species that have 
suffered very heavy takes by recreational fishers. Western dhufish, I think, are the number one example, because, 
unfortunately, the breeding cycle is quite slow, and it is a fish that is much sought after by recreational fishers. It 
is quite easy for recreational fishers to locate dhufish with fish finders and mark them on their GPSs, and so, 
unfortunately, they are very heavily targeted. We have done things like limiting the catch to a bag limit of one 
and restricting the time that the fish can be caught, but that is not enough. That is why we need this dramatic 
enhancement of making our marine protected areas no-take zones.  

The minister has previously said, “Yes, watch this space; I’ll be introducing a whole series of marine protected 
areas”. However, the next time he touches on this subject, the minister needs to say what percentage of that area 
will be a no-take zone. It is not enough to talk about a marine park; there has to be a very substantial no-take area 
within that marine park.  

Hon Norman Moore, Minister for Fisheries, comments on this issue from time to time, and a paper put out by the 
Department of Fisheries looked into the issue of marine protected areas. I think the scientists who put together 
that paper that came out a few weeks ago were a little disappointed by the interpretation put on it. I have noted 
some comments by Professor Loneragan, one of the lead authors of the paper, who stated — 
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The primary purpose of sanctuary areas in MPAs is for biodiversity conservation and not fisheries 
management. These areas are an important component of sustainable oceans management … 

“The protection of biodiversity through MPAs is an insurance policy to enhance resilience in the face of 
human impacts, particularly climate change. 

“They also increase the scope for multi-purpose management of marine areas and provide reference 
areas to help us understand how the marine environment is responding to a range of influences from 
fishing to climate change.” 

The headline of that post on the Murdoch University website was “Marine sanctuaries still important despite 
healthy WA fish stocks”, and it made reference to that important paper. I am concerned that perhaps the minister 
did not quite appreciate the position being taken by the authors of that paper.  

Marine sanctuaries can also have enormous economic benefits. They provide a core breeding area that can then 
lead to a sound recreational and commercial fishing industry. We have to nurture those breeding areas and we 
must ensure that they cover the right sorts of habitat for the species that we want to regenerate. Marine 
sanctuaries are of course essential to good tourism; the number of people who want to go diving or snorkelling 
and want to see fish, or the marine environment, in a pristine condition is growing all the time. A lot of science 
has looked at the importance of sanctuary areas, and that body of science is growing. I have an impressive list 
of 200, I think, eminent marine scientists who have put their name to supporting the whole concept of marine 
protected areas and sanctuary zones. I would recommend the minister read “Developing Australia’s national 
system of marine reserves: A statement of concern about the proposal for Australia’s South West Marine 
Region”. This looks at the federal domain as well, where this topic is very much a live issue. I understand that 
the federal Minister for Sustainability, Environment, Water, Population and Communities is considering a very 
extensive rollout of marine protected areas.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I wanted to move on to the issue of community support for no-take zones in marine 
protected areas. I have come across a paper that was put together by Patterson Market Research, a well-known 
market research company, in April this year. It followed its usual process. A total of 604 adult Western 
Australians were surveyed. The survey is a reliable assessment of community attitudes and opinions about the 
health and importance of the marine environment off the WA coast. The overwhelming view is that there is huge 
support for these no-take areas. One would think that perhaps there would be some reluctance amongst 
recreational fishers to support the idea of no-take zones. That is not borne out by this market research. In fact, it 
shows that 61 per cent of frequent fishers—I think that is defined as people who go fishing at least once a 
week—support the view that 30 per cent of our state marine waters should be no-take zones. Frequent fishers—
people who go fishing at least once a week—are well aware of the decline in fish stocks. They have been able to 
fish in the past but now find that there is a serious diminishment in the number of fish that they are able to catch. 
As I said, 61 per cent of regular fishers support this idea of 30 per cent of our state waters being in no-take zones. 
That is very telling. The figures get higher amongst those who do not go fishing at all. Statistics were put 
together on ALP voters, Liberal–National voters and Greens voters. The figures are fairly consistent. Sixty-five 
per cent of Labor voters support 30 per cent of our state waters being no-take zones compared with 60 per cent 
of Liberal–Nationals and 86 per cent of Greens. There is strong support for the rollout of marine sanctuaries. 
That is something that Parliament needs to take careful note of. The minister should be encouraged and 
emboldened by that news. As Minister for Environment, he could lead the way in marine conservation knowing 
that he has good community support in moving toward that goal of having 30 per cent of our state waters in a no-
take area. I am not talking about marine parks; they are not no-take areas. We need them to be no-take areas. I 
look forward to hearing the minister’s comment on that. He may be concerned that he could receive some 
criticism from some commercial operators. Any number of them are coming around to this.  

A growing body of recreational fishers certainly support the whole concept of no-take zones. Mr Jay Cox, an 
Abrolhos Island fishing charter operator, said he had witnessed a massive decline in fish stocks over the past 
35 years and that things are getting worse. He said — 

“I think it will be good for fishing if there are more sanctuaries.” 

I think elsewhere I have seen Mr Cox say that he does not like the idea of a Green agenda taking over but he 
fully understands that sanctuary areas are good news for his business as they would bring about an important 
insurance policy for the business that he is involved in. 

I would like to talk a little more in the commercial context about things that our state fisheries are facing. The 
member for Collie–Preston touched on the issue of the western rock lobster fishery. He rightly identified how 
valuable that fishery has been. In the past it has generated sales of somewhere between $300 million and 
$400 million. I think it even got up to $600 million in some years. It is a very valuable fishery. As it is so 
valuable, the monitoring of that fishery has been excellent. We really have some top scientists monitoring it. 
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Counts of the puerulus, the baby rock lobsters, can anticipate what the actual catch for western rock lobsters 
should be in three or four years. The member for Collie–Preston rightly identified that the western rock lobster 
fishery has had some difficult times. It is not entirely clear what has gone wrong and what has caused that drop 
in the puerulus count but it will start to hit. The next results from the puerulus count come in November. In 
another month or so we will know how we will stand for the next year. The fact is that we do not really know 
what has caused that serious drop in the puerulus count. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: The new quota system’s a much better way to manage it. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: No, member. The puerulus count system lets us project into the future. It lets us see 
what the breeding population is today—the ones that we will catch in a few years.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: I mean as opposed to the old way, which was just open the season and go nuts. The movement 
towards the quota system is far better and really the way to ensure the fishery survives into the future, too.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The point I am making is that the fishery in Western Australia has had the most 
research dollars associated with it and we still do not really know what has caused it to drop off and what has 
caused this serious problem. I will quote from a very good paper—I commend it to the member for Ocean Reef 
and others—called “Stocking Up: Securing our marine economy” put out just a few weeks ago. It is an excellent 
paper. It looks at why the Western Australian rock lobster fishery is in decline. It lists the possible causes as — 

• unknown environmental factors 

• setting the catch limits too high; although for years the system had worked, implying either that 
something changed or that the limits did not have an adequate buffer to cope with variation from any 
source 

• increases in effective fishing effort by as much as 8% a year, … 

The fact is that we have a fishery that has been extremely well managed but one that has had many research 
dollars put into it. It is still a fishery that has struggled. I think that is a word of warning for us. Even though we 
imagine that our fisheries are extremely well managed, they can go wrong and unknown environmental factors 
can cause a sudden decline in the viability of a fishery. To me that means that we have to press on with ensuring 
we have the best insurance policy in place, the marine sanctuary zones, so that we can make the baseline 
comparisons and ensure we have areas in which the breeding stock are protected so that we can see just how 
dramatic the impacts of commercial and recreational exploitation are on those areas that are open to commercial 
and recreational activities. 

I am very pleased to support this legislation. It is a positive step forward towards the quality management of our 
fisheries. Soon we need to re-visit the whole issue of how we look after our marine environment. I look forward 
to hearing the minister’s comments, especially on the issue of the rollout of sanctuary zones in Western 
Australian waters.  

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.38 pm]: Once again, I am in the 
invidious position of having to follow the member for Gosnells after his well-researched, thoroughly well-argued 
and comprehensive contribution to the house. I shall do my best. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Aren’t you a fisherman?  

Mr R.H. COOK: I am a very poor fisherman. I wish to make some comments on the Fish Resources 
Management Amendment Bill 2011. As has been observed by others, this bill will bring about important changes 
to the act that take account of activities associated with aquaculture. It will modify the fishery management 
enforcement regime and will also go further by modifying the rock lobster quota system for each area. These are 
important changes for my electorate. I want to make some observations about the importance of protecting the 
natural resource that we have on our doorstep in Cockburn Sound. The member for Rockingham, the member for 
Cockburn and I share Cockburn Sound as part of our electorates. We can all say that we have coastal electorates, 
although it is fair to say that the member for Rockingham’s share of Cockburn Sound is a lot prettier and easier 
to access than mine is. Although he has cafes and so forth that spill onto the foreshore of Cockburn Sound, I 
have one lunch bar and a bottle shop. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I’ll bet it’s a good bottle shop! 

Mr R.H. COOK: It is a great bottle shop and a terrific lunch bar that look out onto about the 50 metres of beach 
in my electorate that can be accessed. 

Mr M. McGowan: The bottle shop actually has an alfresco area. The alfresco area consists of a bunch of guys in 
utes! 

Mr R.H. COOK: Even though a considerable part of the coastline is in my electorate, I can access only about 
50 metres of it; the rest of it is taken up with large-scale refineries, port facilities and so forth. I am sure that one 
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day, if I become an important person, I might get the opportunity to visit those parts of my electorate, but at the 
moment they remain inaccessible. 

It is almost impossible to give a speech just before the dinner break when the smells from the function that is 
about to take place are wafting through the door. It is incredibly distracting! 

Cockburn Sound is home to a whole range of different stakeholders, be they industry, defence, commercial 
fishers, recreational fishers, aquaculture companies, people who live on the water or people who live next to the 
water, just like the member for Rockingham. For that reason, it is important that the regulatory regimes for the 
Cockburn Sound ecosystem have the legal capacity and also the financial resources to properly manage an 
incredibly important natural resource in our community. It is also important to make the observation that we do 
not want the enforcement regimes that will come into place to discourage people from undertaking a very 
important recreational activity in our community. If it is not trail bikes that the people in Kwinana are 
enthusiastic about—I note at the moment that they are everywhere—it is fishing. People in Kwinana love to take 
the kids out in the tinnie to go fishing in Cockburn Sound. It is very much a part of the lifestyle that attracts 
people to places such as Kwinana. 

Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, and we want that enforcement to regulate and guide people so that they become 
responsible fishers, not to provide overregulation or excessive fine enforcement, which discourages people from 
fishing in the first place. We are trying to carve out an opportunity for everyone to enjoy these important 
resources. We are looking for a regulatory regime rather than a punitive regime. We want a system in place that 
allows people to be informed, to continue to use those fish stocks in a sustainable manner and to participate in 
the aquaculture industry and in other activities around Cockburn Sound that impact on fish resources in a manner 
that is sustainable. The changes that we make to this legislation are incredibly important. Those changes will 
amount to nothing if the Department of Fisheries and other regulatory authorities do not have the resources, first 
of all, to monitor properly the fish stocks and aquaculture industries in Cockburn Sound and to regulate the 
activities that impact upon fish stocks in Cockburn Sound. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: I think I smell crayfish being cooked. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Whatever it is, it is clearly deep fried and crumbed. I am sure that whoever will be eating it 
will enjoy it. 

As I said in my opening remarks, the Kwinana industries are incredibly important stakeholders and have a very 
high impact on the ecosystem of Cockburn Sound. I will give members an idea of just how big the Kwinana 
industrial strip is. It generates a combined annual output valued at about $15.7 billion per annum, with direct 
sales of $8.5 billion, and it directly employs 4 800 people. I understand it is the fifth largest heavy industrial zone 
in Western Australia. It is a very important part of our economy. As an intensive user of Cockburn Sound, it is 
an incredibly important player in the ecosystem. Those of us who grew up in Perth will recall those almost 
compulsory school excursions to Cockburn Sound to witness the impact of industry on the environment. I am 
reminded of the waste water treatment facilities and, in particular, the sand mining at Woodman Point. Coolant 
water was discharged from some of the industry — 

Mr A.P. Jacob interjected. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: We used to go and see Robb Jetty. It was the odour. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It was always a compulsory school excursion. I think there was some discharge of water from 
outside the CSBP refinery. I think it was just coolant water, but it absolutely reeked and was quite pungent. The 
Kwinana Industries Council is very proud to say that, in terms of discharge, it has almost no interaction with the 
sound nowadays. It is probably largely responsible for the 80 per cent deterioration of seagrasses in the sound, 
but it is now a proud participant in the conservation and preservation of the environment in the area. Indeed, on 
occasions I have had the opportunity to watch members of the Kwinana industries participate in conversations 
with various environmental groups, particularly the Conservation of Rockingham Environment group, which 
pays particular attention to the interaction between the marine environment and the Kwinana industries. They are 
fiery, pointed and well-informed discussions. It is really a pleasure to watch environmental groups that are 
highly informed about the issues that impact on the environment in Cockburn Sound and industry representatives 
who are very tooled up and highly informed about the impact of their companies on the sound. From that 
perspective, it is almost best practice in action with the community groups working together, but not always in 
harmony, with industry to make sure that we continue to preserve Cockburn Sound.  

We are fortunate enough also to have the Cockburn Sound Management Council, which is a great organisation 
that does a tremendous amount of work in continuing to defend the environmental values of Cockburn Sound. 
The Cockburn Sound Management Council was established in 2000 to coordinate the environmental planning 
and management of Cockburn Sound and its catchment area. It is made up of 23 members, who represent the 
community, recreation and conservation groups, industry, and commonwealth, state and local governments. It 
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was established in response to the increasing pressures of Cockburn Sound, which I understand is the most 
intensively used marine environment in Western Australia. The Cockburn Sound Management Council was, I 
think—I am sure the minister will correct me if I am wrong—established under the act as an advisory council to 
the Minister for Environment on environmental policies for the area. I commend the work of the chair of the 
council, Professor Kateryna Longley, and her team, particularly Dr Tom Rose, the coordinator of the council. 
They work incredibly hard with scant resources for managing the Cockburn Sound environment.  

As I said before, having all the rules and regulations in place for managing our fish resources amounts to nothing 
if we do not employ the inspectors and the rangers and undertake the necessary studies, so that we can monitor 
and regulate our fish resource stock. I do not know how often fish stock surveys are undertaken in Cockburn 
Sound but I understand, anecdotally, there is anxiety and concern in the community that surveys are not 
undertaken often enough and often they rely upon the commercial and recreational catch surveys rather than 
what might be deemed in situ surveys of fish stocks.  

I should say, backtracking for a moment, if I may, that the seagrasses in Cockburn Sound play an incredibly 
important role as a nursery for other fish stocks, whether they be snapper and other more valued fish stocks or 
even herring, whiting and so forth. As I said, we have lost upward of 80 per cent of those seagrasses. It is 
incredibly important that the government provide resources so that groups such as the Cockburn Sound 
Management Council can protect the seagrasses that are left and look at developing ways of regenerating 
seagrasses to make sure that Cockburn Sound can continue to play its role as a fish stock nursery. For an 
intensively used resource such as Cockburn Sound we need ongoing rather than periodic monitoring because at 
the blink of an eye we could see fish stocks overrun simply by the force of the volume of recreation and 
commercial fishers in that space. On any weekend Cockburn Sound is dotted with boats as far as the eye can see, 
people participating in the much-loved pastime of fishing, all drawing upon an incredibly important resource for 
the community. I am not talking just about the important and, I guess, famous and valued snapper fish stock, but 
also whiting, herring, garfish and mullet—all the fish stocks that people rely on as part of our fishing culture. It 
is important that we continue to monitor these sorts of fish stocks so that they are preserved into the future. It is 
important also that we understand the contribution Cockburn Sound makes to other fish stocks in the area around 
Point Peron to the south, and areas to the north, given the important nursery role it plays.  

Cockburn Sound represents a $50 billion community resource when we think about the stakeholders it impacts 
on. We talk about the $40 billion associated with heavy industry, and the $5 billion worth of activity and assets 
associated with the defence facility at what we all like to refer to as Garden Island. There is another $1 billion 
associated with the commercial fishers and other commercial activities in the area as well as domestic fisheries. 
This is an incredibly important resource. It cannot be mismanaged simply for the lack of financial resources 
required to continue to monitor and regulate that fishery. This should be a fundamental preoccupation for the 
Department of Fisheries and the Department of Environment and Conservation because this stretch of water has 
in it the heart and soul of our heavy industry and our metropolitan recreational fishing. It is on that basis that I 
implore the government to look at what extra resources can be provided for groups such as the Cockburn Sound 
Management Council to continue its work, to monitor and advocate for Cockburn Sound and to play its role in 
working with the Department of Fisheries to regulate the fish resources there. I am particularly excited about the 
work they do in the area of seagrasses. I think the conservation and regeneration of our seagrasses would be the 
single most important contribution we could make to Cockburn Sound. Seagrasses clean the water, provide 
sanctuary for smaller fish and continue to act as a barometer for the health of Cockburn Sound.  

Sadly, Cockburn Sound Management Council’s budget from the government is in the order of about $500 000. A 
third of its funding comes also from private resources, which reflects the concern among the industry players in 
the area about the role they play in Cockburn Sound, but only $500 000 comes from the state government. I am 
not criticising this minister for that situation; I am sure it was very much the same under our government. But, 
surely, if there is an organisation in the scheme of things that can assist the minister’s department to play a 
proactive role in Cockburn Sound, it is a group such as the Cockburn Sound Management Council. It really 
needs another $400 000 or double its current budget to enable it to do the job properly. At the moment, Dr Tom 
Rose works on a shoestring budget. He is by and large, I think, the only paid officer of the Cockburn Sound 
Management Council and for that reason alone the organisation should have extra resources so that it can 
continue to undertake its important research.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr R.H. COOK: To put this in context, I understand a similar organisation in Tasmania, the Catchment Council 
of the Derwent, responsible for monitoring the Derwent River, has twice the budget allocation of the Cockburn 
Sound Management Council. The Catchment Council of the Derwent does not have to deal with the same 
amount of heavy industry, intensive fishing or defence facilities as the Cockburn Sound Management Council, 
nor does it have the same size population living around its waterway. That council, with respect, does not play as 
crucial a role in protecting an iconic fish stock resource as does the Cockburn Sound Management Council.  
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I am very pleased to see aspects of this bill. I think it is important that the act is extended to include the 
management of aquaculture. I have not spoken about aquaculture; that is in the member for Rockingham’s 
electorate, so I will let him speak on that. But I implore the government to examine the resources of groups such 
as the Cockburn Sound Management Council to ensure we have not only the regulatory regime but also the 
finances to regulate this important resource.  

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [7.00 pm]: I take the opportunity to speak to the Fish Resources 
Management Amendment Bill 2011, and I am pleased that the Minister for Environment is handling the bill on 
behalf of the Minister for Fisheries who resides in the other place. I want to focus on a number of elements in the 
aims of the bill that were highlighted by the member for Collie–Preston, the member for Gosnells and the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. I want to give my focus a local flavour from my area, which is the Peel region, 
and particularly to focus on the health of the Peel–Harvey estuary system as it relates to sustainable fishing into 
the future. I am pleased that the minister is here, because I highlighted on a bill we debated some months ago the 
growing concerns about the health and wellbeing of the Peel–Harvey estuary system, which encompasses the 
three key rivers that feed that system—the Serpentine, the Murray and the Harvey Rivers.  

In speaking to the Fish Resources Management Amendment Bill 2011, particularly regarding fishing, I note a 
recent study that was released by the Peel office of Regional Development Australia entitled “Catchment 
condition and priorities: Peel–Harvey Catchment 2011”. There are some telling points in the study that I need to 
make to this house again, particularly to the Minister for Environment; these points directly affect the Minister 
for Environment’s portfolio as well as that of the Minister for Fisheries. I want to quote from the study report. 
One area of the study was part of a scientific strategy developed for the Peel Harvey Catchment Council. I quote 
a comment from 2010 about the water quality of the system by Rogers, Hall and Valesini — 

“... water quality and environmental problems remain in the rivers and over time have continued to get 
worse. The lower reaches of the Serpentine River, as an effective ecosystem, could now be described as 
biologically dead and perhaps not possible to save, and there are indications that the health of the 
lower reaches of both the Murray and Harvey Rivers are in a parlous biological state.” 

That is of grave concern. As the minister would be aware, the history of the Peel–Harvey system dates back to 
when Aboriginal people, the local Nyoongah people, used the system for food, hunting and gathering, and used 
Mandurah as a meeting place—hence the original name for Mandurah, Mandjar, which means meeting place. 
Over the last 200 years, including of course colonisation, it is true to say that the Peel–Harvey system has been 
changed, initially by colonial development, but specifically, particularly in the last 50 years, by rapid population 
growth. I was at a function only last Tuesday, attended by a representative of one of the founding families of 
Mandurah, the Bassett-Scarfe family, and the gentleman was asked how many people were in Mandurah in 1936, 
because his family was traced back to pre that time, and his answer was no more than 200. When we consider 
now that there are some 80 000 people in the City of Mandurah municipality, some 14 000-plus people in the 
Shire of Murray and then further down into the reaches of the Harvey River, increasing populations into the 
Shire of Waroona, over the last 50 years, and particularly over the last 20 years, we have had massive population 
growth. It has now been indicated that urbanisation is having the greatest impact on the quality of the catchment 
and the quality of the water of the Peel–Harvey. We are reminded that fishing—that is the taking of crustaceans 
and finfish—from the Peel–Harvey system has been almost a birthright, ye back to the Indigenous inhabitants. 
Of course, many in this place would have fond memories of visiting the Peel or Peel region, visiting Mandurah, 
and taking home their catch of crabs or prawns et cetera, but in my view we are now at a very clear juncture in 
terms of the health and wellbeing of our catchment and the system. The recent report by the RDA, and additional 
reports handed down over the last couple of decades, have continued to show a deterioration of most, if not all, 
of the health indicators of that system. I want to again refer to the Rogers, Hall and Valesini report, which is 
highlighted on page 9 of “Catchment condition and priorities: Peel–Harvey Catchment 2011”. It looks at a 
number of indicators; they call them asset indicators. The status, particularly in the lower nutrient levels, is of 
concern, and the trend is likely deterioration. Estuary algae levels were average in status when that report was 
done, but there will be likely deterioration since that time. The lower river algae—concerning the Murray, 
Serpentine and Harvey Rivers—were of concern with likely deterioration. Fisheries in the estuary were average, 
and the trend was likely deterioration. Fisheries in the lower rivers were of concern, with likely deterioration. 
What we are seeing, and this is a telling point again by Rogers, Hall and Valesini, is that, I quote again — 

“During the last five or so years, ....., some of the biological indicators of estuarine health point 
potentially to a gradual reversal of ecological conditions back towards the status of the Estuary that 
existed immediately prior to the construction of the channel”. 

That is the Dawesville Channel. This is an important point. The Dawesville Channel was a human-made 
mechanism to particularly address algal blooms that were becoming more and more prevalent in the late 1970s 
and 1980s in the Peel–Harvey estuary, particularly as they were impacting on the growing population in 
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Mandurah during that period. The government of the day, based upon scientific evidence and projected impacts, 
of course, committed to the Dawesville Channel. The Dawesville Channel was opened in 1993. Since 1993, the 
key result of the Dawesville Channel has been that the estuary has become a more marine environment—the 
water has become more saline and the water level has increased in some of the marshlands, having an effect on 
things like mosquitoes and other negative impacts. We have also seen an impact on the fishery. For example, the 
report that I quoted earlier made some key points about fish and crabs. It states on page 12 of the report — 

River Prawn and Cobbler populations have practically disappeared, probably due to a general decline in 
estuarine and river health and perhaps for the latter species, also excessive fishing pressure 

I remember as a kid going to Mandurah from Northam in the 70s. We used to go fishing under the old traffic 
bridge. Cobbler was one of the key species we would always catch. Most people would take a homemade 
clobber with them—a bit of wood—because if you caught a cobbler, you would have to smack it on the head so 
that you would not get stung. Cobblers are rarely caught under the old bridge now. It is very rare. There has also 
been a very rapid decline in the river prawn species and even in the Mandurah king prawn. Both of those species 
are now rarely caught. People still get a few. There are still people who dab net under the old bridge with the old 
gaslight and a long pole net. In an hour, a person might catch a dozen if they are lucky, but in the old days they 
would catch a dozen every minute. The other point made by this study is that the number of fish species and the 
composition of species have declined with the construction of the Dawesville Cut. This is a recent report. One 
disturbing thing that it highlights is that the whole biological system of the Peel–Harvey estuary is not improving 
by all indications, particularly in the upper reaches of those rivers.  

The other point that needs to be made is that in the last 20 years it has been urban development that has had the 
most significant impact on water quality and the quality of the catchment. We know that the Peel is going to be 
asked to shoulder a large proportion of the Perth metropolitan area’s population expansion. The “Directions 
2031” document highlights the Peel region as one area that will see significant growth. As the member for 
Murray–Wellington has said in this place before, the Shire of Murray continues to be one of the fastest growing 
shires in Western Australia.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: It is in the top 10 in Australia.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right. Where is that growth occurring? It is occurring in the Ravenswood area, 
areas around the Murray River and areas to the west of Pinjarra. All of that development is occurring in a very 
sensitive catchment area. One disaster that is waiting to happen is if broadscale urban development is allowed on 
the eastern side of the Peel–Harvey estuary between the estuary fringe and the new Forrest Highway. We know 
that land has been bought up in that area by speculators. There will be pressure on any government and minister 
in the future to allow widescale urbanised development on that eastern side. In the past if a person was on the 
western side and looked out across to Wagerup, the only lights they would see at night would be from Wagerup, 
the Pinjarra townsite and a few lights in Coolup. If we allow broadscale development for urbanised infill along 
the eastern side of the Peel–Harvey estuary, we will see lights ringing the whole of the Peel–Harvey estuary.  

Mr M.J. Cowper: A lot of it is locked up under the Peel region scheme.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: No, it is not. Some of it is in the proposed Peel regional park. I am glad the member 
mentioned that. It is one reason that the government needs to gazette and fund the Peel regional park. It is crucial 
that the area that has been identified for conservation purposes is in fact protected by clear and funded 
management plans. At the moment it is unfunded. One of my greatest disappointments from when our 
government was in power was that we did not fund it. I am very disappointed by that, because that is one way 
that we will protect the Peel–Yalgorup system into the future. I am pleading with the Minister for Environment 
that he make the gazetting and funding of the Peel regional park a priority when he goes into cabinet and 
expenditure review committee meetings so that we get this protection in place. I mentioned the impact of urban 
development. That is why I will continue to stand in this place and highlight the parlous state of the health of the 
Peel–Harvey estuary. We have seen the extent of population growth in this region and we know that the 
government has a plan for a major development at Keralup to the north, sitting on or straddling the upper reaches 
of the Serpentine River. Rogers, Hall and Valesini said — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Is this to do with Keralup?  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. The report states that the Serpentine River — 

… could now be described as biologically dead and perhaps not possible to save … 

For the government to have a plan to put up to 90 000 people in that area when we know that our estuarine 
system and the catchment is declining in health and wellbeing is a wake-up call for all of us.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Did the report say that this was a fish breeding area?  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: We used to get some species in the Serpentine and Murray Rivers. Bream and others 
were very popular species. There is not much there now, unfortunately.  
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Mr M.J. Cowper: You still get bream there at the moment.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Not in the far reaches. Not as far as Keralup. They are not caught there now. 

Mr M.J. Cowper: Not in the area of the member for Darling Range, no.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is almost dead. I say to the Minister for Environment that this is why I am so 
very concerned about the proposed Point Grey development in the Shire of Murray. What is being proposed? A 
proposal for a large urban development at Point Grey will come before the minister, if it has not already arrived. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: It will be directly opposite the Dawesville Channel. It will include a major proposal 
for the excavation of a channel from the Dawesville Channel right across to the Point Grey site, an excavation of 
a marina on land at the Point Grey site, and then urban development around it. I really want the minister to listen 
to this. I know the member for Dawesville may want to make a contribution; he should make a contribution to 
this debate. That proposed channel will cut right through a very productive fishing area. The minister only needs 
to talk to Damien Bell, the president of the Mandurah Licensed Fishermen’s Association. He and other 
fishermen who have fished that area, some of them for decades, will tell the minister why that site is so very 
significant for them. That proposal is for a channel some 50 metres wide—30 metres at the most, but 50 metres 
in total. It will require ongoing dredging. The proposed dredging, once the channel is in, will need to happen 
every three to five years. We already know the problems of dredging in the Peel–Harvey system. We need only 
go to South Yunderup to see the problems with the entrances to the South Yunderup canals. We already know 
that they continue to silt up, and government is now being called upon by the Shire of Murray, as it was when we 
were in government, to take back the responsibility for the dredging of that area. Historically, the Shire of 
Murray made a huge blue when it took on responsibility from the government of the day—a huge blue. The fact 
is that that local government cannot afford to pay for the ongoing dredging of that channel, and ultimately it is, 
in my view, the responsibility of government to keep that channel open. The shire should not be up for that cost. 
However, we already know that the problems of dredging that channel are real and will continue into the future. 
But here we are with a proposal for the Point Grey marina—another development which will have a large, 
excavated, dredged channel that will need further dredging in the future. I have never had a bone with the 
developer, because the developer has done some very good stuff in the area of Dawesville, and some of its canal 
work down in Bouvard et cetera is excellent. I do not have a problem with the developer; I have a problem with 
the development, and I will say that consistently. Groups such as the Peel Preservation Group and others are 
calling for the precautionary principle to prevail. There are too many unanswered questions about the current 
impact and the future impact of this dredging on not only the fishery, but also the whole health and wellbeing of 
the estuarine system itself. 

The minister has the power to look at whether that is an appropriate proposal, because it will go to him as 
Minister for Environment, and also to the federal minister. I urge the minister, before he makes a decision, to do 
a couple of things. One is to consult very widely with the people who have made submissions. I think a record 
number of submissions were made to the Environmental Protection Authority proposal. The minister should talk 
to the fishermen; he should talk to the Damien Bells of the world. He should talk to the PPG and to some of the 
scientists. He should talk to the City of Mandurah, which has a stake in this. Even though it is not in its 
jurisdiction, the impacts will be felt. The minister should talk to the city. I welcome the minister to come down 
and have a look. He should come down and get a feel for himself of exactly what this proposal means, because if 
the Point Grey development goes through as proposed, including the marina and the dredged channel — 

Mr M.J. Cowper: If we took out the marina and the dredging, would you support it? 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I probably would, with reservations. I am really, really concerned about this channel; 
I really am. I just do not believe that we have all the science and all the information that we should have for the 
minister to make a decision to approve it. 

I do not know, Mr Deputy Speaker, whether I am allowed to table this—I want to. It is not a specimen from me. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: It’s good that it’s not a specimen. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, I know. It would be a cloudy one if it were. I would be going straight to the GP 
if I had this as a specimen. For the sake of Hansard, what I am holding is a water sample taken within the 
Yunderup area. The black ooze that sits at the bottom of this jar is a major problem when the seabed or the 
estuarine bed is disturbed. In fact, if dredging is allowed, we expect that this black ooze will not only develop a 
plume and be there for months, if not more, during just the dredging process to excavate the channel, but also 
continue to be stirred up and plume when any ongoing dredging is required. That will happen every time the bed 
of the estuarine system in the Peel is disturbed. 

We also know that acid sulfate soils remain a key concern in the Peel–Harvey system. Did the member for 
Dawesville want to interject? 
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Dr K.D. Hames: No. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: If he did, he should go to his chair. This is important stuff for him. The member 
should really be taking an interest in this, because this is in his electorate; he really should. He did not make any 
representation on behalf of his constituents during the EPA assessment. Did he make a submission? I know the 
comments he made to Damien Bell, and I will not mention them in the house. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Member, it’s the member for Murray–Wellington’s electorate. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes, but, as I have said, any impact of this does not affect just Murray or Dawesville 
or Mandurah; it affects the whole system. That is the point I am trying to make. I do not have any boundaries; I 
am not trying to put any boundaries on it. This is very serious. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am pleased to have a greater audience. I would love to mention the comments that 
the Premier just made to me, but I will not. 

One of the things we have to be very, very conscious of is that if we are going to require areas such as Peel to 
take on the greater weight of population growth, addressing glaring issues with our environment is now 
paramount. I talked about the black ooze. I want to tell members that the black ooze is now appearing along the 
shores of the estuary in places where it was not previously found or had not appeared before. As I said before, 
we know that acid sulfate soil is a major issue that is now impacting on development approvals. In fact, in many 
respects developers are required to have an acid sulfate soil mitigation procedure to deal with it. It is now 
important for the minister to recognise that if we want future generations to enjoy the crabbing, the prawning and 
the fishing in the Peel–Harvey system, there are some glaring indicators of the declining health of that system. It 
is important that the minister recognise that any development such as the Point Grey proposal, which has the 
potential to impact on the health and wellbeing of that system, should be very seriously considered before the 
minister approves it. I invite the Minister for Environment, and I have invited the federal minister, Tony Burke, 
who also has a responsibility, to come down and look at the area. 

One thing always concerns me, and rightly so. We are worried and concerned at the moment about the health and 
wellbeing of the whole Kimberley area for all the good reasons, but it does not mean that we forget about those 
areas such as the Peel–Yalgorup system, which sits just outside the metropolitan area and which is such an 
important environmental and economic asset to the community. Let us not forget the economics of this. That 
system has provided a viable livelihood for fishermen and their families in the region for decades. However, if 
we have a catastrophic collapse of the system, it is the economic cost that will really be felt by government and, 
unfortunately, in particular, by those people who live, as I do, in that region. The economic impact of a 
catastrophic collapse of that system is almost immeasurable, but probably could be measured in dollar terms of 
billions. Some may think that is an extravagant claim. Quite frankly, if we think about the investment that people 
have made in their homes, businesses and livelihoods in that region, we realise that it is all ultimately built 
around the health and wellbeing of the Peel–Harvey system into the future. I use the opportunity of talking to 
this bill to appeal to the Minister for Environment to fund the proposed Peel regional park and to get that 
protection in place. I ask the minister to ensure that any proposed urban development and the ongoing impacts of 
any urbanised development are investigated thoroughly, particularly those that directly affect the estuary and the 
waterways. I put the Point Grey proposal at the forefront of that concern.  

Thirdly, I ask the Minister for Environment to urge the Minister for Fisheries to increase research into the health 
and wellbeing of our system, particularly with longitudinal studies in the fishing area. Ultimately, we need to 
protect that system; it is absolutely vital for not only the population that now calls the Peel region home, but also 
the many thousands of people who visit annually. We also need to protect the system for the reasons I 
highlighted about the Peel region shouldering a greater percentage of the population growth of the state into the 
future. I appeal to the minister to understand the seriousness of this issue. I will continue to make this point 
whenever I get the opportunity in this house, because I believe we are at the crossroads. The minister has the 
powers to act and I urge him to please do so. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [7.32 pm]: I rise to make a few remarks on the Fish Resources 
Management Amendment Bill 2011. This bill provides a vehicle to discuss the health of our fisheries and 
oceans; I will take advantage of that opportunity. The opposition supports the legislation. The legislation 
provides for some changes to the way in which the law is implemented in Western Australia; it clarifies a few 
positions; it provides some changes to how offences will be enforced and some of the punishments involved; and 
it provides express powers for fishery management plans to protect some aquatic species, birds, reptiles and the 
like. I particularly support that provision. As I understand it, the bill has support on both sides of the house. The 
debate on this bill provides an opportunity, which I have noted some members have taken, to speak about issues 
broadly related to H2O in whatever form it might adopt. Whilst addressing the bill, I would also like to take that 
opportunity. 
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I will start with Western Australia. According to the advice I have received over time as a minister and in 
opposition, our fisheries are much better managed than are fisheries in most parts of the world. In a Western 
Australian context, we have done, broadly, a better job than that done in most of the world’s waterways and 
world’s oceans. We can have some pride in the fact that we have done better. Is that to say that we have done as 
well as we could have? Is that to say that we have resolved the issues here? No; we could do better. Is that to say 
that that is a broader statement for the rest of the world’s oceans? No. I think the world’s oceans are under 
enormous stress and although we may be only a small Parliament in the most isolated capital city in the world, it 
is worth saying that the world’s oceans are under enormous stress and that human activity is the cause of that 
stress. The extreme overfishing that takes place in some parts of the world should be a cause for huge 
international concern. What has gone on in our oceans—what we have taken out of the oceans and the impact on 
ecosystems—is of huge concern.  

I agree with a lot of the efforts that have been made, particularly since the 1960s and 1970s, to protect—if I get 
the pronunciation incorrect, please forgive me—cetaceans, which are in effect whales and dolphins. I agree with 
that effort. Enormous effort has been made to protect the world’s whales. Whales are widely recognised as the 
second or third most intelligent creature in the world; they are beautiful, majestic and magnificent creatures. 
Considering the state of the world’s population of whales in the 1960s and 1970s, that effort was worth 
undertaking because many of those species that were pushed to the brink have now recovered. We can be proud 
that we in Western Australia played a part in ensuring that happened. Some additional whaling has taken place 
recently and I know that one or two countries—Japan and Norway—for inexplicable reasons have been involved 
in that. It does neither country’s international reputation any good. For the life of me, I cannot understand why 
people who are so civilised and who take such pride in their international roles in so many respects, persist with 
whaling, which very obviously upsets many people around the world and is manifestly wrong. I cannot 
understand that, but whilst the world concentrates on that issue alone, we forget about many of the other issues 
concerning pressure on the world’s oceans.  

I will not go into some of the statistics, but I have read about the pressures on some of the cod populations of the 
North Sea and the Atlantic Ocean and about the pressures on tuna populations in the Southern Ocean. More 
broadly, the pressures that are placed on such extreme levels of fishing are totally unregulated outside the 
exclusive economic zones of individual countries—in effect, 200 kilometres off the shore. Fishing is totally 
unregulated outside those zones. An extraordinary level of fishing is going on outside those zones, which is 
devastating the populations of many species of marine life around the world, and something should be done 
about it.  

The other day, I read an article about sharks. Once upon a time, people would have been very unconcerned about 
the decline in the population of sharks. I think the world, particularly this country, has changed its view on that 
issue and people are now very respectful of the role that sharks play in the ocean. In the article I read about the 
increasing affluence of China and how that means that people can now afford what was once a delicacy—shark 
fin soup. On an average basis, 100 million sharks are slaughtered every year to meet the needs of the Chinese 
shark fin soup industry. Often, sharks are slaughtered by being brought aboard a fishing boat and having their 
dorsal and tail fins sliced off before being thrown back into the ocean. That is absolutely abhorrent. To me, it is 
difficult to explain why those issues do not attract the same attention as the issues with cetaceans in the ocean, 
such as whales and dolphins. I think the importance of the health of the oceans in total is an extremely important 
issue. Not only is the health of whales and dolphins important, but also the broader health of the ocean and the 
health of all those other creatures that play an important role in the ecosystems of the earth. These issues of 
abhorrent cruelty need to be addressed on an international basis. In my small role in Western Australia, in our 
little toy Parliament in Australia, I urge the world community to do something more than what we currently do 
for these issues. 

Mr M.P. Murray: Member, I just have a question about that. Having heard the member for Mandurah 
previously, do you think the mosquitoes down in Mandurah could have eaten most of the fish? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think he is making fun of the member for Mandurah and not me. I will let the member 
for Mandurah reply in the way he no doubt can when he thinks about his reply, and in five minutes he will come 
up with something funny.  

I am making a serious point about the health and wellbeing of the world’s oceans. Perhaps some of the ways to 
deal with it are by some of the bodies that have been established to deal with the whaling issue—bodies with 
international powers and international force to deal with international fishing issues, to deal with the issues of the 
destruction of the world’s shark populations and some of those other important fish species. Perhaps we need to 
replicate the 1982 international convention that established the exclusive economic zones of each of the 
countries with an ocean coastline. It basically established the 200-kilometres exclusive economic zone. Perhaps 
we need to expand that exclusive economic zone. Of course it will provide some benefit to the countries that 
have an extended coastline such as ours, but at the same time perhaps it will also result in greater protection of 
ocean species. I think the world is going to have to take those sorts of initiatives. I am disappointed that we focus 
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too much on one or two issues that, whilst important, are largely resolved, whilst all of these other issues to do 
with the decline of all sorts of species around the world, the decline of sharks and the overall decline in the 
health of the world’s oceans, remain unresolved and broadly undiscussed. It is time for us as a race, if you like, 
to do something more in respect of all those other issues. I propose that if two small things that could be done to 
make a huge difference were done—expanded exclusive economic zones of countries with coastlines and the 
creation of international bodies with the power, force and wherewithal of the International Whaling 
Commission—we might do something more in protecting those other species out there in the oceans that are not 
as large, majestic and intelligent as whales and dolphins. 

In respect of other issues in Western Australia, I was shocked both as tourism minister but also as environment 
minister by reports about our whale shark populations. They are not exactly ours; they are migratory species. 
They move enormous distances. They are one of the most beautiful and majestic of species, but they are a shark; 
they are not a whale. Therefore, they do not receive the protection or the attention that the International Whaling 
Commission provides to other species. Whale sharks reproduce rarely. As I recall, they reproduce when they are 
older; they need to reach a certain maturity level before they can do it. I cannot quite recall what age that is, but I 
have a recollection that they have to reach five or 10 years of age before they can reproduce. Hence, there is a 
small population of whale sharks. As we all know, they are a magnificent population. They transit up the coast of 
Western Australia. They head up to the islands of the north, as they have done for millennia. That is what they 
do. They head back in a southerly direction at a later point and then they do it again. Hence, in May, I think it is, 
they pass through the Ningaloo Reef, although I think it is a broader period in which they pass through the area. 
In around the month of May there is a whale shark festival—I might have my dates slightly wrong—and we 
celebrate the magnificence and beauty of that species of shark.  

However, as they head further north they are vulnerable to fishermen who perhaps do not appreciate their beauty 
and magnificence in the same way that we do. Hence their population is in decline. I have read reports that on an 
average yearly basis their recorded size—bearing in mind that they can grow to seven or eight metres in length—
is generally in decline. That means that the species in a general sense is in decline. Because of their endangered 
status, because they are rare and because they have such long lead times in reproduction, I have grave fears that 
that species will become extinct, and it is a magnificent species. Not only do they provide us with a Western 
Australian icon and an industry for a part of the north west of the state, in their own right they are also part of the 
world’s magnificent natural heritage. I think more needs to be done in terms of their protection.  

As I was saying before, we are a small Parliament. This is a migratory species. They leave our waters, and there 
is only so much we can do. However, at some level our federal government and the international community 
need to put that species on the agenda and need to treat that species in the same way as its namesake, the whale, 
which of course is a very different species but has some similar characteristics to whale sharks. 

If we want to be particularly pecuniary in the way that we address this issue, that species is crucial for the future 
of the community of Exmouth in the north west. We should look at doing something as a state in taking up that 
issue. Now that the Premier is here, having partaken of the chops and vegetables that were outside in the 
marquee, I would implore him and I would implore anyone who has some say in respect of these issues to take 
up the cause of what is a magnificent creature that has some strong connection with our state.  

I have always been surprised by how the wheel has turned. I have seen a whale shark at sea once. It was an 
absolutely incredible creature. I saw it from the bridge wing of a ship once. It is often mistaken for a tiger shark, 
sometimes to the detriment of people who want to swim with the whale shark. It is bigger and broader and longer 
than a tiger shark. For that matter I have often been amazed by how attitudes have changed in respect of sharks. 
Some shocking examples of people being attacked and killed by sharks took place recently. I suppose one a year 
happens in Western Australia, where almost always it is a great white shark that attacks and kills a swimmer. To 
my recollection the family members of those people almost invariably say that they do not want anything done to 
the shark. That does not fit with what I would have thought would historically have taken place, but these days 
people’s attitudes have changed. They recognise that these are majestic, amazing creatures that have evolved 
over millions of years. The ocean is their domain, and they do not understand that whatever they see swimming 
in front of them is not food but a person with life, loves, dreams and hopes. They just act in accordance with 
instinct developed over millions of years. 

What I do acknowledge and I agree with is those people’s family members who basically say it is not the shark’s 
fault. Sharks rarely, if ever, engage in a killing spree à la Jaws at Amity Beach. Broadly speaking, these days 
most Australians and family members of the people who have been killed are basically of the view that we 
should leave this endangered species alone. I agree with that particular philosophy. 

Having ranged not nearly as broadly as the member for Mandurah in relation to this legislation, I think that any 
legislation that does anything to try to preserve and protect our marine life is good. I will not make my speech 
about sanctuary zones, which I do support. I believe that any legislation that does anything to protect and 
preserve our state’s and our world’s marine life is a good thing. Even if this legislation does that only at the 
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edges, I support it and I will make sure that we do something at whatever level we can to preserve the marine life 
that is part of our natural heritage. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Minister for Environment) [7.49 pm] — in reply: I begin by 
acknowledging all the members opposite who spoke on the Fish Resources Management Amendment Bill 
2011—the members for Collie–Preston, Gosnells, Kwinana, and Rockingham—and thank them for their 
contributions. The amendments contained in this bill are designed to improve the legal and administrative 
framework of the management of the state’s fisheries and the aquaculture industry and protect the state’s marine 
and aquatic environment. The Minister for Fisheries in the other house thanked the previous Minister for 
Fisheries, who initiated the review of the Fish Resources Management Act that has resulted in this bill, which 
contains a number of important amendments being brought before Parliament. I am informed by the Minister for 
Fisheries in the other house that this will be the last amendment to the act before it and the Pearling Act are 
replaced with a new act when the fisheries and aquatic resources management bill, which is expected to be 
introduced into Parliament next year, is passed. Members will have the opportunity to comment on a proposed 
new fisheries management framework in the not too distant future. 

I will now address my comments to the issues raised by members opposite, beginning with the member for 
Collie–Preston, who supports the bill. He raised a couple of issues and is quite knowledgeable on these matters. I 
thank him for his pertinent comments on the bill relating to both aquaculture and fisheries. Obviously he has had 
a fair bit of experience in that area, having chaired an aquaculture committee in association with Peter Millington 
from the Department of Fisheries, who I understand has moved on to the ChemCentre. He is a very good 
operator. The member for Collie–Preston suggested that red tape was an issue that discouraged investment in 
aquaculture. I think this bill will help to address that in some respects through the requirements to prepare 
management and environmental plans that can specify the factors that the proponent’s application may have to 
address. It could be quite a comprehensive plan if the fishery is in danger or in peril, but for the more mundane 
species, the management plan will not be so detailed. That is one aspect of the bill that will help to reduce red 
tape. Another area in which the government is seeking to reduce red tape is by the creation of aquaculture 
development zones. The government intends to identify zones that are suitable for aquaculture and do the 
preparatory work beforehand so that the zone is basically investor ready. That is another opportunity. 

The member for Collie–Preston made some interesting observations about the amount of tuna caught in Japan—
68 000 tonnes—which is quite astounding. He also talked about the marron farm down south that is being 
supported by the government and Wesfarmers, and the need to keep that going. I will make sure that I pass on 
the member’s comments about that to the Minister for Fisheries. The member for Collie–Preston also talked 
about crayfishing and said that he supports the new quota system. I think everyone thinks that is a good way to 
go. There are a lot of benefits to the new quota approach to spread out the possible peaks and troughs in the 
pricing of the market, as well as allow the crayfishermen to fish whenever they so choose. The member said that 
sometimes there are some constraints on that, and I believe that this legislation gives them extra flexibility. I will 
refer the member’s comments about the cuts in the recreational catch to the minister. He made another good 
point, which I share, about inland fresh water licences. Many years ago I had an interesting experience when I 
bought a fishing line at Derby Discounts and drove to Windjana Gorge. As I drove in, I was met by the 
Department of Conservation and Land Management officer who thought that he recognised my car because his 
son-in-law had the same type of car, although mine had a different numberplate. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It was an XW Falcon; it was a collector’s item! I sold it for $100. 

The officer noticed that I had some fishing lines in the boot and asked whether I had a fishing licence. I was 
unaware, as a 28-year-old, that I needed a fishing licence. I asked him whether I could buy one off him and he 
said that I would have to buy one at Derby. I think that was the last time I went fishing! I never did any inland 
fishing when I was in Derby. I thank the member for Collie–Preston for his comments. 

The member for Gosnells also supports the bill. He raised concerns about the risk-based management and 
suggested that risk-based management was about identifying the actual fishery and what risks are involved and 
drawing up a management plan based on that risk. He is exactly right and that is exactly how it is intended to 
operate. We would expect a very strong and stringent management plan to be in place for the assessment of the 
southern bluefin tuna fishery, for example. That is what that particular amendment to the bill is about. The 
member also mentioned the designated aquaculture development zones. As I said in response to the previous 
member’s comments, the purpose of that is to cut red tape and provide an opportunity to assess the areas for 
aquaculture and further develop them for investors. Naturally, they will have to be properly managed when the 
proposals come in. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: How does the choice of the designated aquaculture zones mesh with your activities in your 
own portfolio? Is that something you have done in concurrence with you as Minister for Environment? 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: No. If there is an issue from the point of view of my portfolio, I would expect that the 
Department of Environment and Conservation would consult with the Department of Fisheries. That is 
something we have to look forward to. 

The member talked about the management plans. They are designed to protect the marine environment and 
biological values of the areas. The management plans are broad and all-encompassing. Basically, management 
plans can be enhanced to give greater protection to the environment. The member informed the house about a 
number of aspects of sanctuary zones and said that he supported sanctuary zones comprising 30 per cent or more 
of marine parks. That is a metric that is promulgated by many people, including a survey that was recently done 
in Western Australia. The member for Gosnells gave us some of the results of the survey, which were quite 
interesting. He said that 61 per cent of fishers support a 30 per cent no-take zone in marine parks. I think I know 
the person who provided the capital funding for that survey, but it was interesting to get those results. As the 
member knows, this government is creating four new marine parks in the Kimberley. We are concentrating on 
establishing a marine park in the Pilbara and another in the south west. I think our record on marine parks will be 
very good. Indeed, those marine parks will have sanctuary zones. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: What percentage of the marine parks will be sanctuary zones? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member will find out when they are released. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You will be very pleased. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes; the member will be very pleased with the indicative management plan—and when 
they are released the member will, I am sure, be pleasantly surprised. 

I think the member closed with some comments about the Western rock lobster and the importance of the 
puerulus count and I agree with his comments. 

The member for Kwinana, who is not in the house now, spoke mainly about Cockburn Sound and the importance 
of strong regulatory arrangements for the management of the sound. Once again, if there are management plans 
in relation to this bill, any management plans around fishing in Cockburn Sound will have to take into account 
the environmental aspects of Cockburn Sound—so that should not be a problem. The member then made some 
very good comments supporting the Cockburn Sound Management Council, which I meet with regularly. Every 
year, it produces a publicly available report on the status of the sound. The member basically supports the 
council and I certainly do as well. 

The member for Mandurah used a bit of licence on the bill; it is unusual for the member for Mandurah to not talk 
specifically to the bill and I was quite surprised. He mentioned a few issues that he has raised in the house 
before, including something that we are obviously all passionate about; namely, the health of the Peel–Harvey 
system and the importance of its sustainability from a fishing point of view. I grew up not too far away in 
Bunbury. We used to drive up to Mandurah when they eventually put the road through. It was not initially 
through in my day. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Because you are much older than me! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is right; by a long way! Not really! In fact, I remember going through Mandurah 
and it had a sign saying “Population — 6 000”. That shows members how old I am! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: That would have been in about 1942, I think. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No; it was, I think, around the early 1970s—the very early 70s. But it might have been 
less than that. I think we could get through as far as Lake Clifton. There was a farm at which people could get 
some petrol. We had to ring the house and the people would come out to pump the petrol. 

Mr M. McGowan: The good old days. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. 

I agree with the member for Mandurah’s concerns about nutrients and I share his concern about the importance 
of looking at all developments around the Peel–Harvey area to make sure nutrients are constrained. 

I know the member has raised Point Grey before and it will obviously come across my desk for consideration, 
along with Keralup in the Serpentine catchment area, which is, I know, a problem river. 

The member for Rockingham supports the legislation. He touched more closely on the bill than did the member 
for Mandurah, including an international perspective in terms of the quality of world oceans, which is, I think, a 
big issue and something that we can keep an eye on in terms of commonwealth relations and international 
treaties et cetera. The member suggested two ways forward to improve the current situation. One was an 
international body of equal strength to those set up for whaling issues, to address the oceans issue. He also 
suggested that the definition of the exclusion zone should be extended past 200 kilometres. I am sure that will be 
reported in Hansard and I certainly have — 
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Mr P. Papalia: Are you really going to rewrite international law? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The member for Rockingham suggested that it is something that should be looked at in 
terms of it being a suggestion that is perhaps good for Australia—indeed, if we are responsible. However, I guess 
it depends on which countries we extend the 200-kilometre zone — 

Mr M. McGowan: Can you send that off to—who is the guy who runs the UN now? Who replaced Kofi Annan? 
Can you send that off to Kofi Annan’s successor? Can you send that off to Ban Ki-moon? 

Mr P. Papalia: With your endorsement! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Not me personally; but I think the federal minister for the environment might be 
interested. 

Mr M. McGowan: I am pretty sure that when Ban Ki-moon gets it he will say, “Oh, my goodness! Bill 
Marmion’s on the case.” 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am sure—from Western Australia. Where is that? 

Mr M. McGowan: Yes. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes; I get the member’s point on that. 

I thank all members for their contribution and commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 4 put and passed. 

Clause 5: Section 3 replaced — 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Clause 5 outlines the objects of the act and I note that on page 3, lines 1 to 4 state — 

(2) Those objects will be achieved by these means in particular — 

(a) conserving fish and protecting their environment; 

This is essentially a resource management act; that is, it is about managing a resource for all commercial 
endeavours, and that is recognised. I am, however, curious to know from the minister how he reconciles the use 
of a piece of legislation for commercial endeavours with an object that is about protecting environmental values. 
I ask the minister this, because I think it is important that he consider this with a view to having a view on the 
proposed aquatic resources management bill. He has foreshadowed that the bill will come to Parliament in the 
near future and that the Minister for Fisheries already has drafting instructions underway for that piece of 
legislation. I think in that we will see more acutely this issue of a body that manages our aquatic environment 
being not only responsible for the aquatic environment, but also involved in the economic exploitation of that 
resource. I am interested to hear the minister’s views specifically on proposed section 3(2)(a) and to know how 
he foresees that situation playing out when we come to look at the aquatic resources management bill.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Proposed section 3 refers to “conserving fish and protecting their environment”. That is 
a restatement of what is in the existing act. It has not changed at all. They are the exact same words under 
“Objects” of the current act. Some of the other words have been embellished to give greater strength and clarity. 
The one the member has picked out is slightly different. The existing act reads “to conserve fish and to protect 
their environment”; the amending bill reads “conserving fish and protecting their environment”. Basically, it has 
not changed at all. The drafters have found a clearer way to express how the objectives will be achieved by 
following those principles of conserving fish and protecting their environment. If someone is doing a 
management plan or dealing with this legislation, that is what they must take into account. They had to before, 
and they still have to.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: More broadly, does the minister have any thoughts on this issue of a piece of 
legislation that would empower an agency, perhaps the Department of Fisheries, to have responsibility for the 
aquatic environment not only for its environmental values, but also for the economic exploitation of that aquatic 
environment?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am confident that the Department of Fisheries is the right vehicle. I get the member’s 
point: there is an industry of taking the fish and there is a conservation role. If we do not conserve the fish, we 
will not have an industry. I am not the minister—I am speaking on his behalf—but I am sure he would be 
confident that the Department of Fisheries has that balance right and it has the science behind the fishery stock to 
make sure conservation becomes paramount; otherwise we do not have an industry.  
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Mr C.J. Tallentire: Does the minister realise, though, that the power of this aquatic resources management 
legislation could be such that it could undermine the marine division within the Department of Environment and 
Conservation? It currently has a role in managing the marine environment for biodiversity objectives. At some 
point there has to be a discussion about which is the main agency when it comes to looking after the marine 
environment.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Apparently the next legislation will come in next year. We are looking at the whole act 
of the Department of Fisheries. That issue will be clarified and there will be an opportunity to debate that in the 
new bill.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clauses 6 to 20 put and passed. 

Clause 21: Sections 74 and 75 replaced — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: This clause proposes a new section 74, “Contravention of management plan”. I ask quite a 
simple question: is it only aimed at corporates, or is it aimed at fishing groups or recreational fishers, because the 
fines are $80 000 upwards?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: The proposed section relates only to the commercial side of fisheries. The recreational 
side is picked up in another part of the act. This is to do with commercial fishers.  

Mr M.P. Murray: This is for clarification more than anything. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. 

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 22 put and passed.  

Clause 23: Section 77 replaced — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: The proposed section is headed “Contravention of condition of managed fishery licence or 
managed fishery permit”. It is stated at proposed subsection (1) — 

A person must not intentionally or recklessly contravene a condition of — 

(a) a managed fishery licence; or 

(b) a managed fishery permit. 

“Intentionally or recklessly” are two issues: for how many warnings, notifications or otherwise is the law being 
pushed on intentionally, unintentionally or recklessly on that issue? I am not sure whether I have explained 
myself very well. It could be that people who push the boundaries at all times are caught by “recklessly”. They 
may say, “I’m sorry, it’s reckless. Give me a chance this time”. Is there any note-taking or anything on a file to 
say that these people have done this previously? They might be across the line, say, at the Abrolhos three times 
in three years. I think that would then be detrimental to this bill.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: This proposed section again relates to the commercial fishing industry. I am advised that 
fisheries officers have clever ways of getting intelligence. I have learnt a little about that today. The intelligence 
they can get is pretty extensive. If it was blatant recklessness in contravening a condition, the officers would 
obviously have a choice; for example, if it is a first offence, they could charge straightaway or they would have 
the flexibility to impose a lesser fine. It would depend on the intelligence. Obviously if it is a second or third 
offence I would assume very little leniency would be given.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Some years back there was a very similar case about whether it was done intentionally, 
recklessly or unintentionally. A series of pots were placed in one area. Apparently on due reckoning it was only a 
few metres either way. That is the point I am trying to make: some people will push a metre this way or that way. 
With today’s technology, that mistake should not be made anyway. That is where I am coming from. I 
understand what the answer is but I am sure the minister understands —  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Although I am not the Minister for Fisheries, I suggest that it would be up to the 
fisheries inspector to decide, and the fact they have all the gear, a GPS and the like, probably means they are 
commercial fishers, but if someone was in a tinny and has drifted only half a metre or a metre over the line and 
they are arguing over that, they would not be a commercial fisher—I do not know. The benefit of proposed new 
section 77 is that there is now a little flexibility, whereas under a black-and-white law they would get the heavy 
fine. Fisheries officers will now have flexibility. The member may recall that horror case some years ago when a 
person got pinged for fishing in an exclusion zone, when he claimed he had rung up the department, which said 
it was okay. Hopefully, those sorts of things will not happen again.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 24 to 29 put and passed. 
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Clause 30: Section 91 amended — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I am interested in the minister’s comments on division 1, “Aquaculture licences”. I 
may be naive, but I am interested in the effect of this section on backyard aquaculture activities, which seem to 
be on the increase; that is, people who purchase a tank or tanks for the backyard and use a system whereby a by-
product of the fish is used on the gardens for fertiliser et cetera. Are those sorts of enterprises licensed currently 
or will they be licensed under this amended section? This is a growing phenomenon. There are a number of 
people in my electorate who are experimenting with growing barramundi and bream. Are they required to be 
licensed; and, if not, is there an intention to monitor such enterprises? Can the minister comment on these 
backyard enterprises, the cottage-type industry, that someone might decide to get into? It is my understanding 
that it costs a few thousand dollars to set up a system and it can done in small or large tanks. A lot of people are 
using poly-tanks.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am advised that the small-scale hobbyist-type ventures are currently not licensed. 
Section 92 provides that the Director General of Fisheries grants an aquaculture licence. One of the concerns 
about backyard enterprises is stopping people from disposing of fish stock, for example, gold fish, in a river. We 
do not want that, and clause 41, which will insert proposed part 9A, covers that.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: I was going to ask a similar question on clause 41.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Hobbyists are not licensed at the moment, so they can carry on their operations. 
However, the Department of Fisheries can act if it gets word that there may be a problem with exotic fish being 
released into the natural environment. It will depend on the scale of the operation.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: At what point does it become of interest to the Department of Fisheries and an 
enterprise is not a cottage or backyard enterprise? At what point will the department decide an enterprise is 
commercial and is obviously not breeding the fish for personal and family use, but potentially for sale, which 
brings into play health regulations et cetera. Whilst the minister said that the backyard cottage industry–type 
stuff is not currently licensed, at what point does the department require a licence?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I pre-empted that question when I gave that advice previously. I do not have a precise 
dollar figure for when an enterprise becomes commercial, but if a backyard venture, such as marron farming, 
starts to make a commercial return and becomes a larger scale operation, obviously it will need to be licensed.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: On that point, in some areas I see cottage industries with marron and even barramundi for 
sale. If no dollar term is specified, is there a weight restriction or limit on cubic metres of water or anything like 
that? There are hobby farmers, especially down in Balingup and those areas, who are making a living from 
selling whatever they can. If they have a dozen marron and they can sell them for $40, they are out on the side of 
the road selling them.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: If they are selling to the public, they need to be licensed.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: We are being asked to add the term “harvesting” to section 91(a) of the act. I refer to 
an example I used in the second reading debate on corralling of southern bluefin tuna from the ocean. Would that 
constitute harvesting? What controls are there on a person corralling a school of southern bluefin tuna into a pen 
arrangement somewhere? I am worried that we do not have a control mechanism; in fact, we have an exemption 
for someone who might be doing that.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I refer the member to the proposed new wording in section 91(a), which reads, in part, 
“keeping, breeding, hatching, culturing, harvesting … any fish”. If they are in the ocean, that is fishing; if they 
are in a tub, that is harvesting. We are being consistent. We are bringing in more rules around aquaculture.  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I do not want to labour the point, but I am not clear on the definition of “commercial” and 
whether that means someone who sells half a dozen marron as a hobby or whatever. It is my understanding that 
in agriculture someone has to be able to show that they are going to make a living or a profit to be called 
commercial. I am trying to understand how a hobby farmer who sells a dozen marron and is considered 
“commercial”, should be any different to a hobby farmer selling a hundred sheep, who is not considered 
“commercial” for taxation purposes.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Under section 91 of the main act there is an exemption. The exemption is for — 

keeping, breeding, hatching, culturing or selling any fish of a prescribed class … 

Therefore, if a fish is of a prescribed class, which I assume marron and yabbies could be, section 91 gives an 
exemption for that.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 31: Section 92A inserted — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: My question is one that has been asked of me by the aquaculture groups about the 
classifications of water quality in proposed section 92A. On page 23 of the bill, mention is made of water 
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quality, sediment, disease, maximum nutrient levels or loads, environmental monitoring et cetera. Which agency 
deals with those issues and when does it change over from the Environmental Protection Authority or the 
Department of Fisheries? The concern in the aquaculture industry is that there was some understanding within 
the industry that these sorts of issues would be dealt with by the Department of Fisheries and not by the EPA, or 
vice versa. From my briefing today, I understand that there are some agreements between the Department of 
Environment and Conservation and the Department of Fisheries. But to me there is still the EPA and the 
Department of Fisheries issue. Does there need to be double dipping with the responsibility? Does it belong to 
the Department of Fisheries or does it belong to the EPA?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: In the legislation, the power is basically given to the CEO of the Department of 
Fisheries, which has a memorandum of understanding with the Department of Environment and Conservation, as 
the member was briefed. 

Mr M.P. Murray: Therefore, there is also an MOU with the EPA, not only with DEC? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: If something is of a large scale—I use the example of Cone Bay barramundi for 
instance, which is a large-scale operation—that would be referred to the Environmental Protection Authority 
anyway. It gets down to scale. We do not want everything going to the EPA, but if something looks like it is a 
major development that could have implications outside — 

Mr M.P. Murray: I understand that—please bear with me—nothing much has changed from the previous act 
then. A concern from the industry itself, the onshore aquaculture group more than any other group, was about 
which body really controls that environmental issue. It looks as though the process is very similar to what was in 
the legislation previously; I am just trying to understand it.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: With onshore developments things are pretty well as they are: the Department of 
Fisheries does the management. The example I gave of Cone Bay is actually offshore and in that particular case, 
which is also large scale, the EPA is brought in. But I have been advised that generally onshore concerns will be 
the responsibility of the CEO of the Department of Fisheries.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 32 and 33 put and passed. 

Clause 34: Sections 97A and 97B, Part 8 Division 2 heading and section 97C inserted — 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I am interested in clause 34 on page 26 of the bill, from line 26 onwards where it is 
stated — 

The Minister may offer areas of land or WA waters for aquaculture leases by means of public auction, 
public tender, ballot or private treaty. 

The legislation as it currently stands states — 

The Minister may only grant a lease under this section in respect of an area of land and waters vested in 
the Minister for that purpose or an area of coastal waters. 

I just want clarification that what I just read out from the main act still stands and that we are really limiting this 
power of the minister to grant leases to areas that are vested in the minister. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I did not get all of the member’s question, but my understanding is that this land will not 
be vested in the minister. The minister already grants leases, but the land will not be vested in the minister 
himself. There will just be the opportunity for the minister to grant aquaculture leases within an aquaculture 
development zone that may have been gazetted as an area where studies have already been done, and where it 
has been decided that it is an area where there could be aquaculture, and a lease could be granted. That does not 
mean that the lease will be vested in the Minister for Fisheries.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I seek the minister’s clarification that section 97(8) of the existing legislation still 
stands, because it states — 

The Minister may only grant a lease … in respect of an area of land and waters vested in the Minister 
for that purpose … 

I just seek the minister’s clarification that that line is still retained.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: If the member reads section 97(8) of the existing legislation carefully—I had to read it 
three times—he will see that it states —  

The Minister may only grant a lease under this section in respect of an area of land and waters vested in 
the Minister for that purpose — 

That is purpose, full stop — 

or an area of coastal waters. 
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Mr M.P. MURRAY: Proposed section 97B(1) states — 

The CEO may grant a temporary aquaculture permit to the holder of an aquaculture licence authorising 
the licence holder to carry on … 

And so on. Could the minister explain to me what an original area is, because the proposed section states 
“alternative area” rather than “new area”?  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I have to read it again so that I am clear, but I have the answer; I am reading it. 

Mr M.P. Murray: I would have thought that if someone was moving from one area to another, that area would 
be classified as a new area, not an alternative area.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Let us say there was an aquaculture area that for some unknown reason got 
contaminated by an oil spill or something. This provision allows the CEO of the Department of Fisheries to grant 
a temporary aquaculture permit so a move could be made to another area without starting up a new process. Let 
us say that for some reason someone had an area and something happened to it. That person would grizzle, as 
they should do — 

Mr M.P. Murray: Let us say if you get a bug in one area, and you say, “We have got to get them out of there 
quickly; we can go to an alternative area,” it is not necessarily deemed a new area, it is an alternative area.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, correct.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Okay, thank you.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 35: Section 97 amended — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Again, my question is very similar to the previous one. I refer to proposed subsection 
(5A)(d), which refers to the activities to be, or that are being, conducted under the lease et cetera. Who has the 
final say on the leaseholders? Is it the Environmental Protection Authority or the Department of Fisheries? It is 
the same question, but we are now dealing with leaseholders, and my understanding is that the leases are granted 
by Fisheries. Therefore, I come back to ask: who makes the final decision? Should the minister grant a lease if 
there is a chance that the EPA will not grant its end of it? It is about spending money, when the decision should 
probably not have been allowed in the first instance. Alternatively, should it be separated from the EPA and go 
back to Fisheries? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Proposed paragraph (d) relates to the Minister for Fisheries. The memorandum of 
understanding would go out for public comment. If the minister is satisfied that the activities to be, or that are 
being, conducted under the lease are unlikely to adversely affect other fish or the aquatic environment, he can 
renew the lease. That is specifically the Minister for Fisheries, and he would obviously have to take into account 
the public comment and the MOU with the Department of Environment and Conservation. 

Mr M.P. Murray: I assume that due diligence or some studies would have been done before the lease is put up. 
That, I think, is the crux of the whole matter. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, a whole lot of due diligence, including a management and environmental plan, 
would have been done by the proponent anyway, so that would go to the Department of Fisheries and then to the 
minister for approval. 

Mr M.P. Murray: That is exactly what I thought. I thank the minister. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 36 put and passed. 

Clause 37: Section 101 inserted — 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: This clause inserts proposed section 101, “Clean-up and rehabilitation of former 
leased area”. I certainly applaud the intent of this clause, but I am concerned that there is no provision for 
recovering costs. It is fairly easy to imagine a situation in which perhaps a leaseholder has gone into receivership 
and would not be in a financial position to pay the clean-up costs. I imagine that those clean-up costs could be 
quite straightforward; they could be for the removal of pens from an ocean environment perhaps to something far 
more complicated if it related to contamination of an area. So I am curious to know whether there is a cost-
recovery mechanism anywhere—perhaps some sort of bond—and how that would be implemented. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am advised that there is a bond. Therefore, if a leaseholder goes into liquidation, as the 
member said, the costs cannot be recovered, but there is a bond. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 38 put and passed. 
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Clause 39: Section 101A amended — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: This clause amends section 101A. Proposed subsection (2A) states — 

Subject to subsection (2B), the Minister may declare an area of WA waters (other than inland waters) to 
be an aquaculture development zone. 

Can the minister give a bit more substance to that? Certainly, a question I have been asked is: what does that 
actually mean? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I guess the member is asking for the detail of the process for how an aquaculture 
development zone would eventuate. Proposed subsection (2A) just says that the minister may declare an area of 
WA waters, other than inland waters, to be an aquaculture development zone. Does the member want to know 
the process for how that will be declared? My understanding is that a management plan will be prepared and 
there will be a public consultation process about an area in the ocean, obviously, to be declared a zone for 
aquaculture development. 

Mr M.P. Murray: It comes from Flinders via Augusta. I am not sure whether the detail is too much, but there 
was an area that one of our boys put up and said, “This is an area that we’re going to study.” The general public 
was quite angry that there was no consultation about that area, because they wanted to turn it into an abalone 
farm. Consultation was not held with members of the local community, and it was their favourite whiting spot. 
So the conflict of interest was there. I am just wondering whether there is any process other than just saying that, 
yes, someone has applied, and that is it. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: There will definitely be a public consultation process about where these zones will be 
located. So, with this process, the public will be able to have input. The minister will get that input, and he can 
take that input on board. 

Mr M.P. Murray: I will just make a further comment. If you have that public consultation period in the middle 
of winter, there will be seven people and three dogs, and when it comes to summer, there will be 7 000 people 
and 40 dogs, so the issue is quite different. That is the point I am trying to make. Is there a process that is a bit 
larger than dealing with just that area, because that was quite a contentious issue? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Proposed subsection (2B) goes on to give a bit of the extra process around it. It states — 

The Minister can only make a declaration under subsection (2A) …  

(a) with the concurrence of the Minister to whom the administration of the Land Administration 
Act 1997 is committed; and  

(b) after consulting with the Minister to whom the administration of the Conservation and Land 
Management Act 1984 is committed. 

I, as Minister for Environment, am the minister who looks after the Conservation and Land Management Act. So 
there are a couple of other checks and balances. Perhaps a wise minister would be listening to the local people if 
he was going to — 

Mr M.P. Murray: Conflict is what I am talking about, minister. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes. The short answer is that the minister can do it. How he does it is probably his 
choice, but one thing he has to do is get the concurrence of the minister who looks after the Land Administration 
Act, and he has to consult, under proposed paragraph (b), with the Minister for Environment.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: On the point the minister raised about proposed section 101A(2B), he identified that 
there has to be concurrence with the Minister for Lands. That means that the Minister for Lands must agree with 
the declaration area proposal, whereas the Minister for Fisheries simply has to consult the Minister for 
Environment. I am concerned that this puts the Minister for Environment in a subservient position to the 
Minister for Fisheries. I touched on this earlier. There has been a lot of discussion in the media about the conflict 
between the Fire and Emergency Services Authority and the Department of Environment and Conservation. It is 
also well known that there is conflict between DEC and the Department of Fisheries in relation to the marine 
environment. I am touching on the issue that, potentially, the minister would be told by the Minister for Fisheries 
that he is going to go ahead and declare an aquaculture area and he would not have the right to say no, unlike the 
Minister for Lands who would have the right to say no. The different choice of wording in proposed 
section 101A(2B) seems quite deliberate; in one case it refers to “concurrence” and in the other it refers to 
“consulting”. I am keen to hear the minister’s answer, but I certainly hope that he takes note of this. Potentially, 
down the track we will see this situation come up again and there will be a conflict between agencies about the 
management and control of our marine environment.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I think this has been well drafted by parliamentary counsel. Proposed section 
101A(2B)(a) reads — 
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with the concurrence of the Minister to whom the administration of the Land Administration Act 
1997 …  

That minister would probably own the land and he is responsible for it; he is the owner. Therefore, obviously, we 
need the minister’s concurrence before we can declare something on his land. I think it is very prudent and 
useful that this bill makes sure that the Minister for Fisheries consults with the Minister for Environment, who 
looks after the environmental values of the marine environment.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The minister would concede that “consult” is an inferior position to one of 
“concurrence”. I am sure that the minister is aware that concurrence is required in many other areas, such as in 
the resources sector. The requirement for concurrence with the Minister for Mines and Petroleum is quite 
commonly practised. I do not understand why the Minister for Environment would not have to give his or her 
concurrence to the declaration of an aquaculture zone.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am pretty comfortable with the wording. I am very comfortable that the Department of 
Fisheries has a conservation bone. If it does not look after the fishery stock, it does not have an industry. The 
objects of the act are quite clear—that is, fisheries stock needs to be conserved. I am comfortable with this 
wording but I take the member’s points on board.  

Clause put and passed.  

Clause 40 put and passed.  

Clause 41: Part 9A inserted —  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I suppose my line of inquiry is similar to the question I asked before, but this specific 
clause relates to exotic fish. We are all well aware of the potential damage from the escape of exotic fish into our 
waterways. For example, I think of the koi carp in other parts of Australia. Koi carp has escaped or been released 
into waterways—even into the Murray River, from memory—and caused damage to the natural environment and 
native species. My reading of the elements of this clause is that a fisheries officer has the powers to intervene to 
“inspect, seize and destroy fish”. On page 33, as part of the same clause, proposed section 103A(3) reads — 

The CEO may direct a fisheries officer to intervene in relation to that fish if, in the circumstances, 
intervention will or could minimise the risk of the accidental introduction of exotic fish into WA waters.  

We all know that koi carp, for example—there are others—are sold in a variety of places, including our average 
pet store and nurseries. I am interested in the extent to which the department is being strategic, if you like, about 
this particular issue of exotic species. I would like to hear the minister’s comments on whether this particular 
proposed section bolsters existing protocols and procedures or whether it is new. Does a provision such as this, 
which relates to exotic fish, already exist? I am interested to know where this sits with the current acts of control.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: Under existing part 9, headed “Noxious Fish”, the department has powers to intervene, 
but that will be repealed under the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act. Proposed part 9A is a head of 
power to make sure that fisheries officers can intervene with unlicensed people involved in aquaculture, or carp 
or goldfish, in certain circumstances, if they believe that could minimise the risk of accidental introduction into 
WA waters. This is a new head of power relating to exotic fish, but part 9 of the act, headed “Noxious fish”, will 
eventually be repealed. Therefore this provision replaces that.  

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I do not want to take up too much time, but does that include intervening—I am just 
using an example—with a local government authority that may seek to stock an artificial lake in a new 
subdivision with an exotic species such as koi carp? Can the department have any control in, if we like, 
discouraging a local government or a developer from doing that? The developer may have this view that this will 
be great for the development and to put koi carp in will be wonderful, but we know that the more koi carp or 
exotic species are allowed to breed—they are prolific breeders—it can cause problems in the long term. I am 
interested in how this provision might relate to disallowing a local government authority or indeed a developer 
from stocking an artificial lake with exotic fish. I would think that proposed section 103A(3) might allow a CEO 
to direct an officer to do so. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Certainly the department would encourage local government or developers to introduce 
fish into inland lakes that they develop. They would need to get approval normally to do that anyway. Indeed, 
there are local governments now coming to the Department of Fisheries with advice on how to eradicate these 
particular fish. In terms of proposed section 103A(3), “WA waters” is a very broad term. It relates to any water, 
including in a toilet, I have been advised. It can also be quite narrow in terms of its interpretation. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: An officer could come in and seize a fish from a fishbowl from the minister’s home in 
Nedlands. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do have two goldfish, member. 
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Mr M.P. MURRAY: Could it be aquariums or anything like that? If it is unlicensed, if it is on your property—it 
may be something that has been brought in illegally—and you find out about it, you can go and say, “They’ve 
got to go.” Is that the intent of that law? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: They have to have a strong suggestion that the person is not looking after the property 
and they could release it into WA waters and contaminate a river or something like that. There has to be a risk—
even if it is accidental. 

Mr M.P. Murray: Point taken, but it could relate back to that aquarium. 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Correct. I could lose my goldfish. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 42 to 48 put and passed. 

Clause 49: Section 141 amended —  

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I would like the minister and his adviser to briefly explain the advantage of this provision. 
I think it is important that we do that. It is my understanding it may bring extra pots into the industry and be 
worth some money. I would like a brief explanation on that. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is an important clause that relates to the release of stranded assets. In the crayfish 
industry, for instance, my understanding is that people can transfer their pots, but they have to hang onto one. If 
they transfer them all, they are in trouble. In this amendment, if someone is a crayfish pot owner, they can 
actually transfer that as well, and it will come back to them. My advice is that by doing this it actually allows an 
extra $3.5 million of crayfish to be caught. It is a fairly important thing for the industry and also for the owner of 
the pots to get a return because it is being used. 

Mr M.P. Murray: I think it is very important that that is put on Hansard for people to understand why that law 
is to be changed. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 50 to 53 put and passed. 

Clause 54: Part 15A inserted — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: Clause 54 includes proposed section 153 and defines “commercial quantity”, “priority 
fish” and “traffic”. My concern is about the commercial quantity and how that is worked out. We know that there 
are bag limits and weights for both amateurs and professionals. Does that mean that that weight is a commercial 
quantity? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The actual detail around the commercial quantity will be defined through regulations. 
They will be subject to disallowance. I have been advised that proposed section 154, “Trafficking in fish”, is 
more to do with organised crime than a genuine commercial operation. The actual specifics will be defined in the 
regulations, which could be disallowed. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 55 put and passed. 

Clause 56: Part 16A inserted — 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: This clause inserts part 16A, specifically dealing with emergency powers to deal with 
biological threats. I am interested in the minister’s comments regarding the powers of the CEO that are then 
devolved to the relevant officer. I am concerned about proposed section 177C, “Dealing with biological threats”. 
As we are aware, the potential for biological threats and their impact on waterways and native fauna and flora is 
certainly something that continues to grow in importance. I am interested in where the responsibility, or the 
jurisdiction of responsibility, comes into play. For example, crown-of-thorns starfish — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Try the black-striped mussel; we’ll use that one. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The one that attaches to — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Ships, and they drop off when they go into port. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: They are deposited in a port. First of all, does an example of that nature come under 
this particular proposed section? What measures are used currently to keep in check these potential biological 
threats? I think the crown-of-thorns starfish has caused major problems for many ports around the world. I 
know—the member for Gosnells may be able to help me here—a lot of the threats come from ports in South-
East Asia where they are picked up and potentially deposited in ports around Australia. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Through ballast. 
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Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: That is right—through the emptying of ballast et cetera. I am interested in part 16A; 
is that an example of where these powers would be enacted? Again, I am assuming this is a new part 16A to the 
act. What currently exists in dealing with potential biological threats of the example I have given? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We have been relying on the noxious fish provisions under part 9, which will be 
repealed under the Biosecurity and Agriculture Management Act. But the member is right: this is a new power to 
specifically deal with those invasive marine species that might stick on the bottom of a ship. The Department of 
Fisheries has the power to prevent ships from coming into our waters. If the biological threat gets into the 
harbour, the department has the power to do anything it can to eradicate it. I do not know how that can be done 
because I am not an expert, but the bill gives the department the power to do that. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: The reason I asked that question is that over the next decade a number of major 
resource projects in the north of our state in particular will be either planned or underway and we will see a much 
greater increase in the number of marine and ship movements from those waters to China and India, for example. 
Many of those ships are very large and potentially could carry a species that is a biological threat. The marine 
environment of the north west of our state in particular is pristine and a range of environs require ongoing 
monitoring and protection. I can foresee that the Department of Environment and Conservation will have a 
greater responsibility to monitor those ships in cahoots with the Department of Fisheries. The minister may have 
received advice on this matter from his adviser. Ideally, those vessels would be checked before they left their 
country of origin for Australia. I am neither a lawyer nor an expert on international law, but I believe that that 
would be ideal. The reality is that we will see more and more vessels in the north west of the state, particularly in 
the Kimberley and Pilbara regions, both of which have significant environmental assets, and marine 
environmental assets in particular. This aspect of the bill is paramount. I would hate us to suddenly find that the 
new ports that are opening up for these types of vessels to take on board their export cargo will cause a major 
problem because we have not been keeping up with the game. I am interested to hear the minister’s comments on 
that. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not want to confuse the order, but an amendment was moved in the upper house 
specifically relating to what the member just addressed. One of the issues was biological organisms that were 
either attached to vessels or were dropped with the ballast. I draw the member’s attention, under the amended 
bill, to clause 74 “Section 258 amended”. Proposed section 258(1)(f)(ib) states — 

prohibit or regulate the entry into or movement or use within, or direct the removal from, WA waters or 
an area of WA waters of boats or equipment on or attached to boats for the purpose of —  

(i) preventing organisms, as defined in section 177B, that pose or are likely to pose a 
threat to fish or other aquatic resources or to their habitats from entering WA waters 
or an area of WA waters; 

The government moved that amendment in the other house to strengthen the bill and protect the marine 
environment. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: I will finish on this point. If, for example, a ship that is filled with LNG in the 
proposed new port at Onslow berths — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Or before it berths. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Okay, before it berths. If the Department of Fisheries or an inspector has reason to 
believe that there is a biological threat that is either contained in the ballast or is attached to the hull — 

Mr W.R. Marmion: Possibly because the department has intelligence of where the boat came from. 

Mr D.A. TEMPLEMAN: Yes. Clause 74, part of which the minister just read, relates to the clause that I just 
mentioned. I understand that the CEO of the Department of Fisheries, through the authorised officer, has the 
power to prohibit the entry of that ship into a port and/or prevent it from leaving that port until the threat has 
been removed. Is that a correct reading of what these powers do? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is more about a ship that enters our waters. I will give the member some practical 
examples of what can be done. We can demand to see the ship’s cleanliness certificate. If the ship came from a 
port that caused us to be concerned about the marine life it might have picked up, we could check the ship’s 
cleanliness certification. Ships have to make a record of the ballast, so we could get that intelligence. If the CEO 
or authorised person with the designated power continued to remain concerned, they would have the power 
under the act, as I understand it, to prohibit the ship from entering our waters and could physically inspect the 
hull of the ship before it was allowed into the port. I think that would be a better and safer way to go to ensure 
that there are no risks to Western Australia, rather than letting the ship berth. That is what this clause is all about. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: By way of interjection, obviously there are clear resourcing implications for the 
department with regard to those areas that will see traffic of this nature through those ports. 
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Mr W.R. MARMION: I have been advised—I am not the minister—that the department has received 
$9.2 million over three years to deal with biological threats. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: We are all concerned about funding and whether the ship’s owner can get the ship clean 
and tidy or whether the owner will leave the rust bucket tied to the wharf. I am concerned that we can put in 
place all the rules we like but if the Department of Fisheries or the company that owns the ship does not have the 
means to finance cleaning the ship, where do we go? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not saying how I would do it myself, but if the ship was not allowed in, it would 
not be tied up to the wharf. Probably the best way to deal with this is to make sure that it does not get tied up. I 
guess the member is asking what we could do if a ship snuck through the cracks and was tied up to a wharf. 

Mr M.P. Murray: It is totally about finance. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I have been advised that if we were not happy with the cleanliness certificate, we could 
order the ship to dry-dock in Singapore before it entered our waters. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 57 to 73 put and passed. 

Clause 74: Section 258 amended — 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I refer to proposed paragraph (eb), which states — 

provide for the reseeding of fish stocks or the release of fish for the purpose of restoring or improving 
fish stocks; 

My understanding is that this is a major change in the industry. Does that include wild stocks as well as 
impoundment stocks in oceans and rivers? Both amateurs and professional fishers have asked for this for many 
years. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This relates to the regulations; that is, it allows regulations to be made in relation to this 
amended section. This allows for a regulation to restock Cockburn Sound with, for instance, dhufish or snapper, 
or we may want to restore or improve fish stocks in a river—trout, for example.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Does this mean that a reef—for example, near Rottnest—that has been without dhufish for 
many years could now be restocked? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: This is about a regulation on how that would be done. A broad paper on this policy will 
be put out to allow people to discuss this prior to the regulations being developed. Once the regulations are in, a 
person who wants to reseed or restock would have to apply for a permit to do so. This amended section allows 
for the regulations that will allow that to happen, and then the process will be done by way of permit. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I am a little bit confused about the actual proposed paragraph, which states — 

(eb) provide for the reseeding of fish stocks or the release of fish for the purpose of restoring or 
improving fish stocks; 

To me, that is quite clear, yet there is a bit of a sting in the tail along the lines that it is not necessarily what is 
stated in the proposed paragraph; that is, other regulations go with this provision. I am concerned that this gives 
the false impression to anyone who reads the act that this may not be the case. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am not quite sure of the question. This is a regulation head power; it allows, I guess, 
the department or the minister to put up the regulation to do this. I cannot see why the member would not want 
the capability to restore fish stocks. The member mentioned Karnak Island, which has snakes on it. Let us say, 
for example, that historically there had been a lot of dhufish in the area, and we would now like to restore those 
stocks. This amendment gives the power to do that—namely, to put the fish back; to reseed and to restock. That 
is, I think, a pretty good head of power to have in a regulation. 

I am also advised that protocols will be in place and we will not be able to put in just any old fish. We would 
obviously have to consider other aspects of the marine environment. I guess we are restoring what used to be, 
and a reasonable reason would be needed to do so; for example, historical evidence that it was once a dhufish 
habitat. I would have thought restoring was a good conservation approach. I am also advised that there will need 
to be strict rules and protocols around this work. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: On the same issue—I am probably labouring the point a little—we have heard press 
stories over many years about how “easy” it is to grow pink snapper, but I understand that pink snapper have 
never been released into the wild; it is not the same with black bream in the Swan River. I am a little confused. I 
am not saying that I want to stock a reef that has never had dhufish on it with something that is a bit out of the 
ordinary. I am trying to work out exactly how we would go about this. For example, the heating of waters in the 
north wiped out many fish species and abalone stocks. There is no abalone season now because there is no 
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abalone due to the heated water. How would we restore that stock? If that were a certain species of fish that we 
were easily able to breed, how would we go about putting them back on that reef? 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I feel like I am going around in circles because I am getting advice that I have already 
given to the member. This does not tell us how to do it; it gives the head of power to allow us to do it. When the 
regulations come in, they might go to the level of how we might do it, but they can be disallowed. The member 
used the example of abalone. This will do exactly that; namely, a reef that previously had abalone but no longer 
does will be able to be restocked with abalone if it was felt that that was the right thing to do. The drafting of 
regulations merely puts in place a process to allow that to happen. 

A member interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: The other part of my question is that this seems to be a major move away from the 
previous policy position in which this was not allowed. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am advised that that is true; it is a change in policy. 

Mr M.P. Murray: Thank you. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 75 to 78 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

House adjourned at 9.29 pm 

__________  
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 
 

CLANDESTINE DRUG LABORATORIES 

5992. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Police 

I refer to the discovery of clandestine drug laboratories for the calendar years 2009, 2010 and 2011 (to date), and 
ask:         
(a) can the Minister list the town or suburb in which each of the clandestine drug laboratories were 

discovered; 

(b) for each year listed, can the Minister advise how many charges resulted from each clandestine drug 
laboratory discovered; 

(c) how many of those charges resulted in convictions; 

(d) how many of those convictions resulted in imprisonment; 

(e) for each year listed, in how many cases has the clandestine drug laboratory been discovered by virtue of 
an explosion; and 

(f) for each year listed, in how many cases were children found on the premises of the drug laboratory? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

(a) [See paper 3976.] 

(b) 2009  Total Persons Charged: 83 
Total Charges Laid:184 

2010  Total Persons Charged: 111 
Total Charges Laid: 216 

2011  Total Persons Charged: 91 
Total Charges Laid: 156 

(c) 2009  Charges Laid: 184 
Convictions: 141 
Convictions Pending and in the court process: 15 

2010  Charges Laid: 216 
Convictions: 150 
Convictions Pending and in the court process: 40 

2011  Charges Laid: 156 
Convictions: 30 
Convictions Pending and in the court process: 122 

(d) 2009  Convictions: 141 
Imprisonment: 28 

2010 Convictions: 150 
Imprisonment: 58 

2011  Convictions: 30 
Imprisonment: 3 

(e) 2009  7 

2010  5 

2011  9 

(f) 2009  No. of laboratories with children at laboratory site: Data not captured 
No. of laboratories with children resident premises: Data not captured 
Total laboratories with children involved: Data not captured 

2010  No. of laboratories with children at laboratory site: 17 
No. of laboratories with children resident premises: 15 
Total laboratories with children involved: 24 

2011  No. of laboratories with children at laboratory site: 12 
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No. of laboratories with children resident premises: 26 
Total laboratories with children involved: 30 

NOTE: Data is current as at Thursday 1st September 2011. Total numbers of children present or 
residing at addresses of Improvised Drug Manufacture Sites are not recorded. The number of premises 
is recorded as having children present or residing at the address. 

INDONESIAN PRISONERS — AGE TESTING PROCESSES 

6009. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Corrective Services 

In relation to the Minister’s answer to Question on Notice No. 5781 which states that I had been given an 
incorrect answer to Question on Notice No. 5151, where the Minister denied that he or his Department had been 
alerted to deficiencies in bone-testing in under-age Indonesian child prisoners, I ask: 

(a) will the Minister table advice received in June–July 2010 relating to independent prison visitor advice 
regarding Indonesian children imprisoned at Hakea adult prison; and 

(i) if not, why not; and 

(b) is the Minister’s corrected answer in Question on Notice No. 5781, claiming that advice was first 
received in late 2010, also incorrect? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

(a)–(b)  The raising of issues in relation to the age of Indonesian prisoners is an ongoing dialogue involving a 
range of public and private individuals as well as the Indonesian Consulate and Federal Authorities.  

The Department of Corrective Services has made, and will continue to make further inquiries about 
individuals when their age is brought into legitimate contention. This has involved inquiries by the 
Federal Police, Indonesian Police, liaison and visitation by Indonesian Consulate Officials and with the 
prisoners themselves. Interpretation services have been made available to ensure individuals are fully 
aware of their rights and the process for age determination court hearings by their respective lawyers. 

INDONESIAN PRISONERS — AGE TESTING PROCESSES 

6031. Mr J.N. Hyde to the Minister for Corrective Services 

I refer to my recent Question on Notice No. 6009, dated 18 August 2011. I also refer to the Minister’s answer to 
Question on Notice No. 5781, which states that I had been given an incorrect answer to Question on Notice 
No. 5151, in which the Minister denied that he or his Department had been alerted to deficiencies in bone-testing 
on under-age Indonesian child prisoners. I ask the Minister whether he can confirm that senior custodial and 
medical staff raised concerns regarding the age of a number of inmates on 27 April 2010, or a nearby date? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

The raising of issues in relation to the age of Indonesian prisoners is an ongoing dialogue involving a range of 
public and private individuals as well as the Indonesian Consulate and Federal Authorities.  

The Department of Corrective Services has made, and will continue to make further inquiries about individuals 
when their age is brought into legitimate contention. This has involved inquiries by the Federal Police, 
Indonesian Police, liaison and visitation by Indonesian Consulate Officials and with the prisoners 
themselves. Interpretation services have been made available to ensure individuals are fully aware of their rights 
and the process for age determination court hearings by their respective lawyers. 

PRETTY POOL — LOT ALLOCATION 

6032. Mr T.G. Stephens to the Minister for Regional Development 

In reference to the Minister’s response to Question on Notice No. 5627 asked on 25 May 2011 and answered 
on 10 August 2011 regarding Lot 676 Pretty Pool: 

(a) for what reason did Landcorp elect to ratify the transfer of this lot to Port Hedland Development Fund 
No. 8 Pty Ltd which bypassed the required tender process in direct contravention of the original sale 
contract; 

(b) why did Landcorp not insist on the sales contract being honoured; 

(c) what specific arrangements were made with Andrew Forrest during the negotiation of this transfer; and 

(d) will the Minister detail the role he played in relation to this matter? 
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Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

 (a) In order to expedite housing supply, the change of beneficial ownership of Lot 676 was approved on the 
basis that the Port Hedland Development Fund No. 8 Pty Ltd (PHDF) had building approvals, plans and 
a building contract in place to commence construction immediately, and complete the 60 unit 
development within 12–15 months. It was also a condition that no speculative profit was made by either 
party as a result of the transfer. These actions were not in contravention of the terms of the original 
sales contract. 

(b) If LandCorp had repurchased the site from PHDF, it could have taken at least 12 months for a new 
buyer to be in a position to commence construction, which would have delayed delivery of urgently 
required high quality accommodation in Port Hedland. 

(c) None. 

(d) LandCorp administered this matter in accordance with its legislation. 

BIOWASTE SLUDGE DUMP — HARVEY PINES, MYALUP 

6033. Mr M.J. Cowper to the Minister for Environment; Water 

Given that in 2008 the Department of Environment issued a license to the Forest Products Commission to allow 
it to annually dump 15,000 dry tonnes of biowaste sludge from Waterman and Beenyup waste-water treatment 
plants onto the Harvey Pines in Myalup: 

(a) what are the nutrient levels in monitoring bores east of Old Coast Road, Myalup; 

(b) what effect will a spike in nitrogen levels have on the market gardens in the area; 

(c) can the people of Western Australia have confidence that Escherichia coli (E. coli) bacteria is not being 
pumped onto crops; 

(d) what is being done to protect from nutrient run-off into Lake Preston and the Myalla Water mound; and 

(e) what effect does dumping of bio-solids have on nearby horse studs, given the recent discovery of a new 
fly species? 

Mr W.R. MARMION replied: 

(a)  Nutrients levels from monitoring bores located east of Old Coast Road in the Lake Preston South 
Subarea of the South West Coastal Groundwater Area in the locality of Myalup show a range of <0.01 
milligrams per litre (mg/L) to 19.51mg/L with a median value of 1.7mg/L from March/April 2010. 

(b) The application rate for biosolids, as specified in the licence conditions, is set at a level so that nitrogen 
will be taken up by the plantations, thereby limiting the entry of nitrogen into the groundwater. 
 Provided that the application of biosolids to the plantations conforms with the levels set in the licence 
conditions, they should not cause a spike in nitrogen levels in groundwater used by market gardeners.  

(c)  Several studies have been completed examining the risk of pathogen contamination to soil, water 
resources and crops from the application of biosolids to plantations.  An initial study, titled ‘Application 
of Biosolids to the Pine Plantations of the Swan Coastal Plain — Final Report of a Three Year Study to 
the Water Corporation of Western Australia’ 2003, by the then Department of Conservation and Land 
Management specific to the Myalup plantation biosolids disposal area, reported that no nutrients, 
pathogens or metals above acceptable limits were detected over the three years of monitoring 
groundwater at Myalup. 

The study reported that, during the initial years of monitoring, all indictor pathogens (including E. coli) 
were observed to be at low levels of risk to public health.  Based on this study, the public can be 
confident that biosolids applied to the Myalup plantation pose minimal risk to groundwater and public 
health when application rates are managed according to the licence conditions. 

(d) Lake Preston and the Myalla Water Mound are protected from nutrient leaching by the vertical 
separation of the biosolids from the water table, and licence conditions that match the rate of application 
to the rate of absorption of nutrients by the plantation.  The soils in the plantations are not conducive to 
surface nutrient ‘run-off’. 

(e) This question should be referred to the Minister for Agriculture and Food. 

The Department of Environment and Conservation has advised that fly emergence from biosolids 
applied at the Myalup plantation is monitored by the Water Corporation periodically during the 
application program.  Monitoring began in June 2011, with no flies emerging from samples up to and 
including 20 July 2011.  

Biosolids are applied at Myalup during the cooler months of the year when there is typically no fly 
emergence. 
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COUNTRY AGE PENSION FUEL CARD SCHEME 

6044. Mr E.S. Ripper to the Minister for Regional Development 

I refer to the eligibility criteria for the Country Age Pension Fuel Card Scheme, and I ask: 

(a) why is a person in receipt of a Centrelink Carer Payment eligible for the fuel card, but a person 
receiving the Centrelink Carer Allowance is not; 

(b) does the Minister intend to make recipients of a Carer Allowance eligible for the Fuel Card; and 

(i) if not, why not; and 

(ii) if so, when will the eligibility criteria be amended to include those receiving a Carer 
Allowance; and 

(c) if it is intended that people in receipt of a Carer Allowance and those in receipt of the Carer Payment 
are both eligible for the fuel card, has this been made clear to all agencies involved in the application 
process and has the published eligibility criteria  been amended to note both types of Carer payments? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

(a)  The Country Age Pension Fuel Card Scheme (Scheme) is only available to income and asset tested 
pension/benefit categories. The Centrelink Carer Allowance is excluded as additional entitlements are 
available to recipients of that benefit and therefore by definition, those pensioners have greater means 
available at their disposal. 

(b)  No. 

(i) A policy review of the Scheme did not support incorporating pension/benefits outside income 
and asset categories that are not subject to income testing.  

(ii) Not applicable. 

(c)  Not applicable. 

AUSTRALIAN EXPORT GRAINS INNOVATION CENTRE — SITE LOCATION 

6065. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Agriculture and Food 

In relation to the recent announcement of collaboration between the State Government and the Grains Research 
Development Corporation (GRDC) to fund the Australian Export Grains Innovation Centre (AEGIC), I ask: 

(a) will the AEGIC facility be built on the same site as the new redeveloped Department of Agriculture and 
Food headquarters in South Perth; and 

(i) if not, where will the new centre be located and will it be built on land owned by the State 
Government; and 

(ii) if the centre is to be located on Government land, what is the cost to the State Government? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

(a) Yes, the AEGIC facility will be built on the same site as the new Department of Agriculture and Food 
Western Australia redevelopment. 

(i) Not applicable.  

(ii) The AEGIC will be located on land which is already owned by the State Government.  There 
will be no additional cost. 

PILBARA CITIES — FUNDING 

6069. Mrs M.H. Roberts to the Minister for Tourism 

I refer to the State Government’s announcement of the Pilbara Cities framework, and I ask: 

(a) is the Western Australian Tourism Commission providing any funding to the plan; and 

(i) if yes, will the Minister please itemise the funding including a timeline of the funding and 
amounts? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(a) No. 

(i) Not applicable. 
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BALMORAL SOUTH IRON ORE PROJECT — ALTERNATIVE BOND 

6080. Mr M. McGowan to the Minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum 

I refer to the State Government’s decision not to impose an approximately $45 million environmental bond 
condition in relation to the Balmoral South Iron Ore Project, and instead impose an alternate bond mechanism 
through the Mining Act 1978, and ask: 

(a) what was the amount of the alternate bond; 

(b) on what date was this alternate bond amount approved by the Minister; 

(c) what is the name of the alternate bond; 

(d) has the bond been applied and if not, why not; 

(e) if the bond has been applied, has the bond amount been paid; and 

(f) if the bond has been applied and not paid, why not? 

Hon NORMAN MOORE replied: 

(a) The Minister for Environment announced in the release of the Appeal Determination (No. 303 of 2009) 
relevant to report and recommendations of the Environmental Protection Authority that the Balmoral 
South Iron Ore Project would not be bonded under the Environmental Protection Act 1986 and noted 
that bonds would be applied under the Mining Act 1978 at the appropriate time. The amount of the 
bond has not been calculated by the Department of Mines and Petroleum yet as no project proposal has 
been submitted by Mineralogy Pty Ltd to the Department of State Development. Once the project 
proposal is submitted, the disturbance areas will be known and the Department of Mines and 
Petroleum’s bond policy will be applied to calculate the bonds. 

(b)  Not applicable 

(c)–(d)  See answer to (a) above. 

(e)–(f)  Not applicable 

COLLIE HOSPITAL — SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS 

6084. Mr M.P. Murray to the Minister for Health 

In relation to security arrangements at the Collie District Hospital, I ask: 

(a) how many staff are on duty between midnight and 7.00 a.m. between Monday to Friday;  

(b) how many staff are on duty between midnight and 7.00 a.m. on Saturday and Sunday; 

(c) in the past 12 months how many incidents have there been between midnight and 7.00 a.m. that have 
required police to respond; 

(d) in the past 12 months how many incidents have there been between 7.00 a.m. and midnight that have 
required police to respond; and 

(e) what security arrangements are in place when the police station is closed? 

Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(a)–(b) 3 nursing staff are on duty between midnight and 7.00 am plus 1 contracted security guard between 
10.00 pm until 2.00 am, 7 nights per week. 

(c) No security incident reports have been submitted by nursing staff.  

(d) 6 Security Incident reports have been submitted. 

(e) Contracted security guards in place until 2.00 am. Local Police have provided a mobile phone contact 
number to the hospital in case a police response is required after the Police Station is closed. If there are 
any concerns by staff, the Security Officer remains beyond 2.00 am. 

TATTOO PARLOURS — LICENSING ARRANGEMENTS 

6095. Ms M.M. Quirk to the Minister for Health 

(1) What are the current arrangements for licensing a tattoo parlour? 

(2) Do such arrangements include character checks? 

(3) Are there any proposals to change the current regulatory regime? 
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Dr K.D. HAMES replied: 

(1) As per the Health (Skin Penetration Procedures) Regulations 1998, the owner of a tattoo parlour must 
notify the local government of the area in which the establishment is located. At present, this is the only 
legal requirement for notification. Additionally, operators must comply with all infection control 
procedures in the Code of Practice for Skin Penetration Procedures.  

The regulations include penalties for not complying with these requirements. 

(2) No. 

(3) The Health (Skin Penetration Procedures) Regulations are currently under review by the Department of 
Health, including requirements for the registration, notification and infection control training of 
practising tattooists. 

__________ 

 

 


