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PREMIER’S STATEMENT 

Consideration 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [8.12 pm]: Before the dinner break, I was talking about the interventionist 
nature of the Premier in the actions of business in this state. I was setting out my view that business needs to 
have the opportunity of getting on with business, with a framework set by government that is applicable to 
business across the board, rather than have an interventionist government that intervenes in certain businesses, 
saying how and why and in what manner they should structure their business affairs. I was making the point that 
I think that the way the Premier behaves is reminiscent of some countries that are very dissimilar to Western 
Australia, and that we should have a government that does not involve itself in this way.  

I was referring in particular to the Oakajee port arrangements. My view of the Premier’s behaviour in this regard 
is that he has behaved in a way that threatens sovereign risk in this state. We need an environment for investment 
in Western Australia that does not involve the most senior politician in this state intervening to tell a company 
how it should structure its business affairs and who should be its investors or its equity partners so that it can be 
allowed to invest in the state. That is what the Premier has done here. His words are like bullets; when he speaks, 
markets listen. When he speaks, the share price of companies can be impacted. When he has spoken on these 
matters before, the share price of Murchison Metals has been impacted. He needs to be very careful with his 
language.  

What did we see in the Parliament yesterday? I wrote down what the Premier said in answer to a question on the 
Oakajee port agreement. First of all, he put out the furphy that somehow only he is supportive of it and the 
opposition is opposed to it. I want to point out that we support the agreement, we support the process, we support 
the port being developed and we support the project. In fact, in July 2008 we actually came up with the 
arrangement to ensure that it would happen. The Premier said yesterday that he will give an extension for the 
presentation of the bankable feasibility study by Oakajee Port and Rail only if he has been “satisfied that there has 
been sufficient movement in the corporate structure of Oakajee Port and Rail”. Only if a public corporation changes 
its corporate structure will it be permitted to continue with its investment in this state. I find that outrageous. 
Oakajee Port and Rail was successful in winning a public tender bid; it won it fair and square. It received the right 
to invest in this state. It has worked on the project for some years and has spent hundreds of millions of dollars in 
the process. Now, unless it changes its corporate structure, in the Premier’s words, it will not be permitted to 
continue with this project, and I assume that it will go back to some sort of open tender arrangement, or the 
Premier will submit to another party to develop the project. 

As I have said to the Premier before, he is not a captain of industry. He set his course in life; he became a 
lobbyist and a few other things before he became a member of Parliament. He set his course in life; he did not set 
his course in life to become a captain of industry. If he wanted to be a captain of industry, if he wanted to make 
decisions on how corporations structure themselves, that is what he should have done. Otherwise, my view is 
that he should butt out. Let business get on with business; let government get on with government. The Premier 
sets a framework; he does not tell companies how to structure their corporate affairs.  

In late 2008 or early 2009, the Premier signed a state development agreement. That development agreement 
concluded the arrangements that were put in place by the former government as part of the overall tender process 
and set OPR on the course it has moved along for the past two years. If the Premier wanted to untangle, as he put 
it, the corporate structure of OPR, that is the point at which he should have done it. But he set a course and he 
allowed it to continue to act in the way that it has, and now he is saying it needs to have “movement in the 
corporate structure of Oakajee Port and Rail”. If the Premier had a problem, that is when he should have dealt with 
it, otherwise he should let OPR get on with what it is doing and he should not play winners or pick favourites in 
this matter. If the losing bidders—who appear to have the Premier’s ear—or their representatives have a problem 
with what took place, there is an easy corporate solution for them. They can invest or come to a business 
arrangement with the successful tenderers. They can buy shares in Murchison Metals, they can buy shares in 
Mitsubishi Development Pty Ltd or they can enter into a corporate arrangement with them, as is usual in 
business affairs. They cannot go and get the ear of the Premier and get him to fire their bullets for them. That is 
what not to do. All that does is send a message to corporate Australia—to the corporate world, in fact—and 
investors in Western Australia that if a company gets the ear of the Premier and he thinks its argument is right, 
he will hold a gun to the head of investors in this state to get what he wants in terms of internal corporate 
arrangements. To me that is interventionism at its worst. It is reminiscent of some African dictatorship rather 
than a modern state such as Western Australia. All I say to the Premier is, “Back off!” Let the corporate world 
undertake its activities and let the government undertake its governmental responsibilities of setting a framework 
for investment that encourages investment. Do not intervene in the internal operations of companies. We want 
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this project to happen. If the Premier’s meddling succeeds in unravelling the Oakajee project and all the work 
Oakajee Port and Rail has done, he will have set back the date for the construction and operation of the project. 
If the Premier wants to ensure that it will not happen, he is going the right way about it with all the meddling he 
is doing. That is the first point about the Premier’s interventionism. 

Another point I will raise about Oakajee Port and Rail is the business case that the opposition has been seeking 
the release of. I have a copy of a report that was presented by the Public Accounts Committee. That report is a 
public document and states that as part of the process for securing commonwealth government funding, the state 
government is currently finalising a business case for the Oakajee project for submission to Infrastructure 
Australia. This includes a robust economic evaluation of the project, including a cost–benefit analysis. The 
business case includes commercially sensitive material and therefore is not intended for public release. The 
Premier put in writing that he will not release the business case used to justify the state spending $333 million. 
How can it be commercial-in-confidence to not release a document that justifies public investment in a port? 
How is that commercially sensitive? The Leader of the National Party recently claimed commercial 
confidentiality and the Information Commissioner showed that those claims were bunkum. This government 
uses that claim to hide information. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I draw a comparison between the Oakajee port project and the national broadband 
network. The commonwealth government delayed releasing the business case for that project—I think it wanted 
to do some work around it—but it did release it. The state government is saying that the business case for the 
Oakajee project is not intended for public release and that it will release a summary document outlining the 
methodology and findings of the business case at some time. I suggest that the government needs to release the 
business case now to justify that level of public investment in this port development. 

Another issue I will talk about involving the Premier’s interventionist tendency is the fact that the Premier does 
not realise that when he speaks in this place, the words he uses can sometimes send a very negative message to 
investors who want to undertake major projects in this state. On 14 October 2010, the Premier was talking in this 
place about the ExxonMobil Scarborough project. The Premier said — 

… we do not want to see over investment, and that is why, for example, I am keen for the ExxonMobil 
Scarborough project to end up somehow integrating with Pluto or the North West Shelf; we do not want 
to see too many standalone ventures. 

ExxonMobil is considering undertaking an LNG project just south of Onslow, and the Premier of the state has 
said of that investment, which is probably in excess of $10 billion, that he wants ExxonMobil to send its gas to a 
commercial competitor. The Premier is saying that the state government will make that business decision for that 
corporation, which is probably one of the top 20 corporations in the world. It wants to invest billions of dollars in 
Western Australia and the Premier is saying that it must deal with a commercial competitor. That sends a 
shocking message to companies that want to invest in Western Australia. That interventionist tendency of the 
Premier has sent a message to ExxonMobil, no less, that it should not build its own LNG plant here but that it 
should send the gas somewhere else. I, as the Minister for the Environment, and the Gallop and Carpenter 
governments took the view that the Gorgon project, which is a huge investment worth thousands of jobs, should 
happen. ExxonMobil is perhaps bigger than Chevron, and the Premier has expressed his alternative view in this 
manner. He may well have backed off from that statement. At the time I thought it was remarkable, but the 
Premier may have moved away from it now. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: No, he has not. I am pleased that the Premier has arrived in the chamber. It is always good 
to see him. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: I was drawn by your barbs. They are like berley being thrown around the Parliament! 

Mr P. Papalia: Are you a white pointer? 

Mr A.P. O’Gorman: He is a shark. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: A gummy shark has arrived! 

I always seem to draw the Premier into the chamber. I was interested in what the Premier had to say on 14 
October 2010 about this project. I cannot quite work out why he would have sent that message to ExxonMobil. I 
think the Western Australian media let it slip through to the keeper, but I am pretty sure that these corporations 
have teams of people who read the Premier’s every word. The corporate affairs section of Chevron probably has 
more people than there are members sitting in the chamber currently. They listen to every word that is uttered, so 
I expect that ExxonMobil would have the same sorts of people sitting over in the United States, Houston, or 
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wherever it is based, reading his every word. They would read Hansard online and google every time the name 
ExxonMobil is mentioned. They would have read what the Premier said. He has sent a direct and deliberate 
message to ExxonMobil that he does not want it to build an LNG plant in Western Australia. The Premier would 
prefer ExxonMobil to pipe its gas through one of two competitors. I think we should encourage ExxonMobil to 
build an LNG plant in Western Australia. That would have been my view, but the Premier and I are different. I 
am not as interventionist as he is. I think that if business wants to invest its money, the government should set a 
framework that encourages it. 

I was talking about Oakajee and the Premier’s interventions earlier. We should not send a message to businesses 
that we do not want their investment or that the government will dictate their corporate structure or tell them that 
they have to send their gas through a competitor. The government should just set the framework. It should 
provide a site and allow a company to invest there if it wants to, providing it meets the environmental and other 
laws that everyone else has to meet. That would have been my approach, but the Premier is far more 
interventionist. The Premier came of age in the 1970s. Maybe it is something to do with his DNA. Maybe he is a 
secret deep sleeper Soviet agent. There was Philby, Burgess and now Barnett! I can see how it comes together. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It is a strong Liberal tradition! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is the fourth man—Philby, Burgess, Maclean and Barnett! We have found 
him out. We have discovered him. Maybe he is a deep sleeper Soviet agent and maybe that is why he has these 
sorts of attitudes towards investment by major corporations in Western Australia. I cannot work out his 
interventionist tendencies. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Let me tell you. ExxonMobil, to my most recent knowledge, has three options. It can co-locate 
at Ashburton North with the Wheatstone project, it can co-locate with Pluto on the Pluto site, or it can build an 
offshore structure. The third is what I do not want, and I have told them that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Obviously the preferred option is for the company to build onshore. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: That is my point. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier is suggesting that ExxonMobil should integrate with one of its competitors. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: It can co-locate. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is not what the Premier said. I would have thought that the Premier would want to 
clarify exactly what he said—that is, he does not want to see stand-alone ventures. The Premier never mentioned 
stand-alone ventures offshore. All I am suggesting to the Premier is that there is a site just south of Onslow and 
that that would be the ideal site for ExxonMobil to build a stand-alone venture. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: Pluto or Ashburton. There is little difference between the two of them. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Pluto is a competitor. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: So is Chevron. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As the Premier knows, the site just south of Onslow is a site that has been set aside for a 
range of projects to be established on a joint-user site. I saw Twiggy Forrest there, actually, along with the 
members who surround me here —  

Mr P. Papalia: He had a lovely hat on! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He did have a lovely hat on! We did not discuss this. In any event, I would have thought 
that if they want to set up a stand-alone venture in that location, that would be good. The Premier is suggesting 
that he should dictate to them that they need to put their gas through the Pluto project. That is a difference 
between him and me. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No; co-locating Pluto. They would have their own LNG train or trains and share the 
infrastructure, as they would share infrastructure at Ashburton North. The two sites are equivalent. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I did not think the Premier supported any more development on the Burrup.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: No. I questioned Pluto, but Pluto is now established, so it may as well be used. I questioned 
Pluto on the coastal side. I did not question it on the Burrup. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes; the Premier did. The Premier questioned it at length. In fact, he has made numerous 
speeches in this place about it, and he has presented papers at conferences, saying that he is against it, as he 
might recall. Maybe I know the Premier’s history better than he does. 
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Mr C.J. Barnett: Pluto was originally proposed to be on the Hearson Cove site, where there was no issue of 
rock art. Under the former government, it moved to the coastal site, and the rock art was relocated—done well, 
but nevertheless disturbed.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I accept that. 

The last point I want to make is about how governments should intervene. As I have said before, I have a view 
that governments should set a framework. Local content is one issue. One of the government members 
interjected on me to say, “Well aren’t you an interventionist because of local content?” Governments intervene 
as a matter of course, because governments set environmental guidelines, they set local government rules, and 
they set in place processes for foreign investment review boards and so forth. We need to have an environment 
that is certain so that people will understand that there is a set of rules, and that they have to comply with those 
rules. People cannot get around those rules by meeting with the Premier, and people cannot get around those 
rules by making donations and having a friendly relationship with the leader of an important party in 
government. We need to put in place a set of rules that people understand. Local content rules should also be put 
in place along these lines. As I have said before, mandating local content is not something that I am moving 
towards. I do not think it is something that my side of politics is moving towards. But we certainly need to have 
a set of rules so that people will understand that they are publicly accountable for the level of local content in 
their projects. I think that is a sensible way to go. In that way we could perhaps get through that particular 
imbroglio; and imbroglio it is. I have met with these small to medium-sized enterprises. Often people have built 
the company up from scratch themselves. They are seriously under pressure and under threat that they may not 
be able to continue operating. That is a tragedy for my area of the state, it is a tragedy for the state, and it is a 
tragedy for the young people coming out of school. In fact, it is a tragedy for the mining industry and the oil and 
gas industry, because if we do not have the nursery of people doing their apprenticeships through these small to 
medium-sized enterprises, those major businesses will not have the level of skilled employees that they might 
need.  

Therefore, our view is that we should set a framework for local content. That is the way in which we should do 
that. The way in which the Premier has intervened in relation to Oakajee is not an example of how these things 
should be conducted. That is the central point that I want to make to this house. There needs to be a broader 
examination of what is going on with Oakajee. We need to have some certainty about Oakajee. The Premier 
needs to make a decision about Oakajee soon. I do not think the Premier should hold Oakajee out with some sort 
of veiled threat, if we go by the words that the Premier used in the Parliament yesterday. Actually, it was not 
even a veiled threat. It was quite a deliberate threat that if Oakajee Port and Rail does not restructure its 
corporate structure, the Premier will not give it an extension for its project so that it can get its bankable 
feasibility study in place. I suggest to the Premier that that sort of approach of the government is not an 
encouraging one for investment in this state. Maybe the Premier should pull back from that and just make 
decisions about Oakajee. In my view, the Premier should give Oakajee Port and Rail an extension. Any other 
decision will delay the project. That is the most direct and easy way of ensuring that this project comes to 
fruition. 

MR A.P. O’GORMAN (Joondalup) [8.34 pm]: I want to begin my comments on the Premier’s Statement by 
acknowledging the Ovarian Cancer Research Foundation. You may have noticed, Madam Acting Speaker (Ms 
A.R. Mitchell), that a number of members in the house are wearing a teal-coloured ribbon. That is a fundraiser 
for the foundation and a fun way of bringing the issue of ovarian cancer to the attention of the public. As you 
may well know, Madam Acting Speaker, ovarian cancer is one of the biggest killers of women in our state and 
our country. I therefore want to commend the Ovarian Cancer Research Foundation for the work that it does.  

I now want to go to my electorate of Joondalup. Over the last couple of weeks—the past month or so—I have 
taken the opportunity to put out what I have called my pre-budget submission for 2011–12. We have circulated 
that through stakeholder groups within our community. I have had a fair amount of feedback from not only local 
government, but also other stakeholders in the Joondalup and Wanneroo areas. I have actually also had support 
from some of the members opposite for some of the things that we have put in that submission.  

I want to talk first about Joondalup Health Campus. Members may have noticed that I was not in the house 
yesterday. I was not at the beach sunning myself, and I certainly was not in Bali taking it easy and having a 
holiday. Unfortunately, I had a family issue. My brother-in-law had a heart attack and was whisked off to Royal 
Perth Hospital. I took my wife, his sister, to Royal Perth Hospital, and we spent the day there worrying, I have to 
say, quite a bit, but also marvelling at the feats of modern medicine. When my brother-in-law had his angiogram, 
they figured out that one of his arteries was near on 90 per cent blocked, and while they were still in the process 
of doing that angiogram they were able to insert a stint. I am happy to report to the house that at about seven 
o’clock last night, he was sitting up having dinner, and tonight he is back at home having dinner. My brother-in-
law lives in Victoria Park, and he was teaching at Trinity College yesterday. Therefore, his closest hospital was 
Royal Perth, and that is where they took him. If the same thing were to happen to me while I was at home in 
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Joondalup, I would not have that facility available to me, because for some reason this government does not 
believe that the people of the northern suburbs are entitled to a tertiary hospital that will deliver those types of 
services in the northern suburbs.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: We are the ones who have kept Royal Perth open. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: That does not make any difference, because we would have done the same thing. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: The Minister for Health would like a thankyou card from you! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Does the Premier not think that the people of the northern suburbs deserve the same 
services? 

Mr A.P. Jacob interjected. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The member for Ocean Reef should keep quiet.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: You were going to close Royal Perth. We have kept it open.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: This government cannot take the credit for that.  

The previous Labor government planned to develop Joondalup Health Campus as a tertiary hospital. 

Mr A.P. Jacob interjected. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The member for Ocean Reef should take it easy. He should get back in his box for a 
little bit.  

This government does not believe that the people of the northern suburbs are entitled to have a tertiary hospital 
to deliver the services where they live. We in the northern suburbs will still be compelled to come into the 
central city area for those types of services. 

Mr A.P. Jacob interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Order, member for Ocean Reef! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: What we also have at Joondalup Health Campus is a redevelopment. That will be 
opened next Thursday, I believe. That started under the Labor government; it was primarily negotiated under the 
Labor government. But, unfortunately, we went to an election, and it has now been completed under the Liberal 
government.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: Is it unfortunate that it is going — 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Has the member for Ocean Reef had too much coffee? 

Mr A.P. Jacob: No. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The member has had too much coffee, has he not? 

Mr A.P. Jacob: No; you were just very, very wrong on that statement, and I am going to call you to account on 
that. You’re always going on about the tertiary hospital, but I’m not sure you understand what that word means. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I think I understand perfectly; I think the member does not understand.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: That exact procedure you described is exactly what we’re putting in! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.R. Mitchell): Order, member for Ocean Reef! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The member for Wanneroo agrees with me on the need for the widening and extension 
of Mitchell Freeway. It will incur a large cost—I think it will cost about $300 million—but it is a cost that needs 
to be incurred, because we still have no development plan in the northern corridor that will allow people to work 
where they live. Approximately 60 per cent of the northern suburbs population comes south, either to the city or 
further south—even down to Kwinana—to work. That causes major problems on the freeway and the rail 
system. I have been travelling up and down that freeway for the best part of 30 years. I used to travel from 
Joondalup to Curtin University, and I used to be able to do it in about 40 minutes. I could leave my house at 
about 6.45 am, and be at my job at Curtin University by 7.30 am, after getting changed and things.  

Mr M.W. Sutherland: Was that by bicycle? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Does the member think it can be cycled that quickly? Obviously, the member for Mount 
Lawley does not know where Joondalup is!  

That is how it used to be back then. Yesterday morning, I left to come into this place at 7.30 am; I did not arrive 
until nearly 9.00 am because the freeway was so badly blocked. That traffic jam started way before Ocean Reef 
Road and did not let up until we got past Scarborough Beach Road; the worst part of it was up to Hepburn 
Avenue, and it eased a little after that. That is one of those things that we do need improvement on. We need it to 
get people home in the evening also. Last night, when my wife was heading home at about 6.00 pm, it took her 
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nearly 45 minutes to get out to Joondalup, which is a trip that should normally take 30 minutes or something like 
that. It is one of those very important things that needs to be done. 

I turn now to talk about public transport in the City of Joondalup, which, I think, has sadly missed out on funding 
for quite some time.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: How did your CAT trial go on Winton Road? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The government cut it! The government took it out!  

Mr A.P. Jacob: It wasn’t being used!  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The government did not give it a chance! It was there for a 12-month process; the 
government took it out. It was there for a 12-month trial and the government took it out after eight months. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: You even agreed that it wasn’t getting used. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The government still did not go and ask people about it; it just pulled it out! When did I 
agree? 

Mr A.P. Jacob: I saw that in your comments on it in your local column. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Joondalup, perhaps you would come through the Chair. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: We have to encourage people, as much as possible, out of their cars and onto public 
transport. We have a CAT bus running around Joondalup—happily, I spoke to the council, Edith Cowan 
University and the health campus to get that underway with the Public Transport Authority—and that now 
carries up to 50 000 passengers a month in certain months; I think that in the worst month it carries about 20 000 
passengers. As the member for Ocean Reef mentioned, we had a trial going around Winton Road; that trial was 
cut short. The proper time was not allowed for people to know that the service was there. Since it has been cut, 
the people affected—the people the member’s government has affected—are those with mental health issues 
who used to use that bus regularly to go to Winton Road to the June O’Connor Centre. The member probably 
does not even know what that is. Those people have been hurt by that. It does not matter to me whether we had 
five people or 5 000 people on that service; it is who those people were.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: Is that how you think we should run public transport? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: By taking that bus off, the government has hurt people in my community who have 
mental health issues, and who used to use that extra CAT bus to get over there.  

We also know that the biggest complaint about the CAT bus in Joondalup is the lack of available space on it. 
When that other service was running, the two services could be integrated so that they did a figure of eight and 
ran for the proper 12 minutes, and had extra capacity. The government has denied people that; it did not take the 
whole lot into account when it cut it. It just did it in the nasty way that the Liberals do it: “It was an initiative of a 
Labor member in a Labor electorate, so we’ll cut it.” That is what the government did, with no regard for those 
people. I inform the member that some of those people who have mental health issues and who used that CAT 
bus were from his electorate—I will write and tell them the member does not care about their mental health 
issues.  

Sport and recreation in the City of Joondalup is another issue that this government has ignored. When I raised 
the question with the Premier about West Perth Football Club, he claimed that West Perth Football Club had 
never raised anything with the government, had not raised anything with one of his ministers, and had not raised 
anything with him. Obviously, the minister did not think it was an important enough matter to be raised with the 
Premier. But I have to say that he has been out and spoken to them, and they are hanging on by their fingernails 
and with their fingers crossed, hoping that something will happen out of that meeting. 

Another organisation based in the electorate of Joondalup is the Wanneroo Basketball Association. It does not 
serve just the electorate of Joondalup; it serves the whole northern region. That is an organisation that, again, has 
been battered from pillar to post by governments at various levels. It needs a new home, because its current 
home is 25 to 30 years old and it needs to be replaced, but it is on land owned by LandCorp. It is interesting that 
paid parking has just gone in there, and all the money from the paid parking goes to LandCorp. The Wanneroo 
Basketball Association, after a number of years of this government, still does not know its fate. When we left 
government, there were plans, and we were moving along towards finding them a proper home. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Members, this is why the government has such a bad budget deficit—it has not planned; 
it just spends. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: It has not planned; it just spends. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: You had eight years to sort that one out! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: It was not eight years to sort it out; the matter came up much later than when we came 
to government. 

The Wanneroo Basketball Association is being led on by the City of Joondalup. It has not been given any 
concrete solutions to what it needs, and it is still wandering around, hoping and wondering if it will have an 
arena to play basketball in, in the future. It is used by about 1 500 young people from that area, and I think it is 
about time this government stood up and put the money up and found it a facility so that it can continue to 
deliver that service. 

The City of Joondalup’s strategic plan of 2008–2011 proposed the construction of a cultural centre in the heart of 
the city. That has been on and off the boil with the city for many, many years, but at the moment the city is still 
looking to develop that at lot 1001 Kendrew Crescent. I support that, and I think it is about time that the 
government got on board and started a task force with the City of Joondalup to develop a specific proposal for 
the cultural centre; and a project officer must be appointed to oversee the development of that centre. It happened 
at Mandurah under the former Court government, and I cannot imagine any reason why we cannot make it 
happen in Joondalup. 

I turn now to the Ocean Reef marina. When we were in government we gave the City of Joondalup $700 000. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: It’s a bit outside your border, isn’t it? 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Sorry? 

We gave $700 000, and I was one of the people fighting for that, along with the member for Mindarie. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: It was in your electorate then.  

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: It was not in my electorate then. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: You had part of Mullaloo. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Ocean Reef marina will serve not only people in Ocean Reef, but also people from 
Wanneroo, because it will not be limited to a city. We gave the City of Joondalup $700 000 to carry out a 
feasibility study, and that money was expended. As we all know, there has been a fair amount of public 
consultation on that, and the result is that people are in favour of it. Now, the city needs to be able to get on and 
do it, and we are asking the government to assist the city.  

Mr A.P. Jacob: More money last year. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: The City of Joondalup’s midyear review indicates that it has downscaled the allocation 
it is getting from the government, because it was expecting $500 000 and now it is expecting only $100 000. The 
budget for the Ocean Reef marina development has been amended to reflect the reduced grant expected. The 
budget refers to note 9, which states that it goes from $500 000 down to $100 000. I wonder whether that is just 
the government pulling funds out of the electorate of the member for Ocean Reef, or whether he is not fighting 
for the funds. 

Mr A.P. Jacob: No. There wasn’t any solid election commitment. It was a project. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: I did not say it was a solid election commitment. 

The other issue I want to get on to is the release of government land in the northern suburbs for housing. As I 
have mentioned in this place many times before, the Craigie senior high school site has been pushed between 
LandCorp and the Department of Education, and I think possibly one or two other departments have had their 
hands in it at different times. The district planning scheme has been released for public consultation. I am glad to 
see that step forward at last, but again it has been delayed for two years—since this government came in. It 
should have been out for public comment some time in the past two years. Some of the land in that scheme will 
be for affordable social housing. There is talk about 170 lots and zoning ranging from R20 up to R40 in some 
places. The land needs to get onto the market to allow people in the northern suburbs to purchase affordable 
land—much more affordable land than the land on the market at the moment. 

There is also a site at lot 9000 McLarty Avenue—approximately eight hectares, from memory. When we left 
government, that site was ready to go out to public consultation. For some reason the Department of Housing is 
now tipping that it will not come on for sale until 2025–26. There is no reason to hold off the market that prime 
piece of land, which is right in the heart of Joondalup. There is the possibility of building up to almost 900 
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accommodation units. I call them “accommodation units” because they are not houses; they range from one-
bedroom to three-bedroom or four-bedroom apartments. They have some commercial, some parking, some — 

Mr A.P. Jacob: Educational. 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: Educational is right beside it, not on the same lot 9000. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: That lot right in the central business district of Joondalup needs to come on the market 
for some affordable housing. I am talking about land that is right close to the hospital and right close to other 
services such as public transport, the local government offices and shopping centres. Many times we see the 
people who can least afford it being pushed further out to buy land. They may save on rent or on the capital cost 
of their house, if they actually build their house, but they lose out considerably by having to buy a reliable 
vehicle and having to pay large amounts of money annually to keep that vehicle running. It is therefore an issue 
out there. 

We all know that there is a housing crisis in our state. More and more people are on the public housing waiting 
list, and they are really low income earners. There is a level of people above that who cannot get on the public 
housing waiting list because they actually have a job, but they have a very low income—not low enough to get 
them on the public waiting list but low enough to keep them out of private accommodation. We need to build 
housing in that area that is close to the facilities. It is no use sticking housing out at Alkimos and it is no use 
sticking it out at Quinns Rock, or further out even at Two Rocks or Yanchep. Housing has to be where people 
can access services. 

We need crisis accommodation. Again, when we left government, an amount of money was put into the forward 
estimates in the budget for crisis accommodation in the northern suburbs. That still has not come to fruition. 
There is still no additional crisis accommodation for women in situations of domestic violence in the northern 
suburbs. It is getting worse and worse. We need more public accommodation and more crisis accommodation in 
the northern suburbs to deal with those women. 

I refer now to the relocation of government office buildings to the City of Joondalup. When we were in 
government the Ansett Australia airline folded. We put up a package and we attracted Westpac Banking 
Corporation to that building. That building is now sitting empty. It belongs to Edith Cowan University, and I am 
sure it would be more than happy to partner with the government to get another tenant into that building in the 
City of Joondalup. It was built originally as a call centre. My understanding is that it works very well as a call 
centre. It is open plan, but because of the way the roof and the ceilings are constructed, there is noise attenuation 
across those offices so that individuals can actually deal with call-centre issues. I am sure that the government 
can work with ECU to find a tenant for that building, and offer incentives to do that, if necessary. 

I refer now to education and training. It is interesting that the Minister for Education is present in the chamber. 
We have in Joondalup the site of the former Australian Institute for University Studies, which was purchased by 
the government in 2007 when we were in government. There seems to be a problem at the moment between the 
Minister for Training and Workforce Development and the Minister for Education in that they cannot get 
together to decide what to do with that site. West Coast Institute of Training is using most of it at the moment. It 
would not be too much of a step forward or too hard for the ministers to get together, have a discussion and say, 
“We don’t need it for education purposes. We’ve got our high schools in the area, but it’s a good idea because 
West Coast Institute of Training is bursting at the seams. It’s already using it. Let’s hand it over to the Minister 
for Training and Workforce Development so that West Coast Institute of Training can actually expand and get 
better and do the things that it needs to do in the northern suburbs.” West Coast Institute of Training is doing a 
great job there with hospitality and tourism, and it is doing a great job further out in Clarkson in the building 
trades. It would be really good if it could have that site handed over to it. It is a government asset, so it would not 
cost the government anything. If it were handed over to West Coast Institute of Training, it could plan around its 
future expansion and plan the services and courses it wants to deliver there. There are, therefore, a number of 
issues in Joondalup. As I said, I have support from the City of Joondalup, I have support from the member for 
Wanneroo and I have support from a number of other stakeholders, including obviously West Perth Football 
Club and Wanneroo Basketball Association, for the types of things that we have there. 

Another issue that comes up time and again—I think it has come up ever since the train line was extended to 
Joondalup—is parking at Joondalup train station. We all know that there is no space around Joondalup train 
station and no land that the Public Transport Authority uses or owns to build further parking around Joondalup 
train station. But there is still a large number of people from the City of Joondalup and around that area—
probably from Connolly, Currambine and Ocean Reef—who use the train. They come to Joondalup expecting to 
park, but there is a grand total of between 120 and 160 car parking bays available for all-day parking for people 
to get on the train. I am not suggesting that we try to increase all-day parking in Joondalup, but further out in 
Currambine there is a very large car park and some of it is still unused. There is also scope to build a multistorey 
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car park. I suggest that it is about time the PTA reconsidered its zoning. At the moment people will not park their 
car at Currambine train station, where parking spaces are available, and get on the train because it is a four-zone 
ticket from there to the city, rather than a three-zone ticket. The zone boundary does not have to move that much. 
Just north of Currambine train station is Burns Beach Road. It is a major arterial road. It is a dividing road—if 
members like—between the suburbs north and the suburbs far north, if I can describe them in that way. It would 
be a great initiative for the PTA to make that a three-zone parking station. We could then move to Currambine 
some of those people who park around the train station in Joondalup. If that station gets overcrowded, there is 
plenty of space there to put in a multistorey car park, if that is how popular the trains get. However, we cannot do 
that without putting on more trains. We know that the lead time to build a train in this country is four to five 
years. The trains that were ordered when we were in government arrived just recently, in the past year or two, 
and are now starting to get onto the line. Before we can expand the line any further, we need extra car sets, and 
they need to be ordered now for delivery in four to five years. It is an issue that is going to keep coming back to 
bite us, but there are two other ways of dealing with it. We could have an economic development plan, so that 
we can have employment in the northern suburbs and not pile people up towards the city; or we could create a 
better bus service that feeds people into the train stations. It is not actually working as well as it should at the 
moment. 

Another issue that we need to talk about is the small business commissioner. Around August last year there was 
a great hullabaloo about the Premier and the Leader of the Opposition having done a deal and come to an 
agreement on extended trading hours; it was to allow Joondalup, Midland and Armadale to trade until nine 
o’clock midweek, and to trade from 11.00 am until 4.00 pm on Sundays. Part of the deal was that we were to 
have a small business commissioner, a lease register and a number of other protections for small business. It is 
now almost March—six months later—and we have not seen hide nor hair of that legislation. Small retail 
businesses out there are doing it tough; Lakeside Shopping Centre alone, over the Christmas period, dropped its 
turnover by 24 per cent, and there are still landlords out there who are taking advantage of late-night opening to 
bump up their outgoings. Shops that open late have to wear those outgoings but do not have the extra turnover to 
pay for it. That is a 24 per cent reduction in turnover, despite the extended trading hours, and we still do not have 
a small business commissioner to whom small businesses can complain and seek justice from for the injustices 
that are being done to them. It is time that this government got off its backside and put in place initiatives to help 
small business. Madam Acting Speaker (Ms A.R. Mitchell), I know that the tenants of Woodvale Shopping 
Centre in your electorate are having issues with big landlords who are forcing up rents—in one instance, a 30 per 
cent increase in one hit. I think it is outrageous that they do that. 

Another issue that this government has been sitting on is the Retirement Villages Act. We all know about the 
Karrinyup Lakes Lifestyle Village. I was going to read a few of the comments made by residents of the villages, 
but I am running short of time, so I probably will not. I have read them many times before in this place and 
highlighted — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Read the ones attacking the member for Carine! 

Mr A.P. O’GORMAN: No, I will not, because it is embarrassing to him. It is embarrassing that they keep 
coming out to see me; they say, “We’re getting nowhere, so we have to come and get you to raise the issue for 
us”. I urge the government to take action on the Retirement Villages Act. The recommendations are there, and 
the legislation needs to address those recommendations. The two things that need to be addressed urgently are 
the reserve funds and the continued payments once a tenant leaves the village. The payments sometimes continue 
for months or years after a tenant has left the village. It is persecuting the seniors in our community; they cannot 
afford it, and it is driving them into their graves—I was going to say an early grave, but many of them are well 
over 70 years of age. A number of people have written to me to tell me about their huge stress, heart attacks, 
strokes and various other health issues because of that. 

I know that a number of members on the government side are very committed to their faith. I put this question to 
them: how can they let this Premier allow back into cabinet a man who has been discredited and has discredited 
this state time and again? We said, when he was reinstated, that he would do it again, and he did it again this 
week. How can the government allow back into cabinet a man who shows such a complete disregard for women 
as he has in this place? The government has allowed it, and I have to say that I am ashamed to be in this place 
while the government supports a man who has no regard for women; he snaps their bra straps and sniffs their 
chairs, yet he still gets a guernsey on the front bench at the expense of a member who is very devout in his faith. 
Why does the government let that happen? I will also be interested to see how the government votes on the 
prostitution legislation. Some government members have said many times in this place that the only way is to 
outlaw it and bring in the Swedish model. 

MS L.L. BAKER (Maylands) [9.05 pm]: I would like to take the opportunity to put on the public record as 
many issues in the area of animal welfare as I will have time to cover and that I have been documenting over the 
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past two, nearly three, years. I will start my opening comments by reading a quote. I beg the forgiveness of the 
house; I will be referencing my notes quite a bit because I have quite a few source documents that I want to put 
on the record. I will begin with a quote by Mahatma Gandhi who, according to my notes, stated — 

“One can measure the greatness and the moral progress of a nation by looking at how it treats its 
animals…” 

There have been many changes over the past 10 years in community attitudes and social ethics towards the 
protection of animals in our society, but there are many gaps in the protection laws and they require the 
Parliament’s most urgent attention. It must be recognised firstly that animal welfare issues are largely regulated 
at a state or territory level, except when there is an international element to the issue, such as quarantine or trade, 
in which case the commonwealth government has regulatory responsibility, including over aspects of the 
treatment of animals and the certification of animal or product health status. Such a situation arises in relation to 
regulations covering the live export of animals from Australia. That is a topic to which I cannot do justice in the 
time I have available tonight; I will mention it, but I will not go into it in any detail. It is obviously of huge 
concern in respect of the welfare of animals, given the number of animals that we export from this country. 
Companion animals and other domestic animal issues are regulated under state or territory legislation, through 
animal management requirements, which are often enforced by local government authorities. 

In 2002, under Premier Geoff Gallop, the Labor government proclaimed the Animal Welfare Act 2002, which 
replaced the earlier Prevention of Cruelty to Animals Act 1920. According to my notes, the Australian Labor 
Party’s policy platform states, in part — 

‘Labor believes all animals should be treated humanely and will work to achieve better animal welfare 
through harmonisation of relevant State, Territory and Commonwealth laws and codes to ensure 
consistent application of animal protection statutes’. 

The Animal Welfare Act 2002 contains some of the harshest penalties for animal cruelty in Australia: it provides 
for a maximum fine of $50 000 and a maximum of five years’ imprisonment for serious crimes committed 
against animals. However, although there have been some very serious crimes committed against animals over 
the past nine years, we have yet to see any judge issue those maximum penalties. 

Since the act was promulgated nine years ago, the social ethics relating to animal welfare and animal cruelty 
have changed significantly. Despite the strengths of the current act, there is an escalation in community 
awareness of animal cruelty, and a commensurate increase in the demand for animals to be better protected. 
There is now demand for further improvements to strengthen and expand the scope of animal welfare 
protections. This growing expectation and call for change is not unique to Western Australia; it is echoed by 
people in other states of Australia and around the world. 

I should define what I am talking about when I refer to “animal welfare”. I will use the definition provided in 
2008 by the World Organisation for Animal Health. The definition reads — 

Animal welfare means how an animal is coping with the conditions in which it lives. An animal is in a 
good state of welfare if … it is healthy, comfortable, well nourished, safe, able to express innate 
behaviour, and if it is not suffering from unpleasant states such as pain, fear, and distress. Good animal 
welfare requires disease prevention and veterinary treatment, appropriate shelter, management, 
nutrition, humane handling and humane slaughter/killing. Animal welfare refers to the state of the 
animal; the treatment that an animal receives is covered by other terms such as animal care, animal 
husbandry, and humane treatment.  

Animal cruelty and neglect is occurring at the moment at levels that are disturbing to the community. The legal 
framework currently in place in WA to protect animals relies on remedies that are pursued after the fact; that is, 
the act of cruelty cannot be prevented—it can only be punished. Charities and non-government organisations 
concerned with animal welfare, such as the Royal Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, Animals 
Australia, Animals’ Angels, the Cat Haven and Shenton Park Dogs’ Refuge Home, just to name a few, 
incorporate preventive, educative and early intervention strategies into their missions. As community awareness 
and expectation about the need to better protect animals increases, these organisations find their resources 
stretched to the limit as they attempt to do more to prevent the cruelty, rather than just punish it after it happens.  

A major part of changing social ethics around animal welfare comes from people’s increasing awareness that the 
instances of cruelty related to people’s interaction with domestic or companion animals actually represents a tiny 
percentage of the animal cruelty incidents that exist in the world today. People are much more sophisticated now 
in their thinking about what constitutes cruelty and neglect and humane treatment. There is now a community 
expectation that livestock animals should also be treated humanely. Being destined for the dinner table does not 
allow or excuse torture or cruelty.  
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The farming of animals for human consumption has changed radically over the past 60 years, and historic 
perspective reveals that following World War II, in addition to famines and the Great Depression, politicians and 
business and science leaders from around the world predicted that the postwar recovery efforts would help create 
an explosion in population growth, and that led to an urgent demand for food production. As a result, farming in 
the United Kingdom, elsewhere in Europe and in the United States of America became intensive. This meant 
finding ways to put more animals into smaller spaces, while at the same time employing farming methods that 
are better equipped to control disease, to speed up an animal’s growth to maturity and to lower the cost of 
production.  

In Australia, we followed that trend. Animal husbandry and the care and welfare of animals effectively became a 
thing of the past and universities even changed the names of their research and academic pursuits from terms 
such as “animal husbandry” into “animal science” or “animal economics”. Whereas farmers under the animal 
husbandry system were well schooled in focusing on individual animals, such a focus has been uneconomical 
under an intensive system. Animals have come to be regarded as livestock en masse with little regard to the 
sentience or welfare of the single creature, except as it relates to the animal’s place on a supply chain. The skill 
sets for people who work with farm animals has changed over that time as well, from animal husbandry to more 
of a technician. Stock workers were no longer trained to be as knowledgeable about how an animal thinks, 
behaves or feels. The compassion that stock workers were well known to show as a result of that knowledge 
disappeared. Compassion was no longer required in the new method of production. Stock workers were now 
trained in keeping animals in tiny spaces, ensuring that they were fed regularly, or force fed, and were 
productive, either by increasing their body weight rapidly or by producing eggs or whatever without creating too 
much disturbance. An example to demonstrate this point was recorded by a veterinarian who explains that he 
was called out to a 500-sow farrow-to-finish operation to examine a problem with the health of one of the sows. 
There were three full-time employees and one manager overseeing approximately 5 000 animals. As he 
examined sows in crates, he noticed one with a broken leg. He inquired about her status and was told that she 
had broken her leg yesterday and was due to farrow next week. He was told that she would be left untreated to 
farrow in the sow crate and then be shot and her piglets fostered out. He questioned the ethics of this, offered to 
splint her leg and give her some pain relief, but he was told that the operation could not afford the cost of labour 
involved in separating and caring for that pig.  

One hundred years ago, if one asked someone what the term “animal” meant, they would more than likely have 
come up with an association like a cow, pig, horse, goat or sheep. Nowadays, we have become very distant and 
separated from stock animals and the majority of people are more likely to associate the term “animal” with a 
dog, cat or domestic pet. As a result of the physical and emotional separation of people from animals that are 
destined for the dinner table or scientific research, discussion and law making concerning animals post World 
War II no longer occurred in the context of animal welfare. Stock animals came to be regarded as an economic 
commodity in agricultural production, rather than as individual sentient beings worthy of protection. It is 
therefore not uncommon for animal welfare laws from developed countries around the world to mainly refer to 
how pets and companion and domestic animals are being treated, while remaining silent on the treatment of 
stock animals or animals used in scientific experimentation.  

What has emerged in Western Australia is legislation that gives certain agencies the power to seek legal 
remedies and then rely upon judicial intervention to punish those suspected of being guilty of cruelty to animals. 
There remains a separation between the health and wellbeing of a pet or companion animal or domestic animal 
from that of stock animals or animals used in science. Stock animals and animals used in science 
experimentation remain the concern, usually, of agriculture or trade agencies. But recently public awareness has 
been raised through increased exposure to the practices that have become acceptable in the intensive farming of 
animals. All forms of media, including social networking media, have revealed the horrors experienced by 
animals farmed intensively. The evidence of systemic cruelty is readily available to anyone in our community 
who wants to investigate. Today, an increasing number of people are aware that animal welfare is far broader 
than cruelty towards pets—domestic and companion animals. Animal welfare also demands consideration of the 
conditions in which animals are kept, including those bred to be slaughtered for food, used in experimentation or 
in sport, and how they are kept throughout their life and whether or not their welfare has been adequately met 
during that time.  

I would like to run through some of the current issues in the time I have tonight. I will start by talking about the 
estimated 11 million animals that pass through the agricultural industry in Western Australia. I am happy to see 
the Minister for Agriculture and Food here doing some work. In 2010, 2.4 million sheep were exported from 
WA; that is 81.2 per cent of the total number of sheep exported from Australia. In 2008–09, 39 per cent of 
Australia’s live export cattle left from WA ports. In Western Australia the welfare of the majority of the export 
animals during their transportation from farm gate to feedlot, saleyard, abattoir or port falls primarily under the 
jurisdiction of the animal welfare unit inspectorate located in the Department of Local Government. The general 
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inspectors employed in the AWU have responsibility for policing those points in the transportation and export 
chain. General inspectors employed by the RSPCA, of which there are about nine in total in Western Australia at 
the moment, are also authorised to police the welfare of livestock at feedlots, saleyards, abattoirs and ports. The 
RSPCA’s general inspectors have sometimes been required to respond to reports of cruelty relating to livestock 
animals involved in the transportation or live export process. In January this year, the RSPCA announced it had 
set up a checkpoint at the road border between Western Australia and South Australia to check on the welfare of 
animals being transported by road. This is critical, as WA’s ongoing drought conditions have driven many 
farmers to need to send sheep, cattle and other stock by road to the eastern states to ensure their safety during the 
dry conditions. But given that the placement and dates of that check were well publicised, one could be forgiven 
for thinking that any misdemeanours by transporters would have been overcome well before they got to the 
checkpoints. I want to read from one of the reports of an organisation, Animals’ Angels, that has as its mission to 
track the welfare of animals in transport. On this occasion, members of the organisation were following trucks 
across the Western Australia–South Australia border. I quote — 

As a result of the information gathered during that time there are a number of important issues we wish 
to raise with the Government and Industry.  

1. Bodies of injured or moribund sheep are routinely dumped in the bush at the border. 
Drivers are expected to ensure that the animals they dump are killed first, but to our 
total dismay, it appeared not to have been the case for at least 2 of the sheep whose 
bodies we discovered. 

 No evidence was found to suggest either animal was shot or had their throat slit. The 
dirt under the feet has been moved in a pattern similar to that of when sheep are on 
their side unable to rise and they ‘paddle’ with their legs in vain to get up. There was 
also faeces near the rear end of one sheep. No ear tags were found.  

Animals’ Angels believe that the evidence strongly supports the supposition that both 
sheep were alive when dumped and left to slowly die. 

I have photographic evidence and the rest of the report here, which I will keep and table with the Speaker’s 
permission. Under the Animal Welfare Act 2002, the Director General of the Department of Local Government 
is authorised to appoint general inspectors, who are deemed to be suitably qualified and experienced, and as 
many other people as the director general considers necessary for the purpose of the act. In addition to the 
RSPCA, inspectors may be imported from a range of government agencies, including the Department of 
Agriculture and Food and the Department of Environment and Conservation, and from local government. WA 
Police is automatically empowered under the act. Between 2006 and 2008 the Western Australian Labor 
government employed six permanent, full-time general inspectors to uphold the AWA 2002 following the Al 
Kuwait case. The regular presence of animal welfare unit general inspectors at feedlots, saleyards, abattoirs and 
ports—particularly the Fremantle Port—and regular monitoring of the welfare of those animals achieved three 
major objectives. The first was the enforcement of community expectations that animal legislation and codes of 
practice were being enforced. 

[Members time extended.] 

Ms L.L. BAKER: The second was the education of industry operators in the humane transportation, handling 
and treatment of animals, and, third, the prevention of bad practice by industry operators as a result of general 
inspectors being present and by implementing the AWA 2002. A significant element of the inspectorate’s role 
was to ensure that animals selected for live export were routinely inspected at the Fremantle port prior to being 
loaded onto ships. Since 2008, the number of full-time general inspectors employed in the AWU has shrunk, I 
believe, to one—there were two, but one of the contracts is finishing, so there will be one general inspector. 
Remember, 2.4 million sheep were exported last year. It is worth noting that although the manager’s position in 
the AWU is also classified as that of a general inspector, in reality, the workload means that that manager has no 
way of conducting routine inspections anywhere. As a result, the inspectorate can no longer routinely look after 
ports in the state, let alone the saleyards, feedlots, slaughterhouses or abattoirs. This was confirmed last year by 
both the Premier, Colin Barnett, in a letter to the WA Rangers Association and the current manager of the AWU, 
Dr Jeni Hood, in evidence to the WA Legislative Council Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs. Non-profit, voluntary organisations such as Animals Angels and Animals Australia try to fill the void by 
having their own members visit the Fremantle port and other points in the animal transport process. But they are 
not funded to do that; they do it on a voluntary basis and they have no power under the act to do anything with 
the evidence they find except report it to what is going to soon be a place run by one officer. I will read a short 
example of one of the reports from Animals’ Angels about Fremantle port. It states — 

Yesterday: Of all the trucks which were visible and parked at various times throughout the day awaiting 
unloading, only 1 driver climbed the levels of his truck to check on his sheep. 
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That is part of the mandatory code for transportation by the way. The report continues — 

He was not asked to do so by us. Another driver walked around his truck but failed to climb the vehicle 
to check on the upper levels. It is clearly stated in the code and ASEL that drivers will check their 
animals. The intent of the legislation is that it tries to provide prevention of suffering- hardly possible if 
those responsible failed to check the animals.  

… 

I called the Animal Welfare Unit Inspectorate but the Inspectors were unable to assist. I called AQIS — 

AQIS is the Australian Quarantine and Inspection Service. The report continues — 

and was informed that the responsibility of ensuring welfare for animals belonged to state government. 
I was also told that if there was a problem, then the AWU should come down to the Port and “ping” the 
drivers. 

I spoke briefly to the new transport co ordinator for Emanuels … who told me quite clearly he “was not 
interested” … 

… Of all the trucks which were visible and parked at various times throughout the day awaiting 
unloading, only 1 driver climbed the levels of his truck to check on his sheep—but he only did so at the 
back and on one side. He is a regular and we have a good relationship with him. 

There are myriad photographs and letters from these organisations that have been sent to members of Parliament, 
to the Minister for Agriculture and Food and to the Premier. I have tabled in the house photos showing animals 
that have clearly been transported in breach of the fit-to-load guidelines. The animals have fallen down in the 
truck and are unable to stand, are heavily pregnant, have large ulcers, growths or lesions on their bodies et cetera. 
The RSPCA visits Fremantle port when it receives a substantive complaint in accordance with its mandate. I 
would suggest that in order for it to conduct any sort of regular patrols, the RSPCA would need at least an 
additional six full-time general inspectors. There are three ports and at least three abattoirs in the state and they 
are not only in the city, but also in the country. I guess that that would equate to about half a million dollars in 
funding. Without funding to employ these officers, it is difficult to imagine that they would have the capacity to 
routinely visit these points. In fact, they do not; they do not have the resources. There has been a community 
outcry over the fact that the routine inspections have not been taking place. In September last year, there was a 
protest on the steps of Parliament House and I delivered a grievance on the matter to the Minister for Local 
Government. In his reply he failed to address the fact that at the time there were only two full-time general 
inspectors in the AWU. He claimed to be trying to improve the partnership to get better coverage in the area of 
animal welfare and admitted the animal welfare services were not adequate. At that time, the minister also 
claimed that the RSPCA carried out routine inspections of livestock saleyards and similar facilities. I have just 
mentioned that it responds to complaints about cruelty to livestock at Fremantle port, feedlots or saleyards if it 
receives a complaint, but it does not have the resources to actively and routinely patrol the three ports and other 
places. At various times, the state government has also tried to promote the idea that AQIS vets attempt to fill the 
hiatus left by general inspectors, but visits to Fremantle port show that AQIS visits are irregular and it is not 
legally required to report incidents of cruelty. AQIS is concerned not about welfare, but about the health of the 
animals for the purpose of trade, and does not talk to AWU or the RSPCA. The community contends that one 
general inspector is simply not enough to carry out the roles prescribed in the Animal Welfare Act 2002 to 
ensure the implementation of, and promote compliance with, animal welfare legislation. 

I will talk now about the community’s increasing awareness of the welfare issues that surround animals used in 
food production. High-profile animal welfare advocates such as Jamie Oliver, the well-known television chef 
and television personality in general, have brought these issues directly into our living rooms. Jamie Oliver and 
others have opened the debate about how animals should be treated before they are slaughtered for consumption. 
People are now much better informed about it and want to know how animals that are produced for human food 
are treated while they are alive as well as how they are slaughtered. Social ethics about the production of food 
using intensive farming have changed dramatically. Media reports on the inherent cruelty of certain practices 
have garnered much attention and spawned many animal rights groups. The publicity generated around the issue 
of humane food has, for instance, had a profound effect on the community’s view about live animal exports and 
layer hens. These two issues repeatedly rank highly in consumer reports about what concerns consumers. A 
document produced by the European Commission on animal welfare called “From Farm to Fork” says that it 
starts with a recognition that animals are sentient beings. The aim of the European Commission literature is to 
ensure that animals do not endure avoidable pain or suffering and that the owners or keeper of animals are 
obliged to respect minimum welfare requirements.  

Resistance to change within the food industry in Australia is, of course, tied to economics. No secret is made of 
the financial reasoning behind such resistance. In contrast, many European countries have now banned the most 
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appalling practices such as the use of sow stalls, and the United Kingdom has banned the use of veal crates. 
Members who do not know what those things are should google them, but they should not do it before they eat. 
The Australian pork industry was widely condemned for its use of sow stalls and has made no secret that 
monetary rather than ethical or humane grounds are preventing it from abandoning the stalls immediately. I 
believe that that industry body has now committed to phase out sow stalls by 2017, and that their use has already 
been banned in Tasmania. I believe also that Coles has now undertaken to stock as much pork that is sow-stall 
free as it can, which is very much to be applauded. 

Likewise, the live export industry in Western Australia regularly speaks out about proposals to shift to a carcass 
trade, arguing that it would be too expensive to make that shift and that it would cause a negative effect on the 
industry’s returns. I believe that the 2009 report that Acil Tasman completed on behalf of the RSPCA contained 
a lot of economic data debunking that view. Professor Grandin from Berkeley University said that when an 
animal is kept in a box, breeders forget about breeding for important traits such as strong feet and legs. In some 
young pigs, the ankles have collapsed and the pigs are walking on their dewclaws, which are two little nubs on 
the back of their legs above the hoof. Public opinion is changing. People are increasingly voicing their concerns 
and calling for humane food to be clearly labelled at the point of sale. More and more people want to know that 
animals are treated humanely before they become food. Animal welfare organisations view the life of hens, and 
layer hens in particular, as miserable. In 2005, lawyer and academic from the faculty of law at the University of 
Auckland, Peter Sankoff, wrote that, on balance, animal welfare is seen as important enough so long as it does 
not interfere too much with farming and economic concerns. That is a bit schizophrenic. But consumer demand 
is changing and prices should come down as demand and competition increases. 

I have only a couple of minutes left, and I am nowhere near listing the top five issues on animal welfare in the 
state. It is worthwhile quickly running through with members some of the headings that I would like to pick up 
later in future speeches. I would like to talk about food labelling because I believe that is a very attractive option 
for how industry might fashion itself as we move towards a more educated market in which consumers are much 
more aware. I would like to spend a lot of time talking with the Minister for Police in particular about the 
connection between cruelty to animals and violent behaviour. There is well-researched evidence on the link 
between violence, aggression and the torturing of animals and violent and aggressive behaviour in adults and 
children. That applies to perpetrators of domestic violence. When children are allowed to be cruel and violent to 
animals, and that behaviour goes uncorrected or the right interventions are not put in place, the evidence clearly 
shows that the children will grow up to have far more violent and aggressive characteristics as adults and will be 
far more likely to offend. To stop that cycle, we need to put interventions in place very early. If a child is caught 
torturing or being cruel to an animal, measures must be put in place to correct that behaviour. Groups such as the 
RSPCA must be able to talk to the Department for Child Protection and the police about the evidence that they 
collect involving cruelty to animals, domestic violence or child abuse. The three are intimately connected. All 
three agencies are aware of that, and there is a vast body of research about it. I could talk for another two hours 
about the cruelty condition. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I talk to the RSPCA very regularly. The president is my neighbour and a very good friend of 
mine. 

The SPEAKER: The member for Maylands stated her intention to table some documents. Is that still the 
member’s intention? 

Ms L.L. BAKER: Yes, Mr Speaker. 

[The paper was tabled for the information of members.] 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Leader of the House). 

House adjourned at 9.36 pm 
__________ 

 
 
 
 


