
 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Thursday, 18 March 2010 

                 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams) took the chair at 9.00 am, and read prayers. 

SHACK SITE COMMUNITIES 

Petition 

MR I.M. BRITZA (Morley) [9.01 am]: I have a petition that reads as follows — 

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

We the undersigned say that: 

Leased Shack Site Communities, such as Wedge Island, Grey, Donnelly River, Broke Inlet, Dampier 
Archipelagos, and Israelite Bay have long been the traditional holiday/recreational destination for many 
thousands of ordinary Western Australians.  

Most Shack Site Communities sprung up to accommodate the gathering of farming and town based 
families to enjoy holidays together in remote and idyllic fishing locations right across Western 
Australia.  

Some Shack Site communities went onto become fully-fledged towns such as, Bremer Bay, Jurien Bay, 
Dongara and Horrocks, while some Shack Site Communities have disappeared.  

However, some residual communities remain, with a strong sense of community and have become the 
preferred holiday options for many thousands of Western Australians. 

These places are tangible examples of sustainable lifestyles, where younger generations can learn 
responsibility and become creative and family traditions and stories can be passed on. The loss of these 
communities will seriously diminish the social, economic and health well being of many ordinary 
Western Australian families. 

Now we ask that the Legislative Assembly support our campaign for the Government to  

Examine how other States of Australia, including South Australia, Tasmania and New South Wales 
have retained conforming Shack Site Communities in order to preserve these valuable assets for many 
Western Australians to have affordable coastal holiday destinations and continue to allow human 
interaction all but lost in today’s society.  

The petition bears 169 signatures and has been signed according to the standing orders.  

[See petition 258.] 

YALGORUP NATIONAL PARK — EXTENSION 

Petition 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [9.04 am]: I have a petition 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, say that the land around Yalgorup National Park in Lake Clifton (Lots 1000, 
2240, 2275, 2657 and 3045 Preston Beach Rd, Lake Clifton) should not be sub divided into smaller lots 
than those currently in existence, in February 2010. 

Now we ask the Legislative Assembly to not decrease the size of the Lots and to consider increasing 
the size of Yalgorup Park National Park by purchasing Lots 1000, 2240, 2275, 2657 and 3045 Preston 
Beach Rd, Lake Clifton, for safe keeping for the people of Western Australia in perpetuity. 

The petition bears 38 signatures and complies with the standing orders of the house.  

[See petition 259.] 

MOORE RIVER — HOUSING LOTS SOUTH OF ESTUARY 

Petition 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Darling Range — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.05 am]: I have a petition with 125 
signatures couched in the following terms — 
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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. 

[See petition 260.] 

URANIUM MINING — BAN 

Petition 

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [9.06 am]: I present the following petition containing 533 signatures 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 residents of Western Australia are opposed to uranium mining. We ask the 
Legislative Assembly to recognise the unacceptable risk to the community and the environment posed 
by uranium mining and to immediately reinstate the ban on uranium mining in Western Australia.  

Your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See petition 261.] 

Nonconforming Petition 

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [9.07 am]: I also have a nonconforming petition containing 385 signatures. It is 
addressed to the Premier and is couched in similar terms.  

PAPERS TABLED 

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

A DAY IN POMPEII EXHIBITION 

Statement by Minister for Culture and the Arts 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Minister for Culture and the Arts) [9.08 am]: I am pleased to announce 
that in May this year Eventscorp and the Western Australian Museum will be bringing an outstanding exhibition 
to Perth that will give Western Australians the exciting opportunity to experience A Day in Pompeii.  

Following the catastrophic eruption of Mt Vesuvius in 79 AD, Pompeii was sealed in a virtual time capsule 
under millions of tonnes of volcanic ash and pumice. It took 17 centuries for its remarkable discovery to be made 
and for its painstaking excavation to reveal treasures of lives frozen in time, excavation work that continues to 
this day. A Day in Pompeii offers visitors a vivid snapshot of one of Imperial Rome’s most cosmopolitan cities 
and its inhabitants. Visitors will see where the residents of this once bustling Roman city lived and shopped, 
what they ate and how they worshipped. The exhibition reveals the fashions and medical practices popular in the 
days before the city’s destruction and features more than 250 priceless artefacts. The science that drives 
volcanism and the development of archaeology itself, which is strongly linked to the discovery of Pompeii, is 
also explored while the final day is recreated through an impressive 3D theatre presentation. 

More than 330 000 people visited this outstanding exhibition while it was on show in Melbourne, making it the 
most successful museum exhibition in Victoria’s history. A Day in Pompeii is now at Te Papa Tongarewa–
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Museum of New Zealand, in Wellington, and is currently attracting more than 1 200 people a day. Through a 
partnership between Eventscorp and the Western Australian Museum, it was possible to negotiate with Museum 
Victoria and the Superintendent for Archaeological Heritage of Naples and Pompeii to bring the exhibition to 
Perth for three months before it goes on to the National Museum of Singapore. It would not have been possible 
to bring the exhibition to Perth without Eventscorp’s support. Eventscorp will also be marketing the exhibition to 
attract people from regional Western Australia. 

A Day in Pompeii will open at the Western Australian Museum in Perth on Thursday, 20 May, and continue until 
Sunday, 5 September. Hosting this exhibition in Perth will provide us all with a rare opportunity to experience a 
truly extraordinary event in history.  

NEW PRIMARY SCHOOLS 2012 

Statement by Minister for Education 

DR E. CONSTABLE (Churchlands — Minister for Education) [9.10 am]: Four new primary schools at an 
estimated total cost of $56 million will be built in the rapidly expanding suburbs of Aveley, Ellenbrook, Meadow 
Springs and Piara Waters to open in 2012. The new schools in Aveley; Malvern Springs, in Ellenbrook; Meadow 
Springs, north of Mandurah; and Piara Waters, north of Forrestdale, will meet the educational needs of some of 
Perth’s fastest growing suburbs, and are expected to cost $14 million each. 

The new schools will each consist of 13 classrooms, three early childhood education classrooms, a library–
resource centre, a music room, an art–craft room, a covered assembly area and canteen, and administrative and 
staff facilities. A grassed oval, together with hard courts for netball, basketball and tennis will also be provided. 
The schools will be equipped with the latest in computer technology, including fibre optic cabling and wireless 
networks throughout the classrooms. More than 240 students from kindergarten to year 7 are expected to enrol at 
each school at the commencement of the 2012 school year. 

This announcement, which represents a major financial investment in the public education system by the state 
government, will be welcomed by their communities. Architects will be appointed immediately to commence the 
planning and preparation of tender documents for the new schools. Construction is expected to commence in 
November this year with completion scheduled for January 2012. The indicative completion date for each of the 
four schools is January 2012, in readiness for the commencement of the 2012 school year. Each school will have 
a capacity of between 450 and 470 students from kindergarten to year 7. 

The $56 million for these new primary schools is part of the $468 million Liberal government construction and 
refurbishment plan. 

WINTER SPRINKLER BAN 

Statement by Minister for Water 

DR G.G. JACOBS (Eyre — Minister for Water) [9.11 am]: I rise to inform the house of the recently 
announced permanent winter sprinkler ban that will commence 1 June and continue through until 31 August. 

Perth has just experienced its hottest and driest summer on record. No rain has been recorded since 
0.2 millimetres fell on 7 February. Before that fall, the city had received no rain since 0.6 millimetres fell on 
20 November 2009. This government is well prepared to meet the challenges of the responsible management of 
our water resources, and the permanent winter sprinkler ban is a demonstration of our ability to act decisively. 
Last winter we instigated a trial winter sprinkler ban. It was a resounding success. The water saved was 
approximately 2.2 billion litres—a full year’s water supply for Collie or Manjimup.  

The community embraced the conservation message with survey results showing agreement for a winter 
sprinkler ban from over 90 per cent of respondents. Feedback from the trial indicated the need to incorporate 
maintenance operation time for bore pumps and for the boundary to be considered using evapotranspiration rates 
as well as rainfall data. Individuals, community groups and industry representatives made themselves heard 
during this trial. The community agrees with this government that winter sprinkler bans should be permanent. 
The ban will apply to people using scheme water, bore water and licensed water users, specifically: local 
government, golf courses, educational institutions, government departments and race complexes. Bore water 
users will be able to flush their pumps once a week to stop silt building up. There are specific exemptions for 
industries such as turf farms, nurseries, market gardens and other water dependent industries. The Minister for 
Water is able to alter the dates annually depending on rainfall and subsequent water availability. 

Outside the winter period, the existing water efficiency measures; that is, the two and three-day-a-week watering 
rosters and daytime sprinkler bans, will continue to apply. 
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PHOTOGRAPHIC IDENTIFICATION 

Grievance 

MS A.R. MITCHELL (Kingsley) [9.13 am]: Recently a constituent of mine came to see me over a situation 
that I believe has much broader ramifications than at first appear, so I am pleased to bring it to the attention of 
the house. My constituent contacted me because his wife had recently suffered a serious stroke and subsequently 
lost her driver’s licence. Not that that was the issue; my constituent was quite happy that his wife would not be 
driving anymore, because her health certainly was not right. But what they found out afterwards was that his 
wife no longer had photo identification, which was on her driver’s licence.  

It so happens that my constituents are a pensioner couple and did not wish to hold passports anymore. They did 
not see the need to pay $104, which is what it costs a senior for a passport for five years. They were quite 
concerned about this because the need to have photo ID plays a big part in our community nowadays. To their 
credit, they investigated what other options were available. They checked out the proof-of-age card, which is 
issued by the Department of Transport for a nominal fee of $25, because that is the other obvious card that is 
now available. When they investigated this with the department they were told that the proof-of-age card is 
designed only for accessing licensed premises and there is no obligation on other institutions to accept it as proof 
of identity. For those members who have not seen a proof-of-age card, the only details it contains are name, date 
of birth, signature and photograph. It does not contain an address and, as I said, in most places it is not 
acceptable as a form of identification.  

There is no doubt that nowadays the community accepts that photo ID is required with many transactions. I think 
we all appreciate and recognise the benefits of that, but it appears that some people in our community will find 
themselves a bit marginalised through no fault of their own. A situation is arising that we need to look at to see 
how we can best deal with it. As I said, I think a problem could be brewing, particularly as our demographic gets 
older. I looked around to see the situations people could find themselves in due to lack of a photo ID. I started 
with seniors and thought of my own parents, who still drive, but who I am sure in the next couple of years will 
not be driving, and who no longer have passports. I also thought of other people. A number of people in our 
society choose not to drive for one reason or another. Many of the younger people probably have passports, so 
they may be all right for a while. But at this time there is no way of accommodating them in later years. I 
therefore started to investigate the sorts of things my constituents are experiencing and could well experience 
into the future. Obviously, the first thing that springs to mind is that it will be very difficult for people without a 
driver’s licence to assemble 100 points of identification when they apply for a credit card or want to open a bank 
account. I am sure we are all aware of that issue. I will mention a few other difficulties. People without photo ID 
will not be accepted as volunteers in an organisation that requires a police check; they will not be allowed to 
board a domestic flight when they check in at the airport; they cannot send certain amounts of money or parcels 
overseas; they cannot pick up items of registered post from a post office; they cannot collect children from a day 
care centre if they are not their parents; they cannot obtain a working with children check; they cannot apply for 
a firearms licence; they may have problems joining a gun club; and they may have problems at a random police 
check. The one that really hit me was that if we want to buy cold or flu tablets from a pharmacy, such as those 
that contain pseudoephedrine, we need photo identification. People buy those sorts of tablets on a regular basis. 
These are some of the situations my constituents, and I am sure many other people, are experiencing.  

As I said, I think an issue is brewing that we need to be aware of. I have been thinking through what is available 
and how to arrive at a solution without making it difficult for the parliamentary secretary. Could it be a 
requirement for the Seniors Card to include a photo ID? Do we extend the scope of the proof-of-age card or 
should something completely different be introduced? As I said, I believe a number of people in our community 
will find themselves in this position. I believe also that a number of people are already in this position. I 
encourage the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Community Services to take this issue to the 
appropriate bodies so that a solution can be found and all members of our community can be accommodated. 

MR A.J. SIMPSON (Darling Range — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.20 am]: I thank the member for 
Kingsley for her grievance in which she raised a number of very good points. The member referred to a number 
of areas in which photographic identification is required. In this world today people need to have their photo as 
well as their details on a card; for example, such ID equates to 100 points when opening a bank account.  

The photo identification document/card is recognised by the government, which is a signatory to the National 
Identity Security Strategy. In April 2005 the Australian government announced the NISS to combat the misuse 
of stolen and assumed identities in the provision of government services. The NISS aims to strengthen identity 
security through rigorous enrolment and authentication processes while ensuring personal privacy. The NISS is 
underpinned by an intergovernmental agreement to which Western Australia is a signatory.  

The Western Australian public sector is working with other state governments to implement features of the NISS 
to provide a consistent approach across the nation to ensure that everybody has the same level of detail on their 
identification. The need for photo identification cards is across all age groups, including seniors and people with 
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disabilities. The Department of Transport is currently investigating the possibility of introducing a voluntary 
photo card that will meet the rigorous identification and verification processes required to combat identification 
fraud. That brings me to the point the member for Kingsley raised: It is necessary to have on an identification 
card not only a photo, but also the right information so that it is acceptable to all government agencies. The 
Department for Communities will be liaising with the Department of Transport to ensure that this initiative will 
meet the needs of seniors at an affordable price, as is the case with the current driver’s licence fee.  

A driver’s licence in Western Australia is provided free of charge to Seniors Card holders who also hold a 
Commonwealth Seniors Health Card, age or disability pension concession card. Holders of a Western Australian 
Seniors Card may obtain a driver’s licence at half price. Many seniors who no longer drive continue to renew 
their driver’s licence to retain this form of identification. Basically, that is skewing the statistics pertaining to 
people with driver’s licences. It is a cheap form of identification for seniors to keep as it carries a photo 
identification. It was a very good point that the member raised. In the interests of equitable treatment of seniors, 
broadening the current concession for a driver’s licence to cover the proposed new photo ID card would provide 
equal access to an identity document for those seniors who do not drive. Information about the number of seniors 
who would use such a form of ID would need to be obtained to provide appropriate costing for this extended 
concession. The Minister for Community Services has advised me that she will be working with the Minister for 
Transport with a view to obtaining some form of photo identification for seniors. We will work through that 
process with a view to providing photo identification for our seniors and people with disabilities at a reasonable 
price. I thank the member for Kingsley for bringing this issue to our attention.  

BUS SERVICES — FORRESTFIELD ELECTORATE 

Grievance 

MR A.J. WADDELL (Forrestfield) [9.23 am]: My grievance is to the parliamentary secretary representing the 
Minister for Transport. Last night I spoke about one of my constituents who had her car impounded under the 
legislation dealing with driving with a suspended licence. Mrs Karen Selby is one of who I feel will be a growing 
number of people in Western Australia who have had their cars impounded without actually committing a 
driving offence. As I outlined yesterday, her son was driving a car with excessive demerit points under a 
suspended driver’s licence. He was pulled over because of a faulty tail-light on Mrs Selby’s vehicle. As a result 
the car was impounded and she found herself without a vehicle. I will not go into that today. However, it brought 
to my attention her concern about her ability to get to work. It came down to the question of public transport in 
my electorate, which is what my grievance is primarily about.  

Mrs Selby is required to turn up to work at 6.00 am at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children. Simply put, there 
are no bus services that leave the areas of Forrestfield, High Wycombe, Maida Vale or any of the surrounding 
suburbs early enough in the morning to enable somebody to attend work as early as six o’clock. As public 
transport was not available, she had no option other than to take annual leave. The fact is that a large number of 
people in my electorate have to commute by car into the city and other areas daily and are doing so as the sole 
occupant of their car. They have to deal with bumper-to-bumper traffic problems that are increasingly becoming 
quite considerable in my electorate.  

The reason for my grievance today is to deal directly with public transport. A constituent of mine, a fellow by 
the name of Mr Brad Mitchell, contacted my office about his continued frustration with public transport in 
Forrestfield, particularly public transport for schoolchildren. Mr Mitchell’s son attends Hillside Christian School, 
a private school on Hawtin Road. Mr Mitchell lives in High Wycombe and he has a disability, which means that 
he does not have the capacity to drive a vehicle, which prevents him from driving his son to and from school. He 
has no other support, so he relies on public transport. His son catches the 294 bus service and Mr Mitchell 
accompanies him. The bus departs at the Midland train station at 7.10 am each school day. The 294 bus service 
is an important service to the people of Forrestfield, because it is the only service that travels from Midland 
servicing the areas of Forrestfield, Maida Vale and High Wycombe and, ultimately, terminates in Cannington.  

Mr Mitchell pointed out to me that this bus reaches Hawtin Road a staggering 65 minutes before the 
commencement of the school day. This is significant because it means that he has to sit with his son for that 
time, because the school is not ready to accept students so early in the day. Frankly, it is an unacceptable time to 
leave children waiting in the elements for school to start. The next available service does not commence until 
8.30 am, a service that would make the majority of schoolchildren late for their first class. Other schools along 
this route include Edney Primary School, High Wycombe Primary School, Maida Vale Primary School, Dawson 
Park Primary School and Darling Range Sports College. A considerable number of schools are affected by this 
bus service. There are also bus stops within walking distance of Forrestfield and Woodlupine Primary Schools.  

Members would appreciate that, clearly, it is a critical service. It is worth noting that there are no buses servicing 
the school that Mr Mitchell’s son attends until 50 minutes after the conclusion of the school day. It means that 
Mr Mitchell, again, has to sit with his son for almost an hour. Members might like to know that within my 
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electorate there are virtually no bus shelters. Therefore, come winter that is an arduous problem for Mr Mitchell 
and others and they often take shelter in the local delicatessen.  

Mr Mitchell wrote to Swan Transit requesting it consider his problem and the effect it is having on a significant 
number of people. His solution was simply to move the bus service to a different time slot; for example, 7.30 am, 
so that the bus runs closer to school times to better serve schoolchildren of the area and attract a higher patronage 
to the service. He pointed out that while he waits at the school, he notices a number of buses that travel in the 
opposite direction within a space of only 20 minutes. It makes sense that these services run to Midland because 
there is a lot of demand for people to go there for work. It is an area of a fair bit of economic activity these days. 
However, for Mr Mitchell there is a huge gap in his bus service from 7.10 am to 8.30 am. Mr Mitchell’s response 
from Swan Transit was that due to the government’s three per cent cuts it had no capacity whatsoever to put on 
additional services. My question is: how much does it cost to move a service? I think that Mr Mitchell also 
would like to know the answer to that question.  

The main purpose of my grievance is to highlight the problems that continue to plague our community as a result 
of simply replacing old buses and not putting on new bus services. It really is encouraging people to adopt a car 
culture. People in my electorate are fortunate to be surrounded by areas such as Midland and Kalamunda. 
However, there are a lot of services in these areas, which people in my electorate cannot access. The Midland 
health campus is being developed and, again, people will need to access that campus. The lack of public 
transport will hamper them quite considerably. It is not about inconvenience; it is about disenfranchisement. It 
isolates the elderly, schoolchildren, parents and youth and that leads to all sorts of problems. When is this 
government going to start investing some of the wealth of this state into the basic needs of the community and 
develop a decent public transport system within my electorate?  

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray–Wellington — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.29 am]: I commend the member 
for Forrestfield for bringing a grievance to this house concerning one of his constituents, a role that many of us 
in this place perhaps do not do robustly enough. I give credit to the member. The situation surrounding Mrs 
Selby and her inability to get to work by 6.00 am at Princess Margaret Hospital for Children is unfortunate. It is 
a situation that is repeated right across the metropolitan area, given that people required to start work in the 
central business district before 7.00 am are not always able to use public transport. It is not a unique situation 
that Mrs Selby finds herself in. Perhaps she should take the matter up with her son, who has inconvenienced her 
as she is unable to use a vehicle for whatever reason. 

Without any specific detail of what aspect of Forrestfield’s public transport network needs to be prioritised for 
improvement, it is difficult for me to comment. I am sure that the member for Forrestfield would understand that 
the provision of public transport services and the planning of bus routes invariably involve making informed 
decisions on the best way to use taxpayers’ money. Given that this source of funding is finite, Transperth must 
operate its services in a way that provides the greatest benefit to the whole community. For this reason, it is not 
always possible to provide the frequent services sought by individual communities. I am advised by Transperth 
that it is a challenge to design and operate affordable and attractive public transport for Forrestfield residents. 
Forrestfield is a unique case, as the member would no doubt be aware. It is a relatively low density residential 
suburb but somewhat isolated from other suburbs or urban residential areas. Bounded by regional roads and the 
Roe and Tonkin Highways, with industrial land users on one side, the Forrestfield internal road network is 
circuitous, with Hale Road being the only through road in the suburb. In addition, Forrestfield residents have 
diverse travel demands, with the community desiring services to Perth primarily but also to Midland, Cannington 
and Kalamunda. All these journeys are possible, albeit they are not necessarily as frequent as perhaps the 
member and his constituents would like.  

The structure of the Forrestfield bus network has not changed significantly for a number of years. It is probably 
worthwhile examining the current arrangements. I will give the member an undertaking that we will ask the 
Public Transport Authority to examine the optimum level of bus services in his electorate. The current level of 
usage by Forrestfield residents outside school and commuter peak periods on routes 286, 287 and 288, which 
operate between Forrestfield and Perth, and route 294, which operates between Cannington and Midland via 
Forrestfield, is particularly low. That makes it difficult for Transperth to justify improvements, given the 
competing demands in other higher density metropolitan areas. 

Mr A.J. Waddell: Yes, but the problem is that people are not using the bus service because it’s so infrequent 
and difficult to use. If it was a decent service, they’d use it. It is a case of we have to build it and they will come.  

Mr M.J. COWPER: I empathise with the member. We had a fantastic new rail service to Mandurah and there 
was no connectivity between Pinjarra and Mandurah, which would have enhanced that service as well. That is 
something that we all have to contend with in our respective electorates. I hear what the member is saying and 
acknowledge that that is sometimes the case.  

Transperth is aware that from the commencement of the 2010 school year, 294 service trips for students 
attending the Darling Range Sports College did not match the school opening and closing times. Transperth 
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understands that this has become more of an issue in 2010 given that the school’s increasing catchment of 
students travel greater distances to attend courses specifically offered by the Darling Range Sports College. 
Transperth is working to adjust the 294 service to better meet the needs of students. However, this can only be 
done following changes to its linked services that carry students to other schools. As the member can appreciate, 
attendance at schools in our electorates is like a sand dune;  students move all the time for various reasons from 
one location to the other. It is timely that the PTA is flexible and identifies the changes that present from time to 
time.  

Effective from 9 May, Transperth has committed to adjust the times for the morning 294 service from 
Cannington to Forrestfield to better meet the needs of students and ensure that they arrive at school in time for 
the morning bell. Regrettably, Transperth is unable to adjust the afternoon services on the 294 as any changes to 
the existing service will impact on other members of the public presently transferring between services at the 
Midland station. It becomes problematic when the bus gets to Midland. Transperth does not have the resources to 
add any additional services to the 294 route at this time.  

As stated, I am happy to work with the member to optimise those services for his constituents. I thank him for 
bringing his grievance to this chamber today.  

BALLAJURA POLICE STATION 

Grievance 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [9.35 am]: My grievance relates to the Ballajura Police Station. The purpose of 
the grievance is, firstly, to ask the Minister for Police to reconsider the closure of the station and possibly build a 
new police station in the Ballajura–Malaga district; and, secondly, to ask the minister to clarify some of the 
comments he made during the closure last year. Firstly, I wish to refer to some of the comments made by the 
minister in May last year. When asked about possible closure of the police station and whether decisions had 
been made on the closure of the police station, the police minister said, “Not at this stage.” On 26 May last year, 
my birthday, the minister said that he had not made a decision—no decision had been made—regarding the 
closure of the police station.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: Can I just clarify whether I had not made a decision or a decision had not been made?  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: When asked by a member from the minister’s side of the house about whether the minister 
had earmarked police stations for closure, the minister said, “Not at this stage.” With respect to the Ballajura 
Police Station, the minister said that a final decision had not been made. Those comments were made to 
Parliament in May last year.  

Other information obtained through freedom of information shows that emails between the minister’s office and 
the local papers say that the minister again stated that a final decision of the closure of the police station had not 
been made. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: When was that? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That was on 28 May, followed by another statement on 5 June. I have two pieces of 
correspondence, one of which states — 

… the Minister and the Commissioner are still in discussions as the Minister stated yesterday. … I can 
assure you that as soon as a decision has been made, it will be communicated to you and your readers. 

That comment was made by one of the minister’s press secretaries to the local paper. Again, that further 
information shows that the minister claimed that a decision had not been made. However, other information 
obtained through FOI includes a briefing note sent to the minister’s office by the Office of the Commissioner last 
April. It states — 

I write to inform you of the decision to close Ballajura Police Station and relocate existing resources to 
Kiara and Ellenbrook Police Stations.  

It also says that a communication strategy has been developed and — 

Stakeholders will be advised that WA Police will cease to operate from the Ballajura Police Station by 1 
July 2009.  

I have a copy of another contentious briefing note sent to the minister’s office for possible discussion in 
Parliament. It again stated that a decision had been made to close the police station and a communication 
strategy would be developed. It was dated 17 April. I would like the minister to clarify when the decision was 
made to close the police station. Was the minister informed in April, as his briefing note suggests, that the 
decision had been made? Why was a communications strategy to the local people not developed?  
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Another point I would like to make relates to comments made by the federal member for Cowan about the 
Ballajura Police Station. An email between the minister’s office and Luke Simpkins, whom I quite like and see 
on a number of occasions, states — 

The State MLA is running on this and getting support. I think that it will be just a matter of time before 
she tries to turn it on me as a Liberal. I had a concept that may be able to get the truth going in this issue 
and focus in the right area. Soon I have an unaddressed mail out of an envelope into Ballajura. I propose 
to include a letter to the Police Commissioner, that the resident can put their name to and put into a box 
at local newsagents. The letter would ask the Commissioner to reverse his decision. An explanatory 
letter in my envelope would say that this is his decision. The result being that the locals identify the 
decision with the Commissioner and not the State Government or Liberal Party, and I get profile for 
trying to assist. What do you think? Luke 

That is typical of the Liberal Party in that area. The response from the minister’s press secretary, whom I know 
well, states — 

The Minister has already had considerable debate on this in the parliament. I am concerned that the 
Commissioner will simply say two things — 

In response to any campaign — 

1. This is inefficient policing and 2. If the state government wants me to keep it open I will — but 
they’ll have to fund it. Which boxes us into a corner as we would be seen to be funding a station which 
has minimal effectiveness — which leads to more and more problems as we move towards the ‘hub’ 
concept. I think it best if the Minister call you to discuss possible options and I will ask him to do so 
over the weekend — best regards … 

Again, we see the Liberal Party working together to basically cover up the issue, which is that this government 
closed the Ballajura Police Station.  

I ask the minister to clarify whose decision it was to close the Ballajura Police Station, when the decision was 
made, and whether he will reconsider the closure. The impact of the closure on the Ballajura community is great. 
Residents come to my office constantly, complaining about the closure of the Ballajura Police Station, and we 
receive numerous phone calls about the issue. We will soon be holding a community meeting so people can get 
together and raise issues. From the statistics I have seen, there has been a rise in crime in particular areas of 
Ballajura. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: What about the decreased statistics? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The minister can talk about the increased ones also. If the minister is going to talk about 
figures, he can give us all the figures. I urge the minister to reconsider the closure of the Ballajura Police Station 
and to tell the Parliament exactly what process led to the closure of the station. 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [9.41 am]: I thank the member for West Swan for her 
grievance today. I am very happy to respond. 

This shows what an open and accountable government we are; we gave the member all this information. When 
the opposition seeks freedom of information, it gets it. I cannot be responsible for what another member of 
Parliament, state or federal, wants to say to me via email or letter, but I will respond accordingly and, I think, 
appropriately, to any member of Parliament who contacts me. The member for West Swan mentioned the 
briefing note that she received under FOI, and that is fine. I tell the member that, following that briefing note 
from the police commissioner, I requested a review of the decision and why it was being made. I wanted to be 
personally briefed to hear the case for the station being closed. Therefore, all the comments to the media from 
me and my office were correct. Let me establish that first of all. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Can I ask whose decision it was? Was it yours or the commissioner’s? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: At the end of the day, the decision to close any police station is the commissioner’s 
decision. If I have a concern about a police station being closed, obviously I talk to the commissioner. If I can 
convince him that, in my view, a police station should remain open, it may have an effect on his final decision. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Can I ask — 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Does the member want me to answer the question she has already put? If she starts asking 
me more questions, I will not be able to give her answers. 

The police station had to be closed. The member for West Swan knows as well as I do that the holding cell was 
in the middle of the general office, which was totally inappropriate. Very often, police vehicles had to wait for 
vegie lorries servicing the supermarket next door to move out of the way before they could get in and out of the 
station. That was totally inappropriate. The member has seen the old police station, as I have. The Labor Party is 
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very hot on occupational health and safety, so I am told; the previous government should have closed that station 
under occupational health and safety, because it was not a suitable place for police officers to work. The member 
knows that and I know that.  

I know that the member for West Swan may have made promises during the election campaign about whang-
bang new police stations, and all the rest of it, probably because of the privileged position she held with the 
former Premier. It was probably the same situation as with the member for Warnbro and the new Secret Harbour 
police station. The Labor Party seems to come up with all these whang-bang ideas during election campaigns to 
try to help its candidates; very often they do not eventuate. I can assure the member that there would not have 
been a new police station in Ballajura because we have moved to the new model of hubs, which are much more 
efficient. We have more police officers actually out on the road, patrolling and doing the job that we want them 
to do. Every police car is now like a mobile police station. With the new tasking and dispatch information  
system, they can get information within seconds rather than minutes and report back. 

I will give the member an example of the rosters that were taking place when Ballajura Police Station was open. 
An examination of the operational rosters that existed when the Ballajura Police Station was open clearly show 
that significant gaps existed when no local police tasking coverage existed, due to staff on one shift ceasing duty, 
and no further staff being available until the following shift commenced duty. However, when Kiara Police 
Station assumed the tasking responsibility for the Ballajura and Malaga areas, a minimum number of two 
vehicles were rostered for each day, with afternoon and night shifts, providing a 24–hour a day, six day a week 
tasking service, and 22 hours on the seventh day of the week, being Sunday. 

The member for West Swan regularly sends me questions on notice for figures for Ballajura, and I accept that. I 
know that there is one in the pipeline at the moment; she will get honest answers for that one as well. Response 
times have certainly improved, especially for category 2 offences. Category 2 offences are offences that are 
being committed at the time. The police are responding to those offences much more quickly than they did when 
Ballajura Police Station was open. Very often, the officers at Ballajura Police Station would simply be unable to 
get into a vehicle to respond to a call. Now we have mobile police officers responding in much quicker times. It 
is very important to try to catch people committing crimes while they are being committed rather than turning up 
half an hour later when they have already fled the scene; it is much better policing, and that is what we are after 
in this state—much better policing than we have previously had. 

I have asked for some figures; I guess that is what the member for West Swan wants. I did not know where she 
was coming from with her grievance today, because it was under the heading, “Ballajura policing”. I did not 
know whether it was about the police station closing or whatever. However, I will give the member some 
figures. From November 2008 to February 2009, there were 73 non-dwelling burglaries. We are covering not 
only domestic properties but also commercial premises, such as those in the industrial estate, which is being 
policed very well indeed. In 2009–10, non-dwelling burglaries decreased to 27. There was a very large decrease 
in the number of burglaries taking place in those non-dwelling properties. From November 2008 to February 
2009, there were 138 theft incidents. For the same period for 2009–10, the figure remained relatively the same at 
144; there was a slight increase. I will be honest with the member—if there is an increase, she will get the 
increase. Between November 2008 and February 2009, there were 21 motor vehicle thefts. For the same period 
2009–10, the number had decreased to 16.  

We are seeing a decrease in crime in many important categories in the Ballajura area. The member for West 
Swan should be pleased about this. It is better than having an old police station that the previous government did 
nothing about in eight years of government; it did nothing whatsoever. 

Ms R. Saffioti: Would you consider reopening it? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Of course not. It is not for me to reopen a police station; that is not my duty as Minister 
for Police. It is the prerogative of the police commissioner.  

DEPARTMENT FOR CHILD PROTECTION — JUVENILE HOUSING IN WANNEROO 

Grievance 

MR P.T. MILES (Wanneroo) [9.50 am]: My grievance is addressed to the Premier of Western Australia, Hon 
Colin Barnett. Thank you very much, Premier. It relates to the purchase by the Department for Child Protection 
of two houses in the Wanneroo electorate, each valued in excess of $1 million, to house juveniles in its care. 
Most particularly it relates to the department’s steadfast refusal to adequately address the concerns of 
neighbouring residents.  

My first knowledge of this matter was when I received a telephone call last November from a constituent who 
had heard that the state government had bought a multimillion dollar-plus property in her street to “house 
orphans”. My subsequent inquiries with the department revealed that it had purchased not one, but two 
Wanneroo properties to house juveniles. I recognise and support the department’s policy to rehouse juveniles in 
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its care in more homely accommodation than the current hostel-type accommodation. However, I am dismayed 
and disappointed by the department’s lack of prior consultation about these purchases, and its ongoing 
unwillingness to seriously address the concerns of neighbouring residents. In fact, given the department’s track 
record to date, some residents now believe that this lack of prior consultation was a deliberate tactic. The 
department has since met with two groups of residents. Yes, it has explained how things should work in both 
facilities in a perfect world. But it has not adequately addressed the serious concerns of neighbouring residents. 
The department’s main response to the concerns of residents has been to install a liaison officer to take all calls 
on the issue, thereby shielding the upper echelon managers of the department from further scrutiny.  

One of the properties that has been purchased is in Mariginiup. This property is extremely isolated. It is adjacent 
to the massive Gnangara pine plantation and in the middle of an equestrian estate. The risk of bushfire in this 
locality is very high, particularly in summer. The other property that has been purchased is located one kilometre 
south of the Wanneroo town site, in a secluded and heavily wooded “special residential estate”. The 
neighbouring residents in both localities are upset that the department has not addressed their genuinely held 
concerns about the risk of fire lighting by juveniles in these facilities. The 2006 report by the Western Australian 
Ombudsman titled “Report on Allegations Concerning the Treatment of Children and Young People in 
Residential Care” identifies a number of psychological issues among young people in care. These include 
behavioural problems, poor impulse and aggression control, poor social skills, risk behaviour, cruelty to animals, 
and fire lighting. As much as I believe that these young people desperately need a fair go, we cannot just close 
our eyes to the likelihood of problem behaviour such as fire lighting or violence. The department’s lack of 
empathy for the residents and their concerns was not helped by the comments of a senior departmental officer, 
who told residents at one of these meetings to “suck it and see”. Frankly, that is just not good enough.  

Other concerns have also not been addressed. There is no public transport or street lighting at the Mariginiup 
property. The normal teenage diversions are not available in the area, but quad bikes, farm machinery, 
motorbikes, tools and even licensed firearms are kept on adjoining properties. Mobile phone coverage is 
unreliable in Mariginiup, and that puts in doubt the department’s promise of 24-hour contact with a carer. The 
nearest police station is in Wanneroo, 20 minutes away. That offers cold comfort to any neighbour faced with a 
violent juvenile offender. Residents in Mariginiup exercise their horses on a designated bridlepath along one of 
the boundaries of the DCP property. These residents fear that juveniles unfamiliar with horses may startle the 
animals with sudden movements or loud noises, with potentially serious consequences. The Wanneroo property 
is one kilometre from the town site. Therefore, any juveniles who escaped supervision would have easy access to 
alcohol and drugs.  

My criticism and that of my constituents is not directed at the program or at the juveniles who are in state care. 
Our criticism relates to the department’s lack of community consultation and its apparent disregard for the safety 
of neighbouring residents at both locations, particularly the severe fire risk that will be present by 
accommodating juveniles at these two properties. On paper, the level of supervision that will apply to these 
juveniles seems very adequate. There will be 24-hour supervision by two carers per shift. This level of care is 
consistent with the government’s intensive supervision policies for juveniles and is quite satisfactory. However, I 
continue to be concerned about incidents at other DCP juvenile facilities, which show that there is a very 
different reality when carers are distracted with another situation and a juvenile escapes supervision. These are 
the issues that worry both me and my constituents, but, so far the responses from the department have failed to 
ease our minds. Simply put, the department cannot guarantee the safety and amenity of the surrounding residents 
once these homes are occupied by juveniles in its care. Having seen the log kept by a Wellard resident adjoining 
a similar DCD juvenile facility, I am not at all reassured that the residents in these two rural estates in my 
electorate will continue to enjoy the quiet lifestyle that they have chosen to pursue.  

I ask that the Minister for Child Protection review her decision to purchase these properties, in light of my 
constituents’ very valid concerns, with a view to selling these properties before occupancy takes place and 
relocating these young people to more suitable premises.  

MR C.J. BARNETT (Cottesloe — Premier) [9.57 am]: I thank the member for Wanneroo for his grievance. I 
can well understand that some of the residents in those two areas fear from their perspective what they might 
consider to be the worst possible outcomes. I also am concerned by the member’s comments that residents do not 
feel that they were properly consulted and given advance notice. I cannot comment, because I was not there, but 
I would hope the department does take the time to properly talk to the local government and local residents in the 
area, and, indeed, local members of Parliament.  

Obviously the state does have responsibility for the care of a large number of young people. These are young 
people who for various reasons cannot live with their parents any longer, primarily due to neglect and abuse. 
These are damaged young people who need the support of the state, and, hopefully, the support of the 
community in the area in which they live. As members would be aware, for many years the Department of 
Community Development has had a policy of providing accommodation for up to 18 of these young people in an 
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institutional-type hostel. The change in policy direction that is taking place is one that I support and that I would 
imagine most members of Parliament would support. Under this policy, young people in the age range of 12 to 
17 will be accommodated in a more conventional home-like environment in an urban or semi-urban area. It is 
hoped that this will provide these young people with greater stability and normality in their lives—something 
that they have been deprived of in the past. It is also proposed that they will attend school and hopefully 
participate in community organisations in the area. The overall program is to provide 10 such homes, which will 
each accommodate about four children, and to place another 16 children in short-stay accommodation. It is 
anticipated that each of these young people will be accommodated in this type of setting for about two years. 
That would be a fairly typical time period.  

The department does have a responsibility to consult with neighbours. I can understand why neighbours would 
be fearful and concerned. They are concerned that their lifestyle could be jeopardised. Issues have been raised 
about the fact that Mariginiup is an equestrian estate. Some of the concerns that have been raised are whether 
these young people will be safe if they come into contact with horses, and the risk that horses might be let out. A 
concern has also been raised that young people who do not come from a semi-rural background may not be 
aware of the risk of fire in those areas.  

The department has met with the Mariginiup residents. I accept, as the member has said, that they are not happy. 
I think there probably could have been better consultation in that case. I note that at least one person in the 
Mariginiup area has offered to help teach these young people about horses and encourage them in that activity. I 
think that is very good, and I congratulate and thank that resident. Hopefully over time more residents will 
engage with these young people and play a supportive role in helping these young people develop into good 
citizens. 

As I understand it, the residents adjoining the Wanneroo property have declined to meet with the department. I 
think they would prefer to hold some sort of mass public meeting. I have to say that I would not support that. I 
do not think that is the way to go. I would urge the residents in Wanneroo to sit down with the department and 
raise their concerns, and hopefully the department will be able to address their concerns.  

The sorts of properties that the department is looking to purchase must be appropriate family-type dwellings, 
with a minimum of five bedrooms, and with a fairly large outdoor area. That is why the department is attracted 
to these sorts of small, semi-rural holdings. The houses will be operated on a rostered staff arrangement. Two 
staff will be on duty on every shift, and those two staff will be in the home with the kids for 24 hours, seven days 
a week. I think that is a very high level of supervision and care for these children. It reminds us of just how 
expensive it is to care for these children who have now become the responsibility of the state because of the 
abuse and neglect that they have suffered. The department intends to go ahead with this, and I am not about to 
interfere with that decision. However, I urge the department and the residents to try to work together. I know that 
does not make either the residents or the member for Wanneroo happy at this stage. The member is doing his job 
representing his constituents. It is intended that these residences will proceed in both of these areas. The 
department has had experience in higher fire risk areas such as Stoneville and Darlington, and that has been 
managed okay. 

I urge members to not categorise these children and teenagers. They are not necessarily juvenile offenders; some 
of them are traumatised kids who have suffered greatly in their lives. If we can overcome some of those 
difficulties and the kids are well cared for in these homes, hopefully some members of the community will also 
play a role in assisting them. I recognise that it is the responsibility of the department to make sure that no 
damage is caused and that no antisocial behaviour impacts on the community. That is the job the department 
needs to do. This is one of those difficult situations. Most of us, if we were honest, would have concerns about 
this type of home being set up next to our house. We would be concerned about what it might mean and whether 
our family and property would be at risk. I hope that is not the case and that the department can manage these 
kids successfully. The children and staff have been carefully selected. I urge the community, particularly in 
Wanneroo, to agree to sit down with the department, because that is important. The community should raise its 
concerns with the department and at least hear what it has to say and see whether those concerns can be 
addressed. I am optimistic that this will work out but I can understand the concerns that the residents are having 
before the homes have been set up and the children have moved in. I thank the member for Wanneroo. He is 
doing his job as a local member and, although he does not like the decision to proceed, I know that as a 
responsible member of Parliament he will do what he can to make it work. 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Premier just answered a grievance under section 146 of the standing orders. Although 
I do not disagree with a single word of the content and I believe that he took a courageous stand, the grievance 
related to matters concerning child welfare and, at a stretch, perhaps housing. My point of order is that a minister 
or a member deputed will have the right to reply to each of the grievances that are raised by a member. I would 
have thought the most appropriate minister to respond to the member for Wanneroo’s grievance would have 
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been the Minister for Housing, but I understand that the Premier undertook to respond to this particular 
grievance. I am seeking your guidance, Mr Speaker, about who should ordinarily respond to a grievance raised 
by a member when the subject matter comes within another minister’s portfolio. I do that in the context that the 
opposition has sought to grieve to the Premier on a number of occasions and he has declined to respond but on 
this occasion he has accepted a grievance from a member of the government. Is it appropriate for the Premier to 
respond to a grievance, and, if so, why does it appear that one rule applies to some members of Parliament who 
grieve to the Premier and another rule applies to other members of Parliament? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Premier has authority over all ministers and ministerial portfolios. If the Premier is 
prepared to answer a grievance about any issue contained within any portfolio, that is his right, just as it is the 
right of any member of Parliament to grieve to the Premier should he so wish. That was the case in this instance. 
There has been no breach of the standing orders whatsoever. 

The SPEAKER: I acquainted myself with standing order 146 while the Premier was responding because it was 
the first time that I had observed that being done in the two sessions of Parliament that I have been a member of. 
When familiarising myself with standing order 146, I also sought further information. The Premier has overall 
responsibility for government policy. Therefore, if the Premier decides that he will respond to a grievance, that is 
appropriate. There is no point of order. 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 

Eighth Report — “Corruption and Crime Commission Report on the Investigation of Alleged Public Sector 
Misconduct in Relation to the Activities of an Associate to a Judge of the District Court of Western Australia” — 

Tabling 

MR J.N. HYDE (Perth) [10.05 am]: I present for tabling the eighth report of the Joint Standing Committee on 
the Corruption and Crime Commission entitled “Corruption and Crime Commission Report on the Investigation 
of Alleged Public Sector Misconduct in Relation to the Activities of an Associate to a Judge of the District Court 
of Western Australia”. 

[See paper 1933.]  

Mr J.N. HYDE: This report attaches a precis of a Corruption and Crime Commission report that was presented 
by the commission to the joint standing committee and to the Attorney General on 25 February 2010. In 
preparing this precis for the committee, after the committee had read the full report, the commission removed 
from the original report some sensitive operational information and some information about the criminal 
activities and backgrounds of persons that Ms A—an associate to a judge of the District Court—chose to 
associate with. We have accepted the commission’s advice and are referring to this person as Ms A in this report. 

The committee considered it important to table this precis in Parliament for two reasons. Firstly, to bring to 
Parliament’s attention the investigation and the recommendations of the CCC, and, secondly, to better 
Parliament’s understanding of how the committee has chosen to deal with this particular report and the CCC’s 
ability to present reports to the committee rather than to the full Parliament. The committee accepts that the 
entirety of the original report should not be tabled because of the inclusion of sensitive operational information 
and information pertaining to upcoming criminal trials. The committee considers that the presentation in 
Parliament of the precis of the original report is a sensible compromise between the commissioner’s original 
reasons for non-publication and the committee’s desire to inform Parliament of the committee’s investigations 
and recommendations. 

I turn now to the substance of the report. In the report, it appears that Ms A was a user of prohibited drugs while 
an associate to a judge in the District Court and had a number of criminal associations and may have been 
engaging in unlawful activity resulting from the suspected use of prohibited drugs over a number of years. The 
commission set out to determine whether it could identify any systemic failings within either the District Court 
administration or the Department of the Attorney General that may have facilitated the occurrence of the acts of 
misconduct that have been identified. The commission’s investigation discovered that Ms A was an associate of 
the District Court judge from 2000 until her conviction in 2009. As an associate, Ms A had access to the total 
offender management solution database—TOMS. That is the restricted access database in the Department of 
Corrective Services that contains details about prisoners in Western Australia. She also had access to the lower 
court’s criminal case management system—CHIPS. CHIPS contains details of court dates and charges for 
criminal offenders and it also shows the judicial officers who have been listed to hear a particular matter. The 
commission’s investigation revealed that Ms A was accessing the databases to obtain details about drug dealers 
and passing that information on to third parties. On 17 August 2009, Ms A pleaded guilty to 25 charges in the 
Magistrates Court. On 5 October 2009 she was sentenced to imprisonment for 14 months. On 24 November 2009 
she lodged an appeal against sentence, and on 7 December 2009 the Supreme Court allowed the appeal and re-
sentenced Ms A for a term of imprisonment of 10 months suspended for 18 months. 
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The CCC addresses systemic issues within the administration of the District Court of Western Australia and the 
Department of the Attorney General. The commission states that the various computer systems and databases 
used within the District Court are not under the control of judges; they are owned and controlled by the 
Department of the Attorney General or the Department of Corrective Services. In the commission’s assessment 
the Department of the Attorney General and the District Court administration did not have strategies in place to 
undertake an adequate or an effective risk management assessment of potential threats to the integrity and 
reputation of the District Court caused by Ms A’s actual or suspected inappropriate or improper associations 
and/or drug related associations. In particular, they did not undertake steps necessary to ensure, with respect to 
information management systems, that sufficient safeguards were in place to mitigate against unauthorised 
access and disclosure, including audit tracking and monitoring the access to confidential and sensitive 
information. They also did not conduct adequate or regular vetting of court staff; and, thirdly, they did not have 
adequate procedures in place to deal with allegations of misconduct by court staff.  

Under the issue of appointment of court staff without vetting or screening, there appears to be no information 
that Ms A had a drug habit at the time of her appointment, but information held by WA Police indicates that she 
had known some of her associates referred to in this report for a long period of time. Some of these persons had 
substantial criminal records and were known by the WA Police in relation to the supply of prohibited drugs. Had 
these associations been disclosed or otherwise become known in the course of an appropriate vetting process the 
potential risk to the District Court would have been identified. That did not happen. The CCC states that it is a 
concern that the vetting of prospective staff, when Ms A was appointed as an associate back in 2000, involved 
only a criminal history check of the proposed appointee, although not even that was conducted on her. In the 
opinion of the commission, the vetting threshold for prospective staff at the District Court, particularly the 
appointment of staff with access to confidential information or material, should be higher than that. Regular 
vetting would also serve to remind and further educate staff about the standards of behaviour expected of District 
Court staff, including integrity and the need to maintain proper associations and the need to disclose those which 
may be potentially problematical to them or to the District Court.  

The CCC report comments on the inability of the Department of the Attorney General to audit Ms A’s computer 
usage. The investigation by the commission of alleged public sector misconduct in relation to the activities of Ms 
A was hindered by the fact that the District Court administration and the Department of the Attorney General 
were unable to provide the commission with an audit of Ms A’s access or, indeed, access by others to restricted 
and sensitive information available through the Total Offender Management Solution and CHIPS databases. The 
commission used specialised equipment to undertake forensic examination of Ms A’s computer; however, as her 
computer had been replaced prior to December 2008 and the hard drive of the previous computer wiped clean 
and disposed of, the commission was unable to undertake a forensic examination of the computer usage prior to 
that time. The lack of system audit capabilities is a systemic problem that in the opinion of the commission in 
part explains why Ms A’s conduct was able to go undetected for a considerable length of time. Until this 
problem is rectified there is a risk that unauthorised access of restricted databases by the District Court or 
Department of the Attorney General’s staff has occurred or is occurring without detection. There is also a risk 
that such unauthorised access may be about, or more likely to occur, due to the absence of regular audits and 
monitoring of computer usage. The Department of the Attorney General has pointed out to the commission that 
due to the age of the CHIPS system it would be extremely difficult to implement full audit and ongoing 
monitoring capability at this time.  

The commission also notes that as the recruitment and staffing arrangements are similar, there is no reason to 
believe the situation in the Supreme Court with respect to the employment of judges’ associates is any less 
problematic from a security point of view than the situation in the District Court. In this report, the CCC makes a 
recommendation that in consultation with the Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of WA, the Chief Judge of the 
District Court of WA and the Chief Magistrate of the Magistrates Court, the Department of the Attorney General 
should conduct a systemic review of the policies, practices and procedures in order to assess the capabilities of 
the administrations of the respective state courts to undertake an adequate and effective risk management 
assessment of the potential threats to the integrity and reputation of each court and to determine strategies to 
address identified shortcomings. The review should include an assessment of the need for, and the capability of, 
each court to manage the threats identified in this report relating to the vetting of court staff, audit tracking and 
monitoring of access to restricted databases and the capacity to deal with allegations of misconduct. The 
commission acknowledges and records its appreciation for the invaluable assistance, cooperation and support 
provided by the Chief Judge of the District Court and Mr Robert Christie, the Executive Manager of the District 
Court, during the period relative to the investigation, and particularly during the covert stage of the investigation 
from the middle of February 2009 to early June 2009. One of the reasons that the committee determined it was 
important that the précis of this report was made public was so that parliamentarians and the public are aware of 
the extensive detailed work that the CCC does undertake, much of it in a covert way that people are not aware of, 
and how necessary it is to ensure that its activities in the state of Western Australia are being held to the highest 
standards.  
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The committee commends the CCC for the work that it is doing, even though it may often appear to people who 
are not fully aware of the workings of the CCC that investigations are undertaken in a lengthy, laborious or time-
consuming way. The committee is confident that this is a very important process and that the CCC has done a 
very good service to the state in bringing this matter to the committee’s attention.  

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE REVIEW OF THE RACING AND WAGERING  
WESTERN AUSTRALIA ACTS 

Extension of Reporting Time — Motion 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Leader of the House) [10.19 am]: I move — 

That the date for presentation of the report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Review of the 
Racing and Wagering Western Australia Acts be extended to 15 October 2010.  

In seeking this extension, I have been advised that this is a very broad inquiry into not only the act under which 
Racing and Wagering Western Australia operates but also the challenges facing the industry. The committee has 
received many submissions from stakeholders, industry groups and members of the public. I am advised that a 
number of complex issues have been raised with regard to governance of the racing industry, and all of these 
issues must be addressed thoroughly by the joint committee. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [10.19 am]: As chair of the committee, I want to say a couple of words. 
This is an important inquiry on behalf of the racing industry. When the Racing and Wagering Western Australia 
Bill came through Parliament in 2003 there was provision for a review of the act after five years, as the 
legislation was a significant change to the governance of the racing industry in Western Australia. I am chair of 
the committee that is at present reviewing the act. As part of our investigations we have taken submissions from 
a very wide section of the industry and also from the public. Consequently, we are asking the Parliament for a 
little more time so that we can meet the people who have made those submissions. The submissions have come 
from all parts of Western Australia. As members would understand, the racing industry encompasses the whole 
of the state, from the tip at the north to Esperance in the south. We are therefore asking the Parliament for a little 
more time so that we can make sure this inquiry is thorough and complete. We do not want Parliament to be in 
the position of having to go back and conduct further reviews of the RWWA act every couple of years. 

Mr M. McGowan: How much extra time is it? 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I think it is three months. It just takes a while because we have to get out to the regions. A 
lot of these race clubs are in remote areas and to get them together and hold briefings with the people there is 
taking a little longer than we envisaged. That is why we are seeking the extra time. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [10.21 am]: The opposition is agreeable to the extension of time for this 
examination. The original committee was established under the RWWA legislation. As I understand it, the 
formation of the original committee was a requirement under the act, which stated that within five years or so the 
legislation would have to be reviewed by a committee of the Parliament. It was an unusual provision to put into 
an act, but the former government passed it. I presume there was good reason back in 2002–03 for the former 
government to require that provision in the act. Even though I had been the Minister for Racing and Gaming, I 
was surprised when the member for Wagin stood in the Parliament and suggested that it was a requirement of the 
act that a committee be established to examine the legislation. It turned out that it was a requirement. Select 
committees are, of course, an unusual mechanism that were to be done away with by the Parliament when 
standing committees were established some 10 or so years ago, but this joint committee is an exception to that 
rule. 

I am supportive of the extension. I do not believe that the ultimate findings of the committee should undo the 
good work that has been put in place. There are a lot of elements in the racing community all around Western 
Australia that want to undo the good work that has been put in place. It is one of those things that the committee 
needs to listen to but at the end of the day it also needs to keep in mind what the industry was like and where it 
was at before the body was established. 

My interest in the racing industry really came about only when I was appointed minister. I cannot say that I was 
too involved before I became minister. But one thing I did learn when I became minister was that all the serious 
elements of the industry that had the industry’s interests at heart said that the racing industry was far better off 
under the new arrangements than it was under the old arrangements. The less serious elements of the industry 
disagreed with that. The people with a vested interest in their own patch, however small it had been, disagreed 
with that. The people with the notion of the whole of the industry being successful agreed that Racing and 
Wagering Western Australia was a good body to put in place. 

The committee wants to extend its time to travel to the most remote parts of Western Australia to meet with the 
smaller race clubs that do a wonderful job and create social opportunities. They might have only one or two race 
meets a year, and some places have only one. They do a wonderful job and they work hard and provide 
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entertainment predominantly for the people in their communities. But I urge the committee to bear in mind that 
those people will be the greatest critics of the body that has been put in place. They will be the greatest critics 
because they are of the view that more resources should go to them than are going to them currently. They will 
blame the establishment—the governing body, Racing and Wagering Western Australia—for the fact that those 
resources are not going there. The committee needs to keep in mind that that is their view, that it is parochial, 
and that the overall interests of the industry need to be kept in mind. 

I therefore urge the members of the committee to listen, but not to head down a course by which good work is 
undone. Some members of this Parliament and perhaps some members of the committee—I cannot recall the 
composition of the committee—might be more easily swayed by some people in the racing industry who are 
more parochial. I believe that will be avoided under the leadership of the member for South Perth, for whom I 
have a great deal of time and who has the ultimate needs, desires and interests of the industry at heart. But I urge 
him to keep in mind that he has an important position here that could very well cause some considerable 
problems for the industry. He needs to keep in mind the views he has expressed in the past and make sure that he 
is not thrown off track by anything that comes up as a result of some of the listening that he is doing around 
Western Australia. I know that he is a good listener; listening is good; but I urge him to not get thrown off track 
from the principles that he has espoused many times in the past about the good work that has been done by this 
body. 

Question put and passed. 

Request for Council’s Concurrence 

On motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That the Legislative Council be acquainted accordingly and its concurrence sought therein. 

PERTH THEATRE TRUST AMENDMENT BILL 2009 

Restoration to Notice Paper — Motion 

On motion by Mr J.N. Hyde, resolved — 

That the Perth Theatre Trust Amendment Bill 2009 be restored to the point it reached prior to its 
removal from the notice paper on Tuesday, 16 March 2010. 

TREASURER’S ADVANCE AUTHORISATION BILL 2010 

Third Reading 

Resumed from 17 March. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [10.28 am]: I will continue my remarks on the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill. I commenced debate on the third reading of the bill yesterday afternoon and was talking 
about the important issues surrounding the distribution of two speeches to the Parliament. I think I called upon 
the Treasurer to apologise to the Parliament, and perhaps to the staff of the bills and papers office whom he held 
accountable for that, and also to take some responsibility. I will be interested to hear, when he wraps up this 
debate, whether he takes up that opportunity and says, “Look, I made a mistake and I’m sorry about that”. I think 
that would go a long way to repairing what has taken place. 

The other major issue that came out of the debate was, of course, the $210 million mistake in the documents 
provided to the Parliament for our consideration when deciding whether or not we would vote for the legislation. 
I think it was extraordinary. During the debate someone said—it may have even been the Treasurer—that it is 
not the greatest mistake ever; Richard Court read out the wrong budget speech. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I didn’t say that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Someone said it. I think a Liberal Party member may have said it. In the Treasurer’s 
defence he said, “It’s not the greatest mistake ever made in this place. The greatest mistake was in 1993 when 
Richard Court read out the wrong budget speech.” I thought it was an unusual defence for a Liberal Party 
member to raise, but that is what happened in the course of the debate. People cannot control their friends 
sometimes, can they? So it would indeed have been the greatest mistake had it not been for a former Liberal 
Party Premier’s mistake in 1993. The Treasurer would have held the record for the greatest mistake; he has only 
been outdone in that event when Richard Court came into this place in 1993 with the wrong speech. I think 
Richard Court he ended up blaming a very good man, Ross Bowe, a former Under Treasurer, for that mistake. 
However, as we all know, if a member stands in this place and reads something out, they are that members 
words. The former Premier Richard Court may have — 

Mr P. Papalia: Can you speak without notes? 

Mr I.C. Blayney: Yes. 
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Mr P. Papalia: That’s a revelation. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am not sure what he said, but I will catch it later, I assume. 

The Treasurer has committed the greatest budget error—but only in 17 years—and that was the $210 million 
mistake. However, as we went along—I think it was identified correctly in today’s The West Australian—it 
became clear that this Treasurer is also sloppy. He thinks he knows it all, and he is sloppy, for a range of reasons. 
One is his character type, whereby he thinks he is on top of everything. He is cock-a-hoop and running around 
the place when things are up, whistling Dixie and acting the clown. Then, of course, something comes along that 
completely bowls him over, and it is because of his cockiness. Through his cockiness and overconfidence he 
makes mistakes, and that was a doozy of a mistake—a $210 million mistake. The Treasurer has made a lot of 
mistakes. I cannot imagine that a Treasurer in any other Parliament in Australia who had made as many mistakes 
as the Treasurer and who then made a mistake like the $210 million one would survive it. I cannot imagine that 
the Treasurer in Queensland or New South Wales would survive a mistake like that. However, the Treasurer 
does survive. He has more lives than a cat. But what do people say? A cat has only nine lives. The Treasurer is 
up to about six now, so there are only a few more to go. At the rate the Treasurer has been going, I am confident 
that he will eventually reach that limit when even the Premier can no longer tolerate the mistakes that the 
Treasurer makes. 

During the week, I thought it was also interesting that the Treasurer was asked in question time two questions 
that were slightly off point. One was about the amount of occupational health and safety training there is for 
officers in WorkSafe, which is the Treasurer’s agency. The Treasurer’s answer was, “Well, I’ve been to 
WorkSafe,” which I think was meant to show that the Treasurer has shown an interest. He had been to the office 
of WorkSafe, and that was the extent of his interest. Then he implied that — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I meet with them every month. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: But the Treasurer did say that he had been to the WorkSafe office, and that was meant to 
imply to us that he has a great deal of interest. In 18 months as the minister responsible, he has been to the 
WorkSafe office. He also asked why they would need the training. Of course, as my friend the member for 
Cockburn pointed out, their job is to go into dangerous workplaces, so they should be — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, you’re talking about WorkCover. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I am sorry, WorkCover. They should be receiving training. 

The other question was about the asbestos committee, which was a very important committee. It was designed to 
deal with issues surrounding a deadly substance. Once again, the Treasurer showed that he had no idea about that 
matter. 

The Premier’s defence of the Treasurer, which he raised either in debate on this bill or in question time, was that 
he called the Treasurer the world’s greatest Treasurer, or the greatest Treasurer in Western Australian history. If 
I were to ask the Premier who the Treasurer was in the Newton Moore government, in the Scaddan government 
or in the McLarty government, I doubt that he would be able to tell me who those Treasurers were. Therefore, I 
think the Premier’s historical analysis might be slightly incorrect, because if he cannot identify who the past 
Treasurers were, how can he say that the current Treasurer is the best? He cannot do that. In any event, I thought 
it was quite revealing that when the Premier stood up and said it, with an attempt at a straight face, although I 
think I saw a slight curl at the corner of his lips, there was a lot of laughter. The laughter on the Treasurer’s side 
was not quite as great as it was on this side, but as I looked around the acres of the back bench, there was a 
considerable amount of mirth, in particular from the member for Scarborough. When I pointed that out, the 
Premier looked around at her, and she zipped her lips very quickly. However, there was a considerable amount 
of mirth on the government back bench, because people — 

Mrs L.M. Harvey: It was not mirth; it was sheer joy at his audacity in being prepared to say what he believed. 
It’s all about heart. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Sheer joy at his audacity? I think that backs my argument. Sheer joy at the Premier’s 
audacity to say that the Treasurer is the greatest Treasurer in history? If it is audacious to say that, it implies that 
it is not true. Otherwise, I think the member for Scarborough needs to do a bit of English study. However, I 
appreciate the member’s support for what I am saying. It was interesting to look around the government back 
bench and see the amusement. Of course, had the Treasurer led the Liberal Party to the election, as was indeed 
my hope, most members opposite would not be here. So I suppose they are all smiling with relief at the fact that 
the Treasurer was not the leader when they went to the election. In any event, they are probably all smiling with 
some amusement now because he is up to about six of his nine lives, and of course when he reaches the limit, 
which I know he will—because of his nature he will reach his limit and eventually he will not be able to tolerate 
it any more—one of the members opposite will come forward to greatness. It is only a matter of time before he 
shuffles back there and one of them shuffles forward. Perhaps it will be the member for Swan Hills; perhaps he 
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will come forward as Treasurer. Perhaps it will be the member for Geraldton; perhaps he will come forward as 
Treasurer. One of them will come forward, which explains the amusement with which the Premier’s statement 
that he is the greatest Treasurer was greeted on the back bench. 

Mr F.A. Alban: We would not swap him for the other Treasurers in the other states, would we? No. Even if he 
mucks up for $200 million, at least his figures look better than those of the other states—considerably better than 
those of the other states. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I was just backing the member for Swan Hills as the next Treasurer, and he is attacking 
me. I am in the member for Swan Hills’ camp that he should be the next Treasurer of Western Australia. As a 
man of honour who has been out there doing important work in Ellenbrook, he would not make a $210 million 
mistake; with the steel-trap mind that he exhibits, he would not make a mistake like that. I was trying to support 
the member for Swan Hills. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He is a very good what? 

Mr D.A. Templeman: He has a very good abacus. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He has a great abacus, and he has a mind like a steel trap. Therefore, I would have said 
that he is the next one forward. That was the cause of the amusement. The nervous energy is increasing, because 
everyone knows that the Treasurer is nearly at the limit. Eventually he will reach that point at which he goes off 
the precipice and heads down the back, and the next one will shuffle forward. 

What we have learned from this legislation is that this is the second highest budget blow-out in history—only 
surpassed by that of last year, which surpassed this year’s blow-out by $50 million. The Treasurer has managed 
to keep it below last year’s figure only because of some of the savings measures he has put in place, which 
basically comprise the complete slashing of grants programs in various agencies in the Western Australian 
government. A whole range of agencies have had their grants programs slashed, I think to the tune of 
$150 million or so. The only reason the Treasurer has managed to keep the figure below that of last year is that 
all sorts of bodies in Western Australia that rely upon those grants have had those grants slashed.  

What we saw during the consideration in detail stage of the debate demonstrated that the Treasurer was unable to 
answer many of the questions. Questions were posed and he resorted to, as he did the night before last, taking a 
robotic approach to the answers. He treated the house with some contempt. He kept referring to a series of issues 
raised by a single member in an attempt at humour but also an attempt at trying to treat the member for 
Cannington with contempt.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I would never do that!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: He dragged out the debate for a long time, which meant that we had to continue yesterday 
and, eventually, the government gagged debate on the second biggest budget blow-out in history. The Treasurer 
treated the matter with some contempt. When we asked him important questions, he showed either that he did 
not have knowledge of why tens, if not hundreds, of millions of dollars was required in additional expenditure, 
or he said, “Just ask the minister by way of question on notice.” I would have thought that, because he is the 
Treasurer, he would have been able to answer some of these questions. He is the Treasurer of Western Australia 
and these are important details that involve tens, if not hundreds, of millions of dollars of additional expenditure. 
The Treasurer should be able to answer the questions but he showed that he could not. The question I was most 
interested in related to corrective services. The Treasurer could not answer why there was a difference between 
the two documents; that is, his second reading speech and the document he distributed. He could not explain why 
there was a $32.8 million discrepancy — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I answered that. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: You have not let me finish my sentence.  

The Treasurer could not answer it. It was amusing—or, I suppose, insightful would be the way to put it—
because, when the Treasurer was sitting here, I posed the question about why there was a discrepancy and the 
back bench went a little bit silent. There was an expectant look on some members’ faces of imminent greatness. 
The Treasurer was quiet for 30 seconds while he rummaged, in a form of panic, through the notes that were 
before him to try to discover why this discrepancy was there. Anthony Kannis, a very fine Treasury officer, 
appeared not to know either. He started going through the midyear review to try to discover an answer. Then the 
Treasurer stood up and started answering a different question, in a fairly shaky manner. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: Beads of sweat!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Treasurer paled.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Member, that’s because I could see the look on Anthony Kannis’s face!  
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Mr M. McGOWAN: The Treasurer had a look of terror. He reminded me of the bloke approaching the 
executioner in some of those old movies! There was a look of complete terror on the Treasurer’s face as this 
search for the answer went on for about five minutes. When it was discovered that there was some slippage in 
part of the correctional services spending from this year to next year, which explained the discrepancy between 
the two figures—although it was not contained within the second reading speech — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: The reason there was a discrepancy is that the amount anticipated at the time of the midyear 
review is less than the amount that is anticipated now. That can be for a range of reasons.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: But with the growth in prison numbers, it is pretty obvious it must be expended in the next 
year. In any event, when it was discovered there was an excuse, however technical it might be, the palpable look 
of relief upon the Treasurer’s face —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Too right!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: The Treasurer stood there wiping his forehead and actually said, in full view of us, “Thank 
God for that! I am so relieved.” It was not actually an attempt at comedy; it was actually true! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It was!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: He was very relieved. But the look of complete and utter relief upon the Treasurer’s face 
that this was explainable, no matter how technical, was only matched by the look of complete and utter 
disappointment over there!  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I tell you what—imagine what you’d be saying now if I did not have the answers!  

Mr W.J. Johnston: You didn’t.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: I did. The answer is in Hansard.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: You did not have the answer; the assistant had the answer.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: That is why they come in. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The answer was overly technical and should have been explained in the second reading 
speech. I know what I would have said to the Treasurer. I would have asked, “How is the back bench, member 
for Vasse? Are you enjoying all the time you’ve got on your hands now?” It explains the look of complete and 
utter relief on the Treasurer’s face because — 

Dr M.D. Nahan: In disappointment!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have got the member for Swan Hills pencilled in as the next Treasurer, not the member 
for Riverton! 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Your problem is you’ve got yourself pencilled in as opposition leader!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Perhaps we could send you off to the United States as our representative —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: The member for Victoria Park has been over there for two weeks.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: No; that is right, we have closed that office. They probably would not understand the 
member for Riverton over there with his broad Australian accent! It was instructive that the Treasurer knew that 
if there had been another error, he would have been in dire trouble. The government’s back bench knew it as 
well. It was instructive by the Treasurer’s body language and the words he used during that debate.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: I saw the member for Jandakot having a meeting with his numbers man. I am sure he saw 
a gap there. There was an opportunity erupting in front of his eyes! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Who was his chief numbers man?  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Himself!  

Ms R. Saffioti: The German shepherd! 

Mr D.A. Templeman: He was salivating! Saliva was spraying left, right and centre in anticipation of the demise 
of the Treasurer! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: He was salivating like a big German shepherd.  

Mr D.A. Templeman: Absolutely.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: Like a German shepherd sitting in a cafe with a ham and cheese sandwich in front of him!  

Ms R. Saffioti: A lot of people have kids, too.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: I have a Jack Russell and I have three children. I know very well people’s likes for their 
dogs and their love for their children, member for West Swan.  
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Mr T.R. Buswell: What is the little pooch’s name?  

Mr M. McGOWAN: My dog’s name? 

Mr M.P. Whitely: It’s a beagle called Buswell!  

Mr M. McGOWAN: My dog is 13 years old. She arrived well before the member for Vasse arrived in the 
Parliament, so I could not come up with a witty name! Her name is Shelby. That will go in the dirt file! I have a 
Jack Russell by the name of Shelby. The Treasurer will get his “dirt staff” on the case. They will google it. Was 
this dog acquired by use of —  

Mr J.M. Francis: He stole his dog!  

Mr D.A. Templeman: They’ll be out the front of your house now taking photographs, I’m sure of it! Canine 
terror! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: They will probably kidnap my dog and substitute a Liberal Jack Russell for it to spy on 
me! The member for Jandakot will be in the midst of it all. He will probably send his German shepherd down to 
kill my Jack Russell! I tell you what—his German shepherd has got another thing coming if it wants to take on 
my Jack Russell! Anyway, I can see we are getting off the point.  

The revised document and the older document relating to the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 
demonstrate the additional government spending and the Treasurer’s poor budget management.  

There is a range of areas in which there are some serious questions to be asked. I canvassed, but I will raise 
again, the three per cent efficiency dividend realisation shortfall in education and training of $51.9 million. The 
reason I raised that is that the Treasurer himself told the public of Western Australia that the efficiency dividends 
were all delivered. He may even have told the Parliament that. If I could be bothered, I would find the part of 
Hansard in which he actually said that. I do not have dirt file staff, so I do not have that information. The 
dividend was not delivered, so what the Treasurer told us about his budget management was not true. That is 
contained here in black and white. If we refer to the advertising reinstatement of appropriation, the Treasurer’s 
excuse for the Department of Transport requiring an additional $2.5 million in spending is that the department 
failed to meet some expected private sector funding that it would have received for advertising. That is not 
something the Treasurer should be proud of. It is a failure by a department under the control of one of his 
ministers. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Do you think I was happy about it? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It is interesting that the Treasurer should say that, because I did not hear him say that 
before. All he said before was that this was a valid excuse. The valid excuse is that there was a failure by a 
department under the control of one of his ministers. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I was asked why it was there and I provided the reason. I did not say that I was necessarily 
happy. I would much rather have the $2.5 million sitting in consolidated revenue. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: It also begs the question of why it is required. Why is there a requirement for that 
$2.5 million in advertising? We had a range of questions on royalties for regions from the member for Armadale, 
which I expect she will speak on shortly. The points were made by the member for Warnbro about the increase 
in the prisoner population. I heard the Treasurer’s flippant remarks on that matter. The member for Warnbro 
expresses a very clear, concise and reasonable case that putting people in prison, for whom there are better 
options, is an expensive waste of money and does not serve to make those people fit into society any better. That 
is all that he says. The Treasurer, on the other hand, converts it to meaning that all he is trying to do is let 
dangerous people out onto the streets. That is not what he is trying to say, and the Treasurer knows it. He is 
engaging in a sensible yet slightly complex argument. To suggest that someone with his background, 
unparalleled by anyone in this chamber, except perhaps by the member for Willagee — 

Mr J.E. McGrath: And the member for Jandakot. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: As I said, unparalleled by anyone in this chamber, except perhaps by the member for 
Willagee. To suggest that someone like that would want to have, as I think the Treasurer put it, “bad buggers”, or 
words to that effect, out on the streets is a nonsense, and I do not think anyone would accept it or believe it. I 
think that the Treasurer knows that. The member for Warnbro is saying that the Treasurer is spending a lot of 
money and that perhaps the Treasurer could come up with better ways of dealing with these problems. I think he 
is right. Of course the government can come up with better, more sensible, smarter, more efficient and more 
effective ways of dealing with these issues. 

We then come to the Department of Environment and Conservation and the delay in the imposition of the 
landfill levy, which the government put in place merely to prop up the activities of the department. Again, the 
imposition of that levy is another failure on the Treasurer’s part. I do not support what the government was 
proposing to do there because it is an imposition on ordinary families and the Treasurer should have been able to 
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run his budget without doing that. Again, there is a major administrative failure, which has meant that the 
expenditure of an additional $30 million is required. The Treasurer has a penchant for additional taxes and 
charges. There is the evidence of that. That expenditure will not be required in the future, but there is an 
administrative failure that has required that expenditure. 

Lastly, we come to issues around Oakajee rail and port and Browse, which I think probably require some 
additional explanation about the actual spending and whether, particularly in the case of Oakajee, some of those 
matters might have been avoided. Again, the Treasurer’s explanation on that was very sparse. I think the 
Treasurer could have been better briefed and could perhaps have provided us with a bit more information than 
the information that he did provide. 

Needless to say, as acting shadow Treasurer I can say that we will vote for this bill. It is a budget bill and, as we 
are a responsible opposition, we will vote for the legislation, but we do so with great reservation about these 
matters and the fact that it is such an extraordinarily large amount. We do so with great reservation about the 
incredible mistakes, the stuff-ups and the sloppiness in the presentation of this material that the Treasurer has 
presented to this Parliament. I think we have identified them. I doubt that the Treasurer has all the lives left that 
he had at the start of last week. I think another one or two have been lost in the course of this debate. The two 
speeches and the $210 million hole I think will remain on the record of the Parliament and in the public mind as 
another two marks against his name. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [10.55 am]: I do not intend to take a very long time on this, but there are 
serious issues here. On 27 November 2007 the now Treasurer said — 

The reason that appropriation bills need to be continually brought before the house for scrutiny is that it 
enables us to expose the Treasurer’s complete inability to control the rampant growth in government 
spending in Western Australia. It is a huge issue. 

It is interesting to read that quote from when the now Treasurer was in opposition when we examine the fact that 
this $1.15 billion bill is for an amount that is actually three times larger than that in the bill that was being 
debated on 27 November 2007. The Treasurer sometimes does not get the issues that we raised with him. He 
says that we are always asking the government to spend more and never to spend less, so how can we criticise 
the government for spending this $1.15 billion. He is effectively saying to the opposition that we should be 
encouraging him to have record expenditure growth. The point we make is that we are trying to judge him by his 
standards. When in opposition he made it clear that, in his view, keeping control over finances of this state was 
an easy job that any bumbling idiot could do. We are just looking forward to this Treasurer meeting those 
standards. His continuing inability to keep control of his portfolio, to know the information in the briefs that he 
provides to the house and to provide accurate information to the members of this house, we do not believe is 
appropriate. The Treasurer proves again and again that he is not up to the job that he has been asked to do. We 
are not saying that he is fat; we are not saying that he is ugly; we are saying that he is not up to the job. We are 
entitled to do that. We will keep pointing out to the people of Western Australia that we are not interested in 
making personal comments about the Treasurer. We are talking about his performance in his job. We are talking 
about whether he is able to perform the tasks that the people of Western Australia so handsomely reward him 
for. 

During the consideration in detail stage, I was trying to get on the record—we will come to this in more detail in 
a moment—the detail of the information that the Treasurer provided to the chamber. We have already heard that 
there was a $210 million error in that documentation. It would be interesting for the Treasurer to let us know 
whether he actually read the information he provided to the chamber before he gave it out at the start of the 
debate on the Treasurer’s advance authorisation. It seems to me that it is fundamental to his job to actually read 
something that he is going to give out. Why is it that it is okay for the Treasurer to come into this place and 
provide inaccurate information, which he has not checked, and say that he cannot tell us who in his office was 
responsible for checking information? It seems to me fundamental to his duties that he should do that. This is not 
a moot issue, because I have in my hand the information provided during last year’s Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill, which, of course, set a record for authorisations. This year the Treasurer has requested 
$1.15 billion, which is much higher than when we were in power. The government has requested an enormous 
amount to cover its over-expenditure.  

When the opposition examined the appropriation bills that were brought to us just a couple of weeks ago, 
93 per cent of the matters covered in the appropriation bills were not reflected in the information provided by the 
Treasurer at the time of the authorisation bill. That shows a complete and utter lack of accountability. The 
government cannot expect the people of Western Australia to accept a situation in which 93 per cent of the 
information provided to the Parliament of Western Australia is wrong. That is exactly what happened with the 
Treasurer’s authorisation in 2009. What confidence can we have in the information provided by the Treasurer in 
2010, when we know that the information was inaccurate when it was provided? What other inaccuracies are 
there in that information? The Treasurer has tried to prevent proper scrutiny. He refused to table the information 
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in the chamber, so that it would not form part of Hansard, which means that he could not be held accountable in 
following years for providing that information. Then, during the consideration in detail stage, he filibustered to 
prevent the inclusion of the detailed information in the permanent record of the Parliament. Because of that, 
when he comes back to the Parliament next year and asks for an appropriation for this extraordinary, incredible 
level of additional expenditure that shows a complete lack of control by this Treasurer in any aspect of his work, 
we will not be able to hold the Treasurer accountable because there will not be a proper record in Hansard.  

The Treasurer’s deliberate behaviour suggests that we need to change the procedure for these bills, because he is 
hiding behind the practices of the past. In the past, we did not have this sort of deceitful behaviour and we did 
not have the same level of problem with dishonesty as we have seen from this Treasurer. But now that we have 
this problem of dishonesty, the approach taken needs to be changed so that there will be proper accountability for 
the failure of the Treasurer. 

During consideration in detail, I asked the Treasurer about the 11 broken election promises that had been 
detailed to the Parliament through the appropriation process for last year’s Treasurer’s authorisation. On 
11 occasions, the Liberal Party went to the people of this state and said that it would do these things if elected; it 
has broken its word. I asked the Treasurer a very simple question about the broken promises, which are reflected 
in the information that he provided at the time of the appropriation bill. They are described as re-cashflowing, 
which suggests that the money will be returned to the budget in a future year. Those amounts are not included in 
the 2009–10 budget, they are not identified in the midyear review, and they are not identified in the detailed 
information about the Treasurer’s advance that the Treasurer provided to the chamber. The people of this state 
can draw only one conclusion from that: the Liberal Party is simply walking away from its commitments. For 
example, it promised to cut taxes, and yet it has, in fact, increased taxes. That is the only conclusion that can be 
reached. When I asked the Treasurer to identify in the paperwork he provided to the opposition and Parliament 
where these re-cashflowing amounts are, he asked me to show him the line item. That is pretty weak. Perhaps the 
Treasurer simply did not know where the information was, which is fine. All he needed to do was say that he did 
not know the answer to that information but that he would find out for the Parliament, for the state, and for the 
people of Western Australia, what was happening about this issue. But, no; his contempt for the process of 
proper government in this state was on clear display. He refused to explain why the Liberal Party does not care 
that it is breaking its election promises. We know it has broken its election promise on tax. It promised to reduce 
taxation by $250 million, which has not occurred; it is, in fact, increasing taxes on business and the community.  

It also promised to do other things. These were not minor election commitments; they were election 
commitments in the area of health, education, and law and order. They are fundamental issues for every single 
citizen of this state, and this government has walked away from those commitments and is not prepared to be 
accountable through the proper processes of the Parliament. This is particularly galling coming from the 
Treasurer, who behaved in such an arrogant fashion in opposition and constantly made personal comments not 
about the performance of a person, but about the appearance and speech patterns and other matters about the 
individuals in the former government.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Who? When? Provide some evidence! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: And he continues with that same approach. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Order, Treasurer!  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: He continues with that same approach in the chamber when he makes personal attacks 
on members of the opposition when they make very reasonable and very important contributions to the debate. 
Rather than saying, “No, member, you’re wrong here, and I’ll show you where this is in the information I have 
provided to you”, all he does is stand and say, “I’m not answering that question.” That is a complete and utter 
disgrace.  

As I said, 93 per cent of the information provided by the Treasurer about items in the appropriation at the time of 
the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2009 is incorrect. Only seven per cent of the information provided to 
this Parliament in the appropriation bill reflected the information the Treasurer provided to us at the time of last 
year’s TAA. That is not acceptable. It may be acceptable to the Treasurer to come into the chamber and not tell 
the truth, and it will be interesting to see what he says in his reply to the third reading debate.  

What faith can we have in the information provided by the Treasurer this year? We know that, on the surface, it 
is wrong, because he has already had to hide from the media for five days because of his mistakes. He alone 
made those mistakes. He cannot blame the Department of Treasury and Finance, because there is only one 
Treasurer. He cannot blame the staff of the Parliament because, again, there is only one Treasurer. It is his 
responsibility to provide accurate information to this chamber, and he has failed in that obligation. He needs to 
table the memorandum that he provided to this side of the chamber, otherwise we will not be able to check that 
information against the appropriation bill next year. This is a lazy approach and a lazy attitude to governing.  
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Let us look at the Treasurer’s performance. For some reason or other, he is perceived by the media as being one 
of the more talented ministers of this government. 

Mr F.A. Alban: He is! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for Swan Hills said “Hear, hear!” 

Mr F.A. Alban: I see the fear in your eyes when he stands up! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is easy to do in a government with such a low level of capability. When the 
Treasurer is compared with the Minister for Water, the Minister for Education and the Minister for Police, of 
course he stands out. He is a giant amongst pygmies. It is easy to understand that. But when he is held to account 
for his own words when he was in opposition and the standards that he said should be applied to parliamentary 
service and the governing of this state, he is failing. He is failing, but he is happy to come into the chamber and 
make a joke and make an aside. I remind the chamber that on Tuesday night the Treasurer commented on things 
that Robert Ray has said about me; it is true that Robert Ray has said very unkind things about me. I have known 
Robert Ray for 25 years and his opinion of me has never changed. However, Robert Ray said interesting things 
about the Treasurer. Robert Ray stated — 

Post the 2005 election, the Liberal Opposition was constantly unstable and led by unpopular 
politicians—one could say, totally unelectable. 

All public opinion polls and ALP research demonstrated that Troy Buswell was regarded with contempt 
by the electorate; with many long-time Liberal voters refusing to vote for him. 

Mr M.W. Sutherland interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Excuse me, member. What was your comment, member for 
Mount Lawley? 

Mr M.W. Sutherland: Nothing. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Robert Ray continued — 

His refusal to stand aside artificially inflated Labor’s support. His eventual decision to step down was 
almost certainly guided by disastrous Liberal internal polling. 

Had an election been called with Buswell as Leader the Liberals would have faced a horrible choice—
spend the first week of the campaign getting rid of him or suffering the consequences of an unelectable 
Leader. 

I am always very happy for the Treasurer to come into this place and make personal comments about people and 
to quote from Robert Ray. However, he should do the honourable thing; he should be honest with the people of 
Western Australia and tell us, table the document, allow proper scrutiny, and not hide behind this dishonest tactic 
of not putting the information on the record and then have 93 per cent of that information proved wrong. The 
Treasurer should come into the chamber and tell us why it is that in health, education, and law and order, the 
Liberal Party has abandoned what it promised the community it would do and explain what is going to happen. 
He should come into this chamber and be honest for a change. If the Treasurer is happy to come into this place 
and abuse people, that is up to him and I will not stoop to personal abuse about his appearance or his weight or 
any of those things. I have never done that. I have not done that about any member of the government or any 
government backbencher, and I will not start now. However, I will come into this chamber and say that a lazy 
Treasurer who hides behind a dishonest approach to politics is not the sort of person who should be allowed to 
be the Treasurer of this state. 

Question to be Put 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [11.13 am]: I move — 

That the question be now put. 

Question put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (28) 

Mr P. Abetz Mr M.J. Cowper Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr C.C. Porter 
Mr C.J. Barnett Mr J.H.D. Day Mr R.F. Johnson Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr J.M. Francis Mr A. Krsticevic Mr A.J. Simpson 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mr B.J. Grylls Mr W.R. Marmion Mr M.W. Sutherland 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr V.A. Catania Mrs L.M. Harvey Ms A.R. Mitchell Dr J.M. Woollard 
Dr E. Constable Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan Mr J.E. McGrath (Teller) 
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Noes (22) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr A.J. Waddell 
Mr J.J.M. Bowler Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Ms A.S. Carles Mr M. McGowan Mr E.S. Ripper Mr M.P. Whitely 
Mr J.N. Hyde Mrs C.A. Martin Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.A. Templeman (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr M.P. Murray Mr C.J. Tallentire  
Mr J.C. Kobelke Mr P. Papalia Mr P.C. Tinley  

            

Pairs 

 Mr F.A. Alban Mr B.S. Wyatt 
 Mr I.M. Britza Mr R.H. Cook 

Question thus passed. 

Third Reading Resumed 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

ROAD TRAFFIC AMENDMENT BILL 2010 

Third Reading 

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [11.17 am]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [11.17 am]: I will pre-empt what the Minister for Police is about to say. The 
opposition has generally supported the passage of the Road Traffic Amendment Bill 2010 and the debate has 
taken fewer than four hours; therefore, I want to pre-empt any claim made by the minister that we filibustered. I 
think a lot of the points we made were reasonable and reflected community concerns about some elements of this 
legislation. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Can I just say the member certainly didn’t filibuster? 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: Thank you very much, minister. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: I was proud of your contribution, but I can’t say that for all members. 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: I was going to say that is a backhander if ever I have heard one! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Members! 

Ms M.M. QUIRK: There is absolutely no doubt that hoons terrorise our streets and our communities and that 
we need to take robust measures to deter and punish hoon drivers—that is a given; that is a no-brainer. For that 
reason, the opposition agreed to the expeditious passage of this legislation through this house and agreed that the 
current legislation is seriously flawed and needs to be amended expeditiously. 

Our concerns were forcefully and effectively put by my colleagues, and I thank them for their efforts in that 
regard. I do not think we need to revisit those concerns at length, but I do need to reiterate some of the points we 
made because, frankly, this whole exercise could have been avoided; that is, the expense involved in 
parliamentary counsel having to redraft the laws and the wasting of the time of parliamentary staff and advisers, 
as well as precious parliamentary time. If the minister had listened to some of the concerns of not only the 
opposition but also his own party room, the very situations that have arisen in recent months might not have 
arisen and we would not have needed to debate these amendments either last night or today. The community is 
heartily sick of members of Parliament being adversarial all the time. They know and we should know, or we 
should remind ourselves, that no-one has a monopoly on wisdom or knowledge. If sensible suggestions are made 
by members on this side of the house, it is incumbent upon the government to adopt those suggestions. The fact 
that this legislation is back before us is evidence of a certain level of stubbornness, intransigence and arrogance 
on the part of the government, as it was not prepared to accommodate the concern we expressed that innocent 
third parties would be haplessly dragged into the wide net that the government was casting with this legislation.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I did say last night and will reiterate that I took on board those of your amendments in which 
I thought I could see some logic. I have told you that I will give them very serious consideration. You may well 
see that, in some form, a part of what you said last night, which I respect, may well come into being. What you 
said was logical in many respects. I agreed in part with some; I disagreed with one in total. You may well be 
surprised as to what comes out. I am a man of my word. I told you that I gave a commitment to give it serious 
consideration.  
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Ms M.M. QUIRK: I am wondering whether aliens have taken the real Minister for Police and have planted 
someone else in his place overnight, because I do not believe what I am hearing! But I look forward and will 
watch this space. Clearly, this bill is an urgent one, so if the minister is going to move on these matters before the 
bill goes to the upper house, I counsel him to do so very quickly.  

As I was saying, the community expects members of Parliament to act collectively on occasion. It is 
inappropriate, and I do not think we are doing our job in a responsible and open fashion, if we do not listen to the 
concerns that there are major flaws in this legislation. Many of the concerns that led to these amendments could 
have been addressed in the previous incarnation of the bill. I wrote on the plaque of the yellow Lamborghini that 
I gave to the minister, “If at first you don’t succeed”. The current laws contain inflexible and arbitrary rules that 
have cast the net too widely and have punished people who have committed no offence—they were not driving 
and were not even in the vehicle at the time the offence was committed. There has been high-level community 
disquiet about these laws. The community thinks that these laws lack commonsense and flexibility. I have to 
agree that that has come about in the delivery and implementation of these laws. As a number of speakers on this 
side of the chamber said last night, when absurd outcomes occur, there is a real danger that laws will fall into 
disrepute because people no longer have respect for them. That is a real problem. That is certainly the case with 
this legislation.  

There is an old saying that hard cases make bad law. In this case, it is more a question of bad law making hard 
cases. For that reason, although the opposition supports this bill, we are under no illusions that it is exhaustive or 
that, in the future, other difficult cases and cases of injustice will not arise. We can readily identify a range of 
difficult cases in which innocent parties could still be vulnerable to being caught by these laws. The opposition 
moved two amendments to the bill. The first related to the owners of taxis who lease their vehicles to other 
drivers and those other drivers commit hoon offences. There is the potential for that scenario to occur. The 
second amendment related to employees committing hoon offences in company cars. In both cases, the owners 
of the vehicles might take all responsible measures and due care and diligence to ensure that offences would not 
be committed, but, ultimately, if they are not behind the wheel or even in the car, it is very hard for them to 
prevent such things from happening. In both cases, there is a real threat to the livelihood of those individuals. We 
believe that those cases may not fall within the net of the so-called exceptional hardship provisions in the 
legislation. I am heartened to hear that the minister is at least giving the amendments serious consideration. I feel 
that progress is being made if the minister is prepared to at least consider them. We will be vigilant. Although I 
have not discussed this matter with my colleagues, I can indicate that in the event that the amendments are 
ultimately rejected, we will certainly move them again in the council. This is about getting the balance right. If 
the minister rejects our amendments, it will mean that he has learnt nothing from his past mistakes.  

We gave a commitment that we would not unduly hold up these laws, so I will not speak for much longer. I will 
briefly mention the other amendment we moved. As I said, I think members on both sides of the house have 
conceded that there is a likelihood that injustices will occur in the future, because it is very difficult to 
exhaustively cover all possible scenarios, permutations and combinations of human behaviour. Having said that, 
the solution the government has put up, which is to provide the capacity for regulations to be made once another 
case occurs, probably will not provide a timely solution and will not assist the next hapless person who is caught 
by these laws. Our amendment proposed giving the Commissioner of Police a residual discretion so that, in cases 
that fell through the cracks, he would have an overriding capacity to release a vehicle if, in his opinion, to hold 
that vehicle would be manifestly unfair and unjust. Last night the minister said that the amendment would open 
the floodgates, that the police commissioner would have to exercise his mind in these cases, and that there were 
no set criteria. A number of members on this side of the chamber responded by saying that police have to 
exercise their minds on vexed issues and must use discretion every day of the week. The police commissioner is 
a person of powerful intellect. I am sure he is not beyond the task of assessing whether something is manifestly 
unjust and unfair. To some extent, the government’s rejection of this amendment is very unfortunate because the 
government has not provided a remedy for future cases in which injustice might occur. I hope that when the 
minister reflects on the amendments we have moved, he also considers that there is some merit to the 
amendment that would give the commissioner residual discretion.  

I will leave the minister with the thought that bad law makes hard cases, to vary the age-old saying. We should 
do everything in our power to make sure that that does not happen in the future. If our amendments are accepted, 
the amended legislation will greatly improve the current situation. I cannot guarantee that we will not be back 
here in the near future with another episode of Groundhog Day if those amendments are not ultimately included 
in the bill. 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Mindarie) [11.30 am]: As indicated by the shadow Minister for Police, the opposition 
supports the Road Traffic Amendment Bill 2010, as deficient as it is. I thank the honourable Minister for Police 
for the highest of accolades when he called me the most difficult and unpleasant person he has to deal with. That 
is a badge of honour that I wear with pride. The community regards the member for Hillarys as an utter failure 
and disgrace in the office that he holds. To go before the public of Western Australia and say that the 



 [ASSEMBLY - Thursday, 18 March 2010] 883 

 

Lamborghini had to be removed from the road, that he is not concerned that it was seized and that the doctor 
should hire another vehicle is a disgrace. He was lampooned and criticised for his attitude throughout Western 
Australia. That a man holding such an office should come into this Parliament and call me a difficult and nasty 
person because I showed him up is a badge of honour that I wear with pride. He does not put me down at all. As 
far as trying to suck up to the shadow Minister for Police, that will do him no good, because she, too, is a wake 
up to him. He can keep mimicking an Electrolux vacuum cleaner by sucking up harder and harder to the member 
for Girrawheen, but it will get him nowhere. The member for Girrawheen is twice, three, four times as smart as 
the Minister for Police. She is a total wake up to him. He can keep the humming of the vacuum cleaner going 
and do all the sucking he likes, but it will not get him anywhere with the resilient shadow Minister for Police. 

I will address what the government did last night, which has been publicised since. The government has 
abandoned employers and small businesses and is throwing them open to the unfairness contained in the original 
bill. That has been exposed. Let us be clear about that unfairness. As the Leader of the Opposition quite 
succinctly put it last night in the house, it is an incontrovertible truth, and a situation of total injustice, that an 
employer would lose his business’s vehicle for 28 days because an employee, contrary to the specific 
instructions given by the employer as to the usage of the vehicle and contrary to the undertaking that employee 
gave his employer, misbehaves in that vehicle by doing a burnout. Similarly, it is an incontrovertible truth that 
when a taxi vehicle owner leases a taxi overnight to a night driver and that night driver does a burnout in a car 
park, the taxi vehicle owner would lose his vehicle for 28 days. The third incontrovertible truth involves a 
mother who has taken every care with the upbringing of her child, a child who has shown no propensity to 
misbehave on the road when driving a vehicle. If the mother lends her vehicle to her child for a legitimate use—
not to go cruising the streets at night, but so that the child can attend technical and further education college to 
undertake trade training—and smoke is emitted from one of the tyres while the child is driving that vehicle, she 
would lose her vehicle for 28 days. She would also lose all that goes with it; that is, her ability to transport her 
other children. As I indicated last evening during the second reading debate and the consideration in detail stage, 
the mother might have to transport another of her children to hospital or get to her place of employment and she 
would not be able to do so because suddenly she is without her vehicle.  

It is a pity that the Attorney General, the first law officer for the state of Western Australia, has once again seen 
fit to absent himself from the chamber during this debate. We are debating legislative provisions that not only the 
opposition and our friends in the press gallery, but also many of the public of Western Australia who ring 
talkback radio and write to the papers are saying is obviously unjust and has to be fixed. The honourable 
Minister for Police has done about a 25 per cent job on the fix. When we pointed out these further problems with 
the legislation last night, the Attorney General, who we know is very learned in black letter law and has, I think, 
no less than about six degrees but no commonsense, came into this chamber and, in the most disingenuous way, 
suggested that a single mother who loses her vehicle in the manner in which I described could—do you 
remember what he said, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr P.B. Watson)?—injunct the commissioner. He will have read 
that in a law book somewhere. There is something that he did not tell this chamber because he has never fought 
for justice in his life. He has never taken it on for the individual or protected the rights of the innocent in his 
life—never, ever. He was born with a silver spoon in his mouth and went to a law school where he studied books 
interminably. He has never stood up for the truth or justice of a given situation, but says he can injunct the 
commissioner. Let us examine that dopey proposition. To injunct the commissioner, he would have to —  

Mr P. Papalia: The single mother would injunct.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right; it is the single mother who lost her vehicle in this situation. I can see the 
member for Fremantle nodding in agreement because she too is an experienced legal practitioner. I can see also 
the look of total befuddlement on the face of the honourable Minister for Police. He does not know what is going 
on and he thinks this is hocus-pocus. The poor old Minister for Police is totally befuddled. He will soon retire 
back to Croydon and his tea shop where he can flog bad tea bags—probably to Pauline Hanson, that other 
extreme right-winger who has gone home to the mother country.  

The member for Fremantle knows the truth of this. That single mother would be put upon if she were to attempt 
to injunct the Commissioner of Police. First she would have to initiate proceedings in the Supreme Court by way 
of an originating motion. Is that correct, member for Fremantle? The single mother would have to take out an 
originating motion in the Supreme Court for a prerogative writ of certiorari to review the commissioner’s 
decision. If this poor single mother were to seek an interlocutory injunction, she would also need to take out an 
order nisi at the same time for a crown prerogative writ of prohibition. That is an enormous undertaking. I have 
done it on behalf of police officers who have been wronged in the past by the commissioner. I referring to the 
government led by Richard Court in the bad old days of the Anti-Corruption Commission, when we had to go 
and get prerogative writs. They involve very complex, technical arguments. We would not want to appear in the 
Supreme Court unless we were led by a Queen’s Counsel, because such a writ is always met by the State 
Solicitor’s Office, which employs very bright counsel experienced in the process of prerogative writs.  
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The Attorney General’s notion that the single mother can just go and injunct the commissioner is nonsense. To 
get a prerogative writ in this case, she would need prohibition to stop the seizure and a writ of certiorari against 
the commissioner’s decision and would then have to pray for an interlocutory injunction. That is only the start of 
it because as the member for Fremantle knows and as the very learned member for Girrawheen knows, but which 
escapes the dope from Hillarys, once a person obtains an order nisi for a prerogative writ, it is returnable to the 
Supreme Court for the substantive hearing. I rang the bar chambers this morning and found that the starting cost 
for this single mum in Merriwa is 20 grand. There is a fault line. The cracks started to appear during the 
mandatory sentencing debate and now the fissure has opened up into a real fault line that lies between the 
government and the opposition. The government will apply a very blunt instrument to the problem and cause 
collateral damage. It is not interested in collateral damage. I see the member for Willagee looking at me and 
nodding, because he knows all about collateral damage. He has operated in war zones and knows that a soldier 
has to be absolutely precise in his target, or the innocent go down for no reason.  

We know that during the mandatory sentencing debate, which I will not re-open but which I will draw upon by 
way of analogy, government member after government member, including the Attorney General—it was 
disgraceful of him—said they did not trust the judiciary to exercise their discretion properly. It was disgraceful. 
The Labor amendments that were struck down in this chamber last night by this government were to provide the 
vesting, in no other person but the Commissioner of Police, of the discretion to recognise that in a particular case 
there might be a manifest injustice and, in that case, for the Commissioner of Police and nobody else to say, “It 
would be wrong to keep this person’s vehicle, because it would be unjust. I don’t want my agency to be the 
instrument of that injustice.”  

Members only had to look at the Commissioner of Police on TV after he had impounded the yellow 
Lamborghini—the member for Hillarys is befuddled—to see the uncomfortable expression on his face when he 
was trying to explain to the public that they should not look at him because it was not his problem; it was the law 
that his minister was making him enforce. He was conveying to the public that he did not ask for this law in this 
way and that it was delivered to him by the government on the advice of the honourable Minister for Police. 
Member’s could see the embarrassment it was causing the Commissioner of Police and that he did not want any 
part of it, but his hands were tied by the government. The Commissioner of Police, who could see the injustice of 
it, could not correct injustice.  

So long as this Parliament permits legislation to pass that will inevitably cause injustice, two institutions will be 
badly damaged. First, is the institution of Parliament. The people who elected us here—I am not saying who 
have elected the government, but who have collectively elected the lot of us here—will ask, “How can these 
people we are paying so much to sit on leather chairs get it so wrong? What a hopeless bunch they are!” They 
are right when we pass laws like this.  

The second institution whose reputation will inevitably be badly damaged by legislation that causes injustice is 
the police force. A number of laws have been passed for the government’s advantage, or what the government 
believes is to its advantage electorally, without any regard to the damage they cause to the agency that enforces 
these bad laws; that is, in this instance, the police department. By way of analogy again, I will briefly draw upon 
the stop-and-search laws where the previous — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Member, the third reading is restricted to content of the bill. We 
have concluded consideration in detail. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Thank you. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I do not want any thankyous; I just want you to get back to the third reading of the 
bill. It is not a debate. You have to discuss the third reading.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am thanking you for calling me into line, Mr Acting Speaker. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I am just thanking you for listening to what I am saying. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Then the appreciation is mutually shared.  

In the bill itself, we put in this residual discretion with the police commissioner to identify circumstances of 
manifest injustice or unfairness to protect the integrity of the system and the integrity of the Western Australia 
Police in the eyes of the public. We can imagine the single mum in Merriwa who lost her car in these 
circumstances. Her 17-year-old son had driven in a way that caused the vehicle to emit smoke from one tyre. She 
lost her car for 28 days. She cannot take her children to hospital and cannot go to work. She will end up unfairly 
resenting the police because she does not appreciate that this Parliament has tied the commissioner’s hands and 
given him no room to move, in the same way as it has tied the hands of the judiciary. The problem is that it 
brings the police unfairly into disrepute. That is the damage. We could see it on the commissioner’s face. He was 
uncomfortable about the Lamborghini and about Dr Nugawela’s circumstances but he could not do anything. He 
said that Parliament made him do it.  
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We have heard that the government does not trust the judiciary. It voted down the amendment aimed at 
providing discretion to the Commissioner of Police. He can receive a recommendation from any soft-hearted 
constable or misguided sergeant and sign off or not sign off on the release of the vehicle. The truth of the matter 
is that the government does not trust the commissioner to properly exercise his discretion. There can be no other 
reason. The government contrived other reasons. It said it would be too much work for the Commissioner of 
Police, who earns about $400 000 a year and has 5 000 staff who can prepare minutes of advice to him. That is 
just nonsense. I am not having a go at the commissioner. He has another life. He is allowed to play in rock’n’roll 
bands and the like to build bridges to the community, and I think that is a good thing. Surely he has enough time 
to read the odd minute from constables saying it would be unfair to keep this lady’s car and not say that the only 
way out, as the Attorney General so disingenuously suggested, is to just go and get an injunction. He should 
move on an originating motion for an order nisi for two prerogative writs to solve a problem.  

Once again, the government is misleading the community as to the fairness of this bill. I repeat again, as the 
Minister for Police has pointed out to this chamber time and again, that it was Labor’s idea to seize hoon 
vehicles. It was Labor’s initiative to seize hoon vehicles. What happened after the Western Australian Labor 
government introduced these measures to confiscate hoon vehicles in this way? Victoria and South Australia 
followed. The Western Australian Labor government was the leader in Australia on this measure. The Western 
Australian Labor Party, which is now in opposition, was determined to get on top of this blight within our 
community. To suggest in any way, as the Minister for Police would want to suggest and has suggested, that our 
efforts to ensure an underlying concept of justice shows that we are going soft on hoons is once again totally 
disingenuous and misleading. In fairness to the police minister, he just does not understand it. It is just a bit over 
his head and beyond him, in the same way as he did not understand it when he went on the Howard Sattler 
program and said, “Howard, we’ve got to get this car off the road,” which brought down howls of derision from 
all the listeners, leading to his inglorious and clumsy backflip. He just cannot understand the principles involved. 
I am not ready to buy another teabag from the Minister for Police; I am not in Croydon. I am trying to assist the 
Legislative Assembly of Western Australia to pass laws that incorporate, as a bottom line, justice for the people 
and particularly justice for the innocent. The Minister for Police just does not get it; he just does not see that it 
would be unjust to take Mum’s car off her for 28 days in circumstances in which she will be greatly 
inconvenienced, not because of anything she has done or because she has not taken proper care of her vehicle, 
and not because she has not tried to bring up her son properly, but because the Minister for Police has adopted 
this measure in this way because he believes he and his party will get more votes. It is absolutely rank party 
politics, and good public policy is never borne on the wings of rank party politics on extreme law and order 
measures. 

We cannot damage the reputation of the Minister for Police much further, because it is so badly tarnished 
already. The one who will suffer most out of all this, a member who is at the beginning of his career, is the 
Attorney General, who has so willingly manacled himself to the cruddy policies of the Minister for Police. The 
Attorney General has had to mislead this chamber by saying it is just a simple matter — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Member, I ask you to get back to bill, please. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. The Attorney General has told the chamber that it is just a simple matter of achieving 
justice through an injunction. 

It is to be stressed once again that the four Labor amendments were designed, firstly, to ensure that there was a 
capacity for justice for families, although not those families who register the child’s car in mum’s name for 
insurance purposes. That proposed amendment by the shadow Minister for Police would give the commissioner 
the ability to apply the concept of manifest unfairness. It would be manifestly unfair for a car to be impounded 
that was primarily mum’s car but had been borrowed by the son on one occasion. It would not be manifestly 
unfair if the car was registered in mum’s name but was for the exclusive use of the son. They could sign 
statutory declarations or affidavits before the police commissioner and he could make due inquiries. Quite 
obviously, if the vehicle is a clapped-out Holden V8 with surf stickers all over it, that would be a circumstance 
that the commissioner would take into account when determining the primary user of the vehicle. 

The second class of people we sought to protect through the amendments are small business employers whose 
employees had used a company car improperly in the course of their employment, causing the employer to lose 
the vehicle for 28 days. That will be a massive imposition on that small business employer. When the minister 
was living in Croydon, did he have a little van and go around selling teabags? What would happen if his teabag 
van was impounded? His little business of flogging teabags would fall over! No wonder he came out here, and 
no doubt he will be returning to Croydon at the end of his term out here to flog teabags to his friend Pauline 
Hanson in Croydon! 

The third area of persons whom we have sought to protect is taxidrivers. Taxi owners legitimately, and on almost 
a daily basis, lease out their taxis to other drivers for overnight usage. A lot of these people come into Australia 
on different sorts of visas. The owners of these vehicles cannot vouch for the integrity of the people to whom 
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they have leased their vehicles. These people come along with a WA Taxi Control Board licence, and the owners 
lease their vehicles out to them and tell them that they want their taxi to be looked after and the law obeyed. 
These are small business people. They could lose their taxi, and their income, overnight. The Attorney General 
says, “Well, just go and injunct them”! The Attorney General says that the taxi owner should just go home and 
say to mum, “We’re going to have to take out a second mortgage for 50 grand or 100 grand while we take on the 
state of Western Australia in the Supreme Court.” What a nonsense! The response of the Attorney General to our 
amendments was, “It doesn’t matter about the outcome. So long as you have got a process that you can look at, 
intelligent people can come up with different answers.” So, the taxi owner has to go home and say to mum, 
“We’ve lost the taxi for a month. We’ve lost our livelihood for a month. But don’t worry, honey; it was all done 
according to law, and there was a good process by which we were sent bankrupt.” It is an appalling state of 
affairs in Western Australia that a government can do that. 

I compliment the member for Girrawheen on her very well drafted amendments. The purpose of those 
amendments was not to let hoons get off—let us get it right—and it was not to go soft on road offenders. It was 
to protect innocent third parties in extraordinary or unusual circumstances. The government of Western 
Australia, led in this argument by the member for Hillarys, the Minister for Police, has said, “We are not 
interested in justice. We are not interested in putting into this bill the concept of fairness. We are going to vote 
against the amendments. We are going to punch this bill through, and people can go and swim. If they lose their 
vehicle, too bad.” Talk about sending messages to the community! The minister has just sent out a real message 
about the way he and his government think about justice. The minister and his government are not interested in 
justice. They are interested only in this crass race to the bottom in the setting of public policy, and in how 
extreme they can go and how many votes they can gather. They will change their policy and turn around only 
when the votes start to go against them. What a dreadful way to create laws in Western Australia! With those 
comments, I will conclude my third reading remarks.  

MS A.S. CARLES (Fremantle) [11.58 am]: The Greens are supporting this legislation because it is better than 
nothing. The government’s amendments are piecemeal and reactive. They are certainly a much needed fix-up. 
However, they do not go far enough. That is why I was very happy to support the amendments moved by the 
opposition last night. I congratulate the member for Girrawheen for her amendments, because they seek to 
protect innocent third parties. It is very disappointing that the Minister for Police is not willing to take those 
amendments on board. 

I want to mention also the member for Mindarie’s concerns about the injustice that this legislation may cause for 
not only sole parents but parents in general. I did not make this point in the second reading debate, but my 
mother was a sole parent, and she was in the situation in which my teenage brother would occasionally take her 
car for a drive. She could not control that. She was working to support two children on her own. If that vehicle 
had been impounded, she would have lost her job and been in really big trouble. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: She would have got it back under the hardship provisions, I can assure you. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I do not know whether they would have gone far enough. In the situation reported in “Inside 
Cover”, the woman did not qualify under the hardship provisions. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: “Inside Cover”? 

Ms A.S. CARLES: On 8 March, 2010. I ask the minister to read that article because it is a very similar situation 
to the one that I am describing, and that woman did not qualify under the hardship provisions. Clearly, the 
hardship provisions need to be widened so that the law captures those parents who are trying to raise their 
children but who cannot necessarily control them at every moment of the day and night. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: As I understand it, if that was the situation that the member for Forrestfield was talking about 
last night, that vehicle was impounded because the son was driving the vehicle while he did not have a licence 
because of a court order. I have not touched that legislation. That is their legislation, not mine. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: The point is that it was the mother’s vehicle. The legislation must target him and not her 
vehicle. That is the whole issue with the hoon legislation. 

I foreshadow that the Greens (WA) will move amendments in the upper house to address the issue that the 
member for Mindarie has talked about today, the cost impost on third parties and the suggestion that the 
Supreme Court is where third parties have to go for ultimate justice. 

Mr R.F. Johnson interjected. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: That is what the Attorney General has confirmed. The Greens have looked at the 
impoundment of vehicles in New Zealand, where the appeal system is much fairer. People there appeal firstly to 
the police and then to the District Court. We believe that there are good grounds for arguing that road traffic 
matters should be appealed in the State Administrative Tribunal, and we will move an amendment to that effect. 
SAT already hears road traffic appeal matters when a vehicle licence or a transfer of vehicle licence is refused. 
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There is a precedent to appeal to SAT. I am talking about SAT because it is quick and low cost. That is the type 
of appeal process that we need to resolve an issue when an innocent third party has no other option because the 
police have said no to them. I hope that when our amendments are put before him, the minister will listen with an 
open heart and mind to our suggestions to fix the legislation in a genuine way. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Before you sit down, I have already given a commitment to the shadow minister—the real 
shadow minister, the member for Girrawheen, not the member for Mindarie, the joke of a shadow minister—that 
I am seriously considering parts of the amendments that the opposition put forward. I did not want to make 
amendments on the run. We have seen that happen before and mistakes have been made. I have given the 
member for Girrawheen a commitment that I will look more closely at the opposition’s amendments between 
now and when the legislation reaches the upper house. I will almost certainly recommend to my colleagues in the 
upper house that they move an amendment, but not one that is identical to the member for Girrawheen’s 
amendment. I have seen some flaws in the opposition’s amendments, which is why I was not prepared to accept 
them last night. What comes out of the upper house will benefit the sort of people that the member for 
Girrawheen talked about—small business people, taxi owners and that sort of thing. I am prepared to look at 
that. I can assure the member for Fremantle that the opposition’s amendments would not have covered all the 
areas that the government would like to cover. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: Is the minister referring to the manifest injustice catch-all amendment, because that was the 
crux of the amendments? 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, I am not talking about that. That is too airy-fairy. Under the act, the Commissioner of 
Police must personally consider the applications. If he is to carry out his functions under the act properly, he 
must do that. I do not want him spending every day of the week looking at the cases that have come to him, 
because that is not necessary. He would be flooded with applications under that amendment. 

Ms A.S. CARLES: I received some interesting statistics from the minister’s department during the briefing, and 
I do not believe that the Commissioner of Police would be flooded with applications. Since the impoundment 
provisions were enacted, only six applications for hardship for hoon offences were made, and that included the 
applications for the Lamborghini, the Mini Cooper and the motor journalist’s vehicle. There have been only six 
applications. I do not believe that the commissioner would be flooded with applications to release vehicles.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I can assure you that in the figures I got recently there were 300-odd applications for release 
on the grounds of hardship.  

Ms A.S. CARLES: They were for driver’s licence offences. There were 387 applications for driver’s licence 
offences and six for hoon offences, which is what we are talking about now. The minister’s argument that the 
commissioner will be flooded with paperwork is not supported by the evidence from his own department.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: The argument that was put forward last night by the member for Forrestfield was for driver’s 
licence offences, not hoon offences. I am trying to fix the whole lot up.  

Ms A.S. CARLES: I encourage the minister to fix this legislation, so that we can protect a parent whose child 
has taken her vehicle and had it impounded, because it will be very embarrassing if it has to come before 
Parliament again and we waste another couple of days.  

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [12.05 pm]: I rise to make a few comments on the Road Traffic Amendment 
Bill 2010 and the debate that was held over some hours on the bill and the amendments that it makes. Clearly the 
opposition supports the anti-hoon laws; a Labor government brought them in. This is the second bill that this 
Minister for Police has brought in to modify the legislation. We support the modifications he is making. The 
issue is that they have not gone far enough. The minister doth protest too much when he claims that all the faults 
lie with the earlier form of the legislation brought in by the Labor government. That may or not be true, but the 
issue is that this minister now has the job to fix the legislation if there is a problem. Given this is the minister’s 
second amending bill to the legislation, it does not cut any ice when he says that problems belong to the last 
government. He has been the minister for the past 18 months. This is his second amending bill, yet he says the 
problems lie with the previous government. They do not. The problems are with this government and whether or 
not they originated under the previous government is not the issue. They have to be fixed now, and the minister 
is the person with the power and responsibility to do it—no-one else! The minister cannot walk away from his 
responsibility. He gets paid for it and he has to take it up.  

The opposition pointed out in its amendments, which were well crafted by the member for Girrawheen, that we 
could look to the potential problems of taxi owners and of employees and employers, where the employer having 
no idea there is a problem is totally innocent; that is, the employee infringes, but the employer suffers. The third 
amendment by the member for Girrawheen looked at unforeseen circumstances and aimed at giving some 
flexibility to the Commissioner of Police. The Minister for Police cannot knock any hole in the amendments; he 
just has concerns about them. If the minister has reason for concern, these amendments have been on the notice 
paper and he has staff who are able to look through them. The minister should have mounted, with some detail, 
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the actual issues that he had problems with. The minister did not do that, as far as I can see. The minister is 
simply saying, because this is something the Labor opposition is putting forward, that he needs to reject it, 
otherwise it would show somehow some inadequacy in what he is doing. That is the argument that comes from 
what the minister is saying, rather than any issue of substance relating to the exact form of the amendment.  

Mr R.F. Johnson: That is what you did when you were over here, former minister.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I take the interjection. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: You never accepted one amendment that was put forward by the opposition.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: We did, after some considerable delay. The issue then, and I certainly mounted the 
argument in part last night during the second reading debate, was that we were very conscious of the need to 
maintain some sort of reasonable balance between tough legislation that could be used against people who were 
breaching the law, who were hoon drivers, and protecting innocent members of the public who could get caught 
up in it. That is the very point of this bill. We are trying to get better redress because we are finding that innocent 
people are being punished through no fault of their own. When the minister says that I did not accept his 
amendments at the time, the arguments that I mounted, which he totally rejected, were that we were in an area 
where the law was a bit different and exceptional and we needed to move more gradually. I was convinced after 
about 12 months that we should move in the way that he said. If the minister wants to go back and check my 
arguments at the time —  

Mr R.F. Johnson: I will be a lot quicker with your amendments than you were with mine. I will not take 
12 months.  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: This is the point. I take the interjection because the Minister for Police is someone who 
has no interest in justice. He is totally uninterested in justice. For him, it is a political game of beating the drum 
of law and order. That is the start and finish of it. He will get political popularity by beating the law and order 
drum and if there is injustice out there, so be it; that is what this minister is saying. He is not interested in putting 
in place a system that delivers justice for the people of Western Australia, and that certainly is a very sad day. 

What makes it even sadder is that the comments made by the Attorney General indicate that he is of the same ilk 
and that he is not a minister who stands for justice in this state. He is a lawyer who is interested in the academic 
and political arguments, not that the outcome of the arguments should deliver justice. Of course there are lawyers 
like that. We also have lawyers that I and some members of this place know personally who are committed 
people who think they can make a difference in the world. They want to see people treated fairly and the system, 
to the greatest extent it can, deliver justice. That is a very difficult thing to do. But we do not see that from the 
Attorney General. We see the Attorney General has that other lawyer view: they can argue the case on either side 
and whichever side they are on, they can argue it with the same vehemence and commitment that they will get 
their argument up and win; even when in their own conscience they know that their successful argument will 
deliver an injustice. Unfortunately, there are lawyers like that, and this Attorney General is of that ilk. They are 
academic, political arguments; it is a fun thing to turn out arguments regardless of whether they are based on 
commonsense, truth, honesty and justice. Justice is collateral damage. The issue is: can they actually win the 
argument? Can they hoodwink people and get away with the argument? That is what has been put by this 
Attorney General. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: This is not a second reading speech, member; you know that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I want to recount some of the debate that took place in the second reading speech. 

Mr R.F. Johnson: No, you can’t do that. You are supposed to talk about the debate during consideration in 
detail at the third reading stage; you know that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I can recount all the matters that were in the debate to date. I am not straying from the bill. 
If during the second reading debate a member went way outside the bill, yes, I could not speak to that, but if the 
matter is crucial to the bill, yes, of course I can cover those matters. 

I was making the argument in the second reading debate—I think I also touched on it at the consideration in 
detail stage—that the laws we are amending in this instance are special. When applying our laws, particularly 
criminal laws, we usually expect that the police will investigate and then charge a person. The prosecution then 
goes to court, whether it be the Director of Public Prosecutions or the police, and the court decides the penalty. 
This law is quite fundamentally different because in this case the police will impound the vehicle before the 
matter goes to court; therefore, the police apply the penalty, not the court. That is absolutely clear to everyone, 
and it caused me some concern. But, as I said, members of the public are saying that they need special measures 
and that because of the potential injustice that could be done to an innocent person, they will increase the 
acceptance of some risk. They want to minimise the risk, but they are willing to accept some level of risk 
because they really want to have tough laws against people who are driving unlicensed, who are driving in a 
dangerous way and who are hooning. 
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That is the decision this Parliament has made, the decision I have made personally and the decision most other 
members have made, although some might disagree with it. I have lawyer friends who disagree with it; they 
think we should not go that far. I have put the argument that I am happy to go that far, but I am very conscious 
that there is a special set of circumstances in which the penalty is applied by the police without the matter going 
to court. When I raised that matter, the Attorney General said that we do it all the time. He said that it is like a 
speeding fine, and that happens all the time. It is not. It is a good debating point but what he said is not true. 
People caught speeding by the police who are issued with an infringement notice have the option of going to 
court before they pay the penalty. The system is actually stacked against them, so it is easier to pay the penalty, 
the fine, and not go to court because if they go to court and lose, they end up paying more. So the system is 
stacked against them. However, the fundamental issue is that they do not have to pay the penalty before they 
have their day in court and before the court has confirmed that they must pay the penalty. Again, the Attorney 
General was wrong. It was a nice little debating point to try to put the speaker on the opposition side off his or 
her task, but he was wrong. However, he was very adamant. He persisted. He kept saying, “Yes, you do actually 
have the opportunity to go to court.” I kept pressing him and asking him to interject and explain it, because, as I 
have already outlined, under the law we have before us, the police impound a person’s vehicle, very often 
straightaway on the occasion in question. A person is stopped on the side of the road. There is a tow truck, or 
something comes along and picks up the vehicle, and it is impounded within hours—sometimes it can be a day 
or two, but generally it is within hours that the vehicle is impounded. The person has not been to court, but the 
Attorney General said — 

Mr R.F. Johnson: Under your legislation that happened—the unlicensed drivers legislation. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: Why does the minister not listen to the point I am making? The point I am making is that 
that is a special aspect of this law. It was always a special aspect of the law, but it colours all the other things that 
happen regarding the period for which the vehicle is impounded and whether or not some sort of out is provided 
so that the person can get his vehicle back if he is an honest party. What the minister is doing in rejecting our 
amendments is saying, “No, I don’t want to provide that potential defence for an honest person that he will not 
cop the penalty.” It goes back to understanding what is actually happening with our anti-hoon law. The anti-hoon 
law applies a penalty before a person gets to court to argue his case, but that is of no interest to the Attorney 
General. He would try to argue that what I am saying is not true, and what I am trying to point out is that the 
Attorney General was saying things that are dishonest and not true simply because he is interested in political 
argument and not in actually getting justice. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The member’s comment that the Attorney General was being dishonest in his comments is 
unparliamentary. The member for Balcatta knows that only too well, and I ask that he withdraw that. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: However, I did say that what he said is not true. When it goes to a leading motive, I 
cannot do that. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Member for Balcatta, may I remind you that at the third 
reading stage the debate is restricted to the content of the bill as passed. It is not a wide-ranging debate, as is the 
case at the second reading stage. 

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: I thank the Acting Speaker for her guidance. I am relating directly to matters that go to the 
bill and the content of the bill—absolutely. I am not going to move away from that at all, and I thank the Acting 
Speaker for her guidance to remind me of that. 

The issue about the interchange that took place between me and the Attorney General is that he simply put 
forward arguments in support of the clauses specifically in this bill that are not true. The Attorney General said 
something to this effect: “The member is telling me that a person cannot go to court and argue the point. I am 
telling him that he can.” The point that I made clearly was yes, a person can go to court after he has copped the 
penalty, but the Attorney General is saying no, that person can go to court before he cops the penalty. 

Members should just think about how this works under the legislation we have before us now. The Attorney 
General is saying that a driver is stopped on the side of the road. The police believe there is evidence for an 
impoundment, and they then impound the vehicle. The Attorney General is saying no, the person can go to court. 
I am not aware of anyone who has a lawyer on tap, so that at 10 o’clock at night he can get to a court within one 
or two hours and get a decision from the court because his vehicle has already been towed away. Again, in a 
practical sense, what the Attorney General said is simply not true. I made that very clear. The person has lost the 
use of his vehicle before he has been to court. The Attorney General said that that was not correct. He argued 
with me. His argument was that the person could seek an injunction. As the member for Mindarie has already 
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pointed out, an injunction is a complicated issue. The person’s car is already impounded and he is already 
suffering the penalty. However, the Attorney General would say no, the person can go off and get an injunction. 
Again, that is clear evidence that this Attorney General is not about delivering justice, and that causes me great 
concern. He sees it as a political argument to simply tell people that they can go to court. The person’s car is 
already locked up, but he can get himself a lawyer, cough up the $20 000, or something of that order, so that he 
can go to the Supreme Court, get an injunction, and two days or two weeks later, if the person spends $20 000, 
he might get his vehicle back. That certainly confirms the argument that I have put to this house, which I repeat 
again—a driver actually cops the penalty before the matter goes to court. If either weeks or months later a driver 
wins his case in court, there may be some restitution and he will get repaid. However, he will have been 
penalised, particularly if he is a taxidriver or a taxi owner and the vehicle has been off the road during that time. 
If an employer loses the use of a vehicle because of something that an employee did, for which the employee and 
not the employer should be punished, the penalty is inflicted on an innocent party. An employer is not likely to 
receive due and proper compensation, although the people who are adversely affected will receive some 
compensation. 

The amendments that were moved and fashioned by the member for Girrawheen simply tried to address that. 
The Minister for Police has said on numerous occasions that if there are problems, they were created by the 
previous government, and he is not going to fix them. That is an abdication of the minister’s responsibility. The 
minister has legal responsibility for this legislation, which is the second bill that he has introduced to amend the 
act in the time that he has been the minister. He cannot walk away from his responsibility to make sure that the 
system works. He needs to get over simply thinking that this is a political blame game. He should stop thumping 
the law and order drum and saying that he is happy for people to be adversely affected and treated unjustly when 
they are totally innocent. That is not acceptable, and the sooner the minister realises that it is not acceptable, the 
sooner we can actually improve these laws, as we on this side have attempted to, so that the law delivers justice 
to those who are guilty of offences as well as those who are totally innocent but who have been caught up in 
matters because they are the responsible person for a motor vehicle. This legislation will make some 
improvements, but the minister has to accept responsibility for improving it in every way he can so that we will 
not be back here in a few months with another amending bill. The media might highlight instances of people 
who are totally free of committing an offence but who are caught by this legislation because another person has 
committed an offence in the responsible person’s vehicle. We have already outlined a number of different 
circumstances in which these problems could arise.  

We support the bill and we hope that the minister will be genuine and will not simply make comments because 
he wants to play games with different members on this side of the chamber. I hope the minister seriously 
considers the very good amendments that the member for Girrawheen proposed.  

MR R.F. JOHNSON (Hillarys — Minister for Police) [12.22 pm] — in reply: I wish to respond to comments 
made by members during the third reading debate of the Road Traffic Amendment Bill 2010. It is amazing how 
members opposite try to rewrite the history of legislation on hooning behaviour and responsibility, car 
impoundment and so on. I have said consistently that these laws emanated from the previous Labor government. 
The original bill imposed a penalty of 48 hours’ impoundment of the vehicle for an offence, which was totally 
abhorrent as far as the public of Western Australia was concerned. Young drivers in particular wore it as a badge 
of honour. It did nothing to decrease the amount of hooning behaviour. The previous government was dragged, 
kicking and screaming, to agree to increase the impoundment period that we proposed to seven days. That was 
about a year after we suggested it. It certainly did not have a great effect on the amount of hooning behaviour 
because I would suggest that the biggest complaint we have in our electorate offices concerns hooning behaviour 
in our neighbourhoods. It certainly was in mine and members opposite have told me that it is the same in their 
electorates. Every member of this house has had complaints about hooning behaviour; there is no question about 
that whatsoever.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: I am still getting complaints. Your law has not fixed it.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Of course you will. We have not finished.  

Mr J.C. Kobelke: You have not fixed it.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Hooning has decreased. I said last night—I do not want to pre-empt anything—that I am 
always very cautious about giving any possible reason why we have seen a lower road toll comparative to the 
same period last year, but my personal belief is that we have got some of those dangerous drivers off our roads. I 
believe that the tough stand on unlicensed drivers, which the previous government brought about with its laws 
and which I supported 100 per cent, has had some effect. I obviously cannot guarantee it until the end of the 
year, and I do not want to pre-empt anything, but I am relieved that thus far this year there have been far fewer 
deaths on the roads than was the case previously. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: That is attributed to the country, minister. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: No, it is attributed overall. I do not want to debate the issue of deaths on the roads, 
because it is not appropriate to do so now. I am just saying that my personal belief is that all the laws on 
unlicensed drivers and hoon drivers are working. We have amended only the hoon laws; we have not touched the 
unlicensed driver laws. I commend the former minister for bringing in that law. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: You are so fair. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am too genuine and honest. That is my trouble. I am a softy. 

Mr P. Papalia: I would be shifting seats if I were you, Premier. You do not want to get too close to him. It is the 
sinking-ship syndrome. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: You are the sinking ship, sunshine! 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Member for Warnbro! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I must say that I take great exception to the comments in this chamber made by the 
member for Mindarie. I think his comments are absolutely appalling and disgusting. He does not get up with a 
good argument; he simply spends his time making a personal attack either against me or my very good friend 
and colleague the Attorney General. Truth and the member for Mindarie are complete strangers. He would not 
admit last night when he gave a scenario, not a truthful account of anything — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: If the member listens, he will learn something—or he may do. Obviously, too much air 
has been getting to the member’s head over the past few days, and that is a problem that he will have to face. 

The member for Mindarie gave a scenario, which was that of a young single-parent mother who I think has three 
children, including a 17-year-old son whom she let drive her vehicle. The member for Mindarie said that the son 
spun one wheel on that vehicle. That would not be wilful reckless driving, which is covered under the act. The 
former minister knows that. 

Mr J.C. Kobelke: It should not be that; it could be. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: It would have to be wilful; the member for Balcatta knows that and I know that. If it were 
accidental, there would be no problem at all. However, if somebody creates a hooning offence with one wheel 
caught on a drop of oil or something, that is not wilful. What the member for Mindarie said I find absolutely 
appalling. He showed his absolute ignorance. He is supposed to be a top lawyer. I have to tell members that that 
is in his view, not in my view; I think he is a disgraceful lawyer, quite frankly. He said that the mother also had a 
young child in Princess Margaret Hospital for Children and she could not go to see her young child. He said that 
she was the breadwinner and she could not go to work. If any member of this chamber believes that that young 
single mother would not have got her car back under the hardship provisions, that member is living in cloud-
cuckoo-land. 

Mr P. Papalia: It was a real situation — 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: This was in Mindarie! 

Mr A.J. Waddell: Are you saying that it is never going to happen or that it has already happened? 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Order!  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: That was the scenario that the member for Mindarie brought in in his usual over-posturing 
way. He is number one in the class for vanity. That was the scenario he put forward. I can assure members that if 
that scenario that he portrayed in this house last night had happened, I am absolutely confident that the mother 
would have got her vehicle back under the hardship provisions. What sorts of minds do members think our 
police have in relation to a scenario or a true situation such as that described by the member for Mindarie? If 
they do not have faith in our police, I feel very sorry for them. I said something last night, and I repeated it again 
today by way of interjection to the real shadow Minister for Police—not the pseudo one who is out with the 
media at the moment, which I am pretty sure must get up the nose of the shadow minister. Whether he is trying 
to become the new leader of the Labor Party, I do not know, but we would love it if he did. If he took over from 
the present Leader of the Opposition, we would be beside ourselves because it would guarantee us another four 
terms in government. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: He would be another Mark Latham! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Absolutely! Absolutely! He is hairy and scary, and he is out there and does not know what 
he is saying half the time! 

Mr M. McGowan: He’s not as hairy as Mark! 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: He is not as hairy—well, he might be in other parts of the body! All he does is spend his 
time making vicious, nasty comments about me. 

Mr M. McGowan: You’ve complained about relevance the whole way through and taken points of order; why 
don’t you get back to the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2010?  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am responding to what the opposition said during the third reading debate, which I have 
every right to do, my friend! Every right to do! If the opposition did not make dirty, vicious, nasty remarks such 
as those made by the member for Mindarie, I would not be talking about it now. After what the member for 
Mindarie said, truth and he are great strangers; I wonder whether they have ever met! 

Point of Order 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Madam Acting Speaker, I bring to your attention that the third reading reply should be 
about the bill under consideration. The minister has spent a considerable period running down members of 
Parliament on this side of the house, and I ask him to get back to the bill. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.M. Harvey): Member for Rockingham, I take your point of order; however, 
the minister has a right of reply on comments made during the third reading debate, and they do require a 
response. Minister, I ask you to bring your attention back to the third reading debate on the bill in front of us. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I would be delighted to; I take note of your direction, I really do.  

What are we going to do? I have given a commitment to the real shadow Minister for Police, the member for 
Girrawheen, not the one that the manager of opposition business wants to put up; his friend from Mindarie. I 
believe that she does have a very genuine concern that maybe the bill needs more amendment. But those 
amendments have only been on the notice paper for, literally, a few days, and I have already seen some flaws in 
them. But I will take them on board, and I have said that I will consider those amendments I have told her that I 
think one of them is way too out of sync with the bill, and I do not think I can accept that one and do a great deal 
with it. I will look into some areas that she talked about, such as small business people; of course I have a 
concern for people who run small businesses. I have been a small business person all my life; I still am to some 
extent, although I do not run the small business, my family does. I do have concerns about taxi plate owners who 
lease the taxi out to people to drive, if, for some reason, they are not able to use that taxi for 28 days. I will try to 
deal with those suggested amendments before the bill gets to the upper house so that there is more equity.  

The whole reason I brought this bill before the house was because there was obviously some unfairness that 
nobody on the opposition side saw until the Lamborghini was impounded.  

Mr P. Papalia: That’s not true! You were warned during the initial debate, prior to the legislation going 
through! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: The Lamborghini of the famous doctor who loves racing around the Barbagallo 
Raceway—I appreciate the gift the member gave me; it is a very nice gift and I thank her for it! It will remind 
me of a very special occasion!  

The reason I brought this bill in was to try to address some areas of perceived unfairness; I accept that. The 
Lamborghini incident was unfair, and the Mini Cooper incident, I think, was unfair, when the person—who, I 
believe, knows the owner of Auto Classic—was given that car for a few days to test drive. It is still a bit unfair 
that a person who commits an offence gets away with it, apart from the penalty the person has to pay in court and 
the suspension of his or her driving licence. It is unfair to a business owner who, in good faith, gives a vehicle to 
somebody to test drive. When I was thinking about this, it occurred to me that it was also unfair for a vehicle to 
be impounded if a garage loans a courtesy car to someone whose vehicle is being serviced and that person goes 
out and hoons in it. Of course that is unfair to that business, and that is why it is covered in this bill. It is unfair to 
the owner of a vehicle that is receiving a service from somebody who valet parks a car, cleans a car or does 
repairs on the panel work of a car if that person hoons and the owner loses his vehicle. The offender should lose 
his vehicle. I intend to address that in some of the areas that the member for Girrawheen has brought forward so 
that I will tighten up even more on unfairness, but ensure at the same time that the offender, the person who puts 
other people’s lives at risk, is dealt with. The purpose of this legislation is not to deal with only the nuisance 
value of hoon offending. I can tell members that 20 per cent of fatal crashes and serious crashes that leave people 
with lifetime disabilities involve unlicensed drivers who have lost their licence by court order because of drink-
driving, reckless driving or having so many demerit points that they can no longer have a driver’s licence. 
Therefore, I think this legislation is eminently sensible and that is why I supported the previous government’s 
legislation absolutely. I am seriously committed to trying to reduce the number of people who are killed or 
critically injured on our roads, and I think that all of this legislation does play a part in that. I would be very, very 
surprised if any member of this chamber did not agree with that.  
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I enjoyed and respect the comments the shadow Minister for Police made in her contribution to the third reading 
debate. I also respect the former police minister’s comments, although I think he tried to rewrite history to some 
extent, and I think he knows that. However, I appreciate the way he delivered his speech without any really 
nasty, vindictive, vicious, personal attacks against me or the Attorney General. He stated a few things, but it was 
not in the — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: He’s a class act, minister. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: He is a class act; of course he is! The former police minister and I have been around this 
place for a very long time, and I like to think there is mutual respect. I certainly respect him and I hope that he 
has the same view of me.  

Ministers do not always get things right and governments do not always get things right; that is why we have 
amendments and that is why I included in this bill the ability to issue a regulation if something came out of the 
blue that no-one had thought about at all. It took six years to find this particular fault that we have been debating 
and that I have addressed in the bill. It took six years for something to happen that was not foreseen six years ago 
when the member for Balcatta was the Minister for Police and Emergency Services. He did not foresee it; I did 
not foresee it. I will be honest—I did not foresee it then. The previous government did not accept that that might 
happen; the reality of it happening was not considered. Of course, six years later something has happened.  

Until now we have highlighted the scenario involving the Lamborghini and the Mini Cooper. I have also added 
all the courtesy cars and all the other situations that I could possibly think to include in this bill. However, 
nobody seems to want to mention the Ferrari. The Ferrari, which was the first vehicle impounded in the scenario 
that we discussed today, was impounded under the previous government’s legislation. That was before 
Christmas. Nobody uttered anything about that at all. Of course, the minute it was a Lamborghini and a doctor 
was involved, all hell broke loose. That is when the media attention came on, and the public felt that it was 
unfair that the doctor’s vehicle should be impounded. I said from the word go that I had sympathy for the doctor 
and I did, but I could do nothing because the original legislation brought in by the former police minister and the 
amendments I made to it did not allow for that. All I did in those amendments was extend the impoundment 
periods because they obviously were not a big enough deterrent to people who were hooning. Basically, all I did 
was extend the periods of impoundment. I think those changes are beginning to work because there is now a 
huge deterrent to people hooning. We will always have people who break the law, who drive drunk or who drive 
while they are unlicensed, but if we sit back and do nothing we will put innocent lives at risk on our roads. As 
the Minister for Police and Minister for Road Safety, I am not prepared to countenance that for one minute—not 
one minute!  

I take on board the member for Girrawheen’s amendments. I do not agree with them as they are but I agree with 
part of the substance of them. I have already said that I give a commitment that I will work on that. The bill will 
be introduced into the upper house, which may be next week, but it will not be debated for some time. As we 
know, bills have to lie on the table of the upper house for at least a week. I think the upper house has a lot of 
other legislation that it will deal with in its second sitting week, so it will probably not get around to dealing with 
this bill until we return after the Easter school holidays. By then, I am hopeful that my representative in the 
upper house will be able to move either an amendment or some amendments that will adequately deal with the 
concept put forward by the member for Girrawheen. If I do that, I will credit her with that.  

Ms M.M. Quirk interjected.  

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Yes, the wording is wrong. I do not want to accept amendments that are fundamentally 
wrong because it would not be responsible for me to do so. The former minister would not have done that either. 
I can see where the member for Girrawheen is coming from and that there is some room to do something, but not 
the way she has done it. I agree with some of the concepts of her amendments but not all. I will take that on 
board and will do whatever I can to try to ensure that we end up with the best legislation to address this very 
serious issue. I re-emphasise that I do not want to again introduce a bill to amend existing legislation. That is 
why I included in this bill the ability to make regulations. If something that nobody has thought of comes out of 
left field, I will be able to issue a regulation. It will be quicker to do that than to bring back legislation to this 
house, during the debate on which the opposition would simply filibuster and make rude, nasty and vicious 
personal remarks about me and my colleagues before the bill went to the upper house and spent time up there. It 
will be quicker to correct anything that is apparently wrong by way of regulation. That is why I put that 
provision in the bill. I do not want to bring back any more bills to the Parliament to deal with hoons. I would like 
to address any issues by way of regulations. Those regulations would still have to come before Parliament, but 
they would be in place until they were disallowed.  

I thank members for their comments in the third reading stage of the bill, other than those of the member for 
Mindarie. I thank the shadow minister for her cooperation in this area and once again thank her for the wonderful 
gift she gave me last night.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Treasure it for always. 
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Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I will treasure it for always.  

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

APPROVALS AND RELATED REFORMS (NO. 3) (CROWN LAND) BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 18 November 2009. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [12.42 pm]: I am the lead speaker for the opposition on this bill, which is 
the first of a number of so-called approvals and related reforms bills that will come before this house. The bill is 
interesting because a narrative is being presented by the government. In 2009, lots of the legislation that came 
into this house was about law and order, with the suggestion that there is a huge crime wave, that crime is out of 
control and that only the Barnett government will be able to tackle crime in our community. With this bill, we 
see a second stage in the Barnett government’s narrative; one that is built around fear and says that we are not 
getting approvals through quickly enough. We have gone from a big fear about crime to a fear about approvals 
not being processed and being held up by things like red tape and bureaucratic bungling. It is a blame game. 
Fundamentally, a philosophy of blaming others is coming through from the government. All too often in 
discussions on approvals, proponents ranging in size from huge multinational corporations to quite small 
businesses that are involved in exploration activity blame others, including the government, for their own lack of 
business acumen or for the fact that their project is commencing at an inopportune time. Those proponents have 
a tendency to blame others for the fact that their projects are not marketable or viable at that point in time. They 
seek to blame others, which is why I will begin my discussion on the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 3) 
(Crown Land) Bill 2009 with a degree of concern. Having said that, the opposition has resolved to support the 
bill, although we will highlight some of its inconsistencies and the aspects that can be improved. I note that the 
Minister for Lands is not in the chamber. I will reiterate later some of the points that he should pay particular 
attention to.  

I refer to the fear that is being drummed up in the community by those who are saying that it is difficult to get 
project approvals in Western Australia. That is a ridiculous claim. It is the wish of many that we have a situation 
in which it is open slather—that is, a situation in which anyone can get project approval without regulatory 
control and without an assessment of a project’s viability and impact on the community and environment. People 
should be concerned when they hear rhetoric about the difficulties of getting approvals through Western 
Australia’s regulatory processes. There seems to be the view that every project should be given a big tick and 
that every project should be put forward on the basis of the claim that it will be of economic benefit to the state. 
There is seldom proper testing of claims that projects have economic benefit to the state. We must consider those 
aspects when we go through the bill. This issue will arise when we consider the environment, planning and 
mining approvals and related reforms bills that relate to this piece of legislation.  

The minister has explained that aspects of the legislation will help improve the Land Administration Act and 
various other pieces of legislation. I will focus on one area for the moment—namely, who will make decisions 
about changes on crown land. The explanatory memorandum indicates that the minister has the option of 
delegating responsibility for crown land to a public servant. In many cases that may be appropriate. However, as 
is indicated by the explanatory memorandum and the provisions of the bill, what is of concern is the fact that the 
Minister for Lands will have the option to delegate decision-making responsibility to senior public servants—it 
is a concern that the level of public servant is not defined—and to people who may not be public servants and 
who may not have public service responsibility or be accountable to the Western Australian community. The 
minister may find himself delegating responsibility for the control of land to a person who might have a vested 
interest in that land. From my reading of the legislation, it will be possible for the Minister for Lands to delegate 
responsibility for decision making about a piece of land to a pastoral lease holder, for example. A person who is 
a tenant of the state and who pays, as we have discussed in debate on other legislation, a very small rental for the 
land would be in a position to make decisions about the use of that land. That is quite at odds with the provisions 
of the Land Administration Act as they relate to the types of activities that should be conducted on pastoral 
leases. It would be a poor set of circumstances if the minister were in a position to delegate to somebody who is 
a pastoral lease holder. This is possible under the legislation. Indeed, that is one of the areas about which we seek 
clarification from the minister. Who will be given effective control of the land? To whom is the minister 
planning to delegate that level of responsibility?  

It is probably worthwhile highlighting the sorts of things permitted by the Land Administration Act.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders.  

[Continued on page 909.]  
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PETER RASMUSSEN 

Statement by Member for Albany 

MR P.B. WATSON (Albany) [12.51 pm]: I stand here today to pay tribute to my friend Peter Rasmussen. Peter 
was founder of the Albany Community Wind Ensemble, conductor of the Albany Youth Concert Band and a life 
member of the Albany City Band. He has left a lasting legacy for the Albany music community. Peter was a 
driving force in music within Albany’s schools for nearly 30 years. He was passionate about making music and it 
was his enthusiasm for teaching music that has enriched the lives of many students. He was also a stalwart 
involved in the senior’s concert run in Albany every year for the past 10 years. I will miss his cheeky smile and 
sense of humour. But I will not miss the fact that he made me wear a tutu and dance in front of 460 seniors last 
year. Unfortunately, I cannot get my revenge!  

Peter leaves a lasting memory not only for his wife, Audrey; children, Dianne, Colin and Greg; and his 16 
grandchildren; but also for the people of Albany through the contribution this great man made to the people of 
Albany.  

DRAFT CANNING BRIDGE PRECINCT VISION 

Statement by Member for Alfred Cove 

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [12.52 pm]: The Draft Canning Bridge Precinct Vision was released last 
month to the community of Alfred Cove for comment. This vision could see buildings of 10, 20 or even 30 
storeys being built within 800 metres of Canning Bridge. I understand the need to plan for future population 
growth, and there are benefits to transport-oriented development; however, like my constituents, I disagree with 
the proposed scale of development. Why not put this development in Nedlands, Cockburn or Cottesloe? 
Currently, almost 60 000 vehicles use Canning Bridge. The bottleneck at Canning Bridge can often back up to 
North Lake Road. The number of vehicles could increase to beyond 90 000. I was told by the City of Melville 
that the state government will not support a detailed traffic analysis and planning until a proposal such as that in 
the current vision, with plus–plus high rise, is accepted by the community. This is unacceptable. The government 
needs to commit to carrying out a detailed traffic analysis now and give a commitment to invest more in public 
transport services. My community needs more than a proposed high-rise vision. It needs real action and solutions 
for the current traffic congestion rather than making the problem worse.  

WITTENOOM ROAD, HIGH WYCOMBE 

Statement by Member for Forrestfield 

MR A.J. WADDELL (Forrestfield) [12.53 pm]: I was recently contacted by Mr Trevor Bachelor, who was my 
first scoutmaster when I was a boy scout in the 1st Maida Vale Scout Troop. He is a fine, outstanding member of 
our community of High Wycombe, and he was concerned about the large number of heavy vehicles that have 
been using Wittenoom Road in High Wycombe lately as a means of avoiding the traffic congestion at the 
intersection of Abernethy and Kalamunda Roads. Residents have contacted my office concerned about the safety 
of their families on this stretch of road, which runs through a relatively quiet residential section of High 
Wycombe. The Kalamunda shire has informed me that it has no control over vehicles less than 19 metres in 
length as these vehicles do not have any restrictions relating to their use on residential roads. Vehicles far less 
than 19 metres in length can create potentially dangerous situations. The feedback I have received suggests that 
small trucks are causing a significant amount of the traffic problems and safety fears. I am concerned that the 
closure of parts of the Western Australia grain rail network will result in an increasing number of trucks using 
Abernethy Road, which I fear will contribute to even more congestion at this intersection and, in turn, more 
trucks opting to use Wittenoom Road as an alternative. 

I understand that the shire is making an effort to direct traffic away from Wittenoom Road, but this may be only 
a bandaid solution. Unless the congestion on Abernethy Road is taken into serious consideration High Wycombe 
residents will face continuing problems. They deserve better than this and it is only a matter of time before a 
serious problem occurs.  

ST JOHN’S PRIMARY SCHOOL 

Statement by Member for Scarborough 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough) [12.55 pm]: Last Friday I had the pleasure of attending the St John’s 
Primary School St Patrick’s Day fair, a fantastic, well-attended event that brought the community of 
Scarborough together for a fun-filled evening. It is not surprising that during a tour of the fair with my local 
federal member and nearby resident, Michael Keenan, he remarked on how well the fair was organised, praising 
the work of the school’s parents and friends committee that put the event together. 

On behalf of the Scarborough community, I wish to thank the school principal, Mrs Loretta Gibson, and the 
mums, dads, students and teachers at St John’s who worked so hard to put the fair together, with particular 
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mention of the organising committee: Penny Riley, Les MacKell, Maram Gad Gilson, Alison Elphick, Shannon 
Kelly and Leonie Millar, and of the MC, Kelly Curran, who kept attendees entertained while ensuring that they 
parted with their cash to assist with the school’s fundraising. Big congratulations go to the coordinator of the 
event, Sue Harvey, who is not a relation of mine. Sue spent hours and hours finding sponsors, organising 
stallholders and doing all that was required to ensure the event was the great success it was. 

Grateful thanks also to the many sponsors of the event, too numerous to mention, but notably many well-known 
businesses from the local area. Once again, the wider Scarborough community has shown its willing support for 
the school in its efforts to raise funds to pay for interactive whiteboards for students. I congratulate the 
volunteers who put on this event and look forward to supporting this iconic event on the Scarborough calendar in 
the future. 

INFILL SEWERAGE PROGRAM — MANDURAH 

Statement by Member for Mandurah 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah) [12.56 pm]: I rise to highlight to this house my concerns regarding the 
Barnett government’s slashing of the infill sewerage program, particularly as it impacts on the City of Mandurah. 
Areas of Mandurah that were on the infill sewerage program have now been deferred, and we are now unsure of 
when, or if, they will ever be completed. This is a major concern for the people living in these unsewered areas 
of Mandurah. 

I will raise a major concern that I have about the locality of Madora Bay in my electorate. It is my understanding 
that in the second half of the 1990s contamination of groundwater was detected in the locality of Madora Bay, 
which was pursued strongly by the City of Mandurah and the then mayor. As a result of the contamination, 
connection of scheme water to the Madora Bay locality was programmed and completed. I request from the 
Minister for Water information on why at that time, because of the contamination issue, Madora Bay was not 
added to the infill sewerage program. To this day, these Madora Bay areas, known as North Mandurah 8A and 
North Mandurah 9A, have never been on the infill sewerage program. The areas of Silver Sands and San Remo 
in my electorate also do not appear on the infill sewerage program and I want to know why these areas are not on 
this program. 

The Peel region is a rapidly developing area and it is critical that infill sewerage remains a priority. Lack of infill 
sewerage, particularly when we have a vulnerable environment, including our precious Peel waterways, means 
that the slashing and deferral of the infill sewerage program have a huge impact on our local community. 

SOUTHERN RIVER SCOUT GROUP 

Statement by Member for Southern River 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [12.57 pm]: The suburb of Southern River is a new and developing suburb. 
As a result, it lacks many of the community groups that help people to connect to each other and provide the 
activities that many people in longer established suburbs take for granted.  

One of the things lacking in Southern River until very recently was a scout group. A mother, Emma Pearsall, 
was keen for her children to attend scouts, but there was not a scout group in Canning Vale or Southern River. 
Rather than complain about this situation, she started networking with others and soon found people willing to 
help form a new scout group in Southern River. The result was that on Saturday, 20 February, I had the pleasure 
of attending the investiture ceremony of the Southern River Scout Group at Bletchley Park Primary School and 
watching the boys and girls make their scout pledges. It was also a pleasure to meet the two group leaders—Rob 
Venables, more commonly known as “Hitch”, who leads the scout group, and Rob Vickers, more commonly 
known as “Keneu”, who heads up the cubs. The group leader is Ian McKenzie and the chairman is Gerry 
Georgegatos. 

I commend all those involved in the formation and running of the new scout group and wish them well as they 
join almost 70 000 other scouts in Australia and 200 million in more than 200 countries to implement the 
principles of scouting—namely, that scouts should serve God, act in consideration of the needs of others and 
develop and use their abilities to the betterment of themselves, their families and the community in which they 
live. 
I would like to acknowledge the sound of my twin granddaughters in the public gallery.  

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 

ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE 

Inquiry into Management of Former Pastoral Lease Land — Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr G.A. Woodhams): I wish to advise members that I have received a letter dated 17 March 
2010 from the Chairman of the Economics and Industry Standing Committee advising that the committee has 
resolved to conduct an inquiry into the Department of Environment and Conservation’s management of former 
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pastoral leases. In particular, the committee will investigate the Department of Environment and Conservation’s 
management of pest animals and weeds; preservation of pastoral heritage; opportunities for improved 
management; and consideration of the economic potential of non-pastoral uses for this land. The committee will 
report to the Assembly on 24 June 2010. I advise members that I have arranged for the committee’s terms of 
reference to be placed on the notice board of the Legislative Assembly. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

DISTRICT ALLOWANCES INCREASE — MEMBER FOR NORTH WEST’S PROMISE 

107. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Minister for Regional Development:  

I refer to a promise made by the member for North West in October last year that the government would be 
making a good news announcement concerning increased district allowances “in a fortnight”.  

(1) Is the minister aware that for the past five months the member for North West has repeated this promise 
that good news is just two weeks away? 

(2) Can the minister advise the house precisely when he will be meeting his election promise to police, 
nurses and teachers working in the north west who have now labelled his party “the notional party” 
because its promises are just make-believe? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

I thank the Leader of the Opposition for the question. I pose a question to him before I answer his question. 
Every time the Leader of the Opposition mentions royalties for regions, he says it is unsustainable. Given that he 
thinks it is unsustainable, which bits is he scrapping? The Leader of the Opposition plans to scrap the 
unsustainable plan. I do not know if he intends to scrap all of it or if he is taking the fuel card off the pensioners 
or scrapping the Ord program, even though the channel will be going through and the farms will be starting up. I 
do not know whether he will scrap the exploration incentive scheme. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You’re scrapping it. That’s what you’re doing. You’re breaking your promises. Tell me when 
you’re going to meet this promise. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I have a very clear premise; that is, royalties for regions is not unsustainable. That is where I 
am different from the Leader of the Opposition. It is not unsustainable. What is unsustainable is the Leader of the 
Opposition receiving one vote in regional Western Australia if he continues with this plan to undermine royalties 
for regions. That is what he has to think about.  

(1)–(2) This is the fifteenth time I have been asked about district allowances. It is very important. During the 
last economic expansion, the previous government left country workers in the lurch. It was very happy 
to see them leave the public sector and move into the private sector, leaving gaps across the north west 
of the state. The member for North West advocated very strongly for his electorate, and now he can do 
that in a party that listens and cares, and makes very clear the importance of looking after essential 
government employees. As I said to the member for Pilbara during question time last week, if he turns 
his mind to the midyear review, there is a specific line item under the forward years, starting on 1 July, 
relating to regional workers’ incentives. There is $25 million a year attached to that. The Treasurer and 
I have been working very closely on this policy, and we look forward to announcing it in the near 
future. Whether I announce it tomorrow, next week or on 30 June, those funds will start to flow on 1 
July. 

DISTRICT ALLOWANCE INCREASE — MEMBER FOR NORTH WEST’S PROMISE 

108. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Minister for Regional Development: 

I have a supplementary question. Will government workers in the regions receive exactly the election promise 
made by the National Party, and when will they receive these increased district allowances? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

They will receive them on 1 July. 

OAKAJEE PORT AND RAIL PROJECT 

109. Mr I.C. BLAYNEY to the Premier: 

The Oakajee port and rail project is set to be a catalyst for a period of growth in the Mid West, delivering huge 
economic and social benefits to both my electorate and the entire state. Can the Premier please update the house 
on how the project is progressing with state and federal support? 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: Tell us about the steel mill! 
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The SPEAKER: There are some people in this place who I am sure would like to ask questions, and I would 
like to give them that opportunity; the member for Armadale is one of them. I am sure she will get the chance to 
ask a question if she rises to her feet. 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

I thank the member for Geraldton for the question. Mr Speaker, your electorate also obviously includes Oakajee. 
Today saw yet another important step forward for the Oakajee project. Members may not be aware, but Oakajee 
Port and Rail today announced two things, perhaps the most important being the three foundation customers for 
the port: Sinosteel Midwest Corporation, Karara Mining Ltd and Crosslands Resources Ltd. Those three 
companies have committed to being the foundation investors and customers of the Oakajee port. That is a 
significant commercial step forward. Associated with that was the announcement that the initial port capacity 
will not be 35 million tonnes but 45 million tonnes. Again, that is another significant step forward. 

As I have said a number of times, this is a complicated project—probably one of the most complex projects the 
state has ever undertaken, for a range of reasons. Despite those complexities, it is progressing and today is a 
significant step forward. I want to thank local members; particularly, in this case, the member for Geraldton. He 
has a key role to play, as indeed you do, Mr Speaker, in dealing with local authorities, landowners and other 
people affected in the area. 

I know that the state Labor Party opposes progress on the development of the Oakajee port, but I again remind 
members that my good friend—he is not quite such a good friend at the moment—Hon Kevin Rudd is a strong 
advocate of Oakajee, and a strong advocate of the state and commonwealth governments joining together to 
build that key piece of infrastructure, the common-user port facility. I am sure that by the time of the federal 
election, even the candidate for Canning will be converted to the cause of Oakajee. 

I will conclude with a final comment to the house. This is a complex project with many players. It is not the 
world’s greatest iron ore resource, but there are a number of resources. The expectation is that by approximately 
2020, something in the order of 100 million tonnes of iron ore will be going out through Oakajee. If that is 
realised, total expenditure by both government and private investment, but principally private investment, in the 
area will be in excess of $10 billion. This is a project in total scale that is right up there with some of the biggest 
projects of the Pilbara region. It is very important for the development of the state that we have major investment 
and major job creation in the northern part of Western Australia. 

NORTHBRIDGE NIGHTCLUBS — EARLIER CLOSING TRIAL 

110. Mr M.P. MURRAY to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 

I refer to the decision by the Liquor Commission of Western Australia to extend a trial that forces nightclubs in 
Northbridge to close earlier. 

(1) What discussions did the minister have with the Director of Liquor Licensing about this trial extension; 
and on what evidence was this decision based? 

(1) Will the minister ask the commission to publish the reasons for this decision and the terms of reference 
for the trial, as it has refused to do so despite numerous requests? 

(3) Is the minister able to explain why the extended trading permits held by the hotels in Northbridge have 
not been subject to the same measures? 

(4) Has Transperth been asked to increase services in light of these earlier closing times and the fact that 
patrons will now have to wait hours before being able to access buses and trains? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 

(1)–(4) I thank the member for the question. As the member knows, the government has a strategy on 
Northbridge. We have worked very closely with the Australian Hotels Association, and with the Big N 
group, which the nightclubs are a part of, and I have met with them on several occasions, as I have done 
with the other groups. The trial period, which was agreed to—although I note that the nightclubs had 
some resistance to it—was to bring the closing time back to 5.00 am. As members would know, we 
have had a lot of problems and issues with social misbehaviour et cetera in Northbridge. The Premier 
and I, and others, went to Northbridge on a Saturday night and met with them, had a look around 
Northbridge and looked at a lot of the things that they are doing there. The nightclubs appealed to the 
Director of Liquor Licensing about the 5.00 am closing time. As I understand it, that appeal has been 
upheld. But it is only a trial. I think that trial finishes in early April. We will then look at the situation 
again. But it is only a trial.  

The other question was about transport. Obviously decisions were made regarding the last train for that 
trial period, as I understand it. Once again, at the end of the trial, we will sit down with them all again 
and assess the situation. But I have to say that the nightclubs have been vocal. I actually went to a 
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meeting with them—I am trying to think of the name of the chap I spoke to—and discussed some of 
these issues with them. They discussed it I think very openly with me. They have put forward their 
concerns. I do obviously meet with the Director of Liquor Licensing. That is where the situation lies at 
this stage. 

NORTHBRIDGE NIGHTCLUBS — EARLIER CLOSING TRIAL 

111. Mr M.P. MURRAY to the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 

I ask a supplementary question. On what basis was the decision made that has not been forthcoming? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON replied: 

I am not quite sure what the member means.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Tell us the reasons for the decision. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: The reasons were — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: As members would know, we have had a lot of antisocial behaviour. We have had 
people getting hurt. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition!  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Just listen.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I think it is a combination of both. Obviously people move from one to the other. The 
idea was to try to put in some measures — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Why are you punishing the nightclubs and not attending to the hotel issue? 

The SPEAKER: Order, Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: This is a trial, and it was agreed to by the Big N group, which the nightclub owners are a 
part of — 

Mr E.S. Ripper: They do not agree with it. 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Some do not, but some do. Not all do not agree. Some do agree with it. I actually want to 
congratulate the Big N group — 

Mr M. McGowan: The Big N group? Is that what they are called? 

Mr T.K. WALDRON: Yes, the Big N group. I think they are smart, because that group of business men and 
women have recognised that we have a problem. They recognise that the government wanted to do some things 
about that. We could have been a lot harsher across the board, but we wanted to make sure we worked with 
them. They got on the front foot and they implemented the scanning machines et cetera. I do not know whether 
the member has been to see how they are running that. It is working very well. It might not be the be-all and end-
all, but it certainly having an effect. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Does the violence not occur after the hotels close, not after the nightclubs close?  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: There are many different opinions on that, which is why we ran the trial.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: You should have run a trial for the hotels too.  

Mr M.P. Murray: Be open and honest and put it on the table so everyone can read it!  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: It was a trial, member for Collie–Preston. The aim of a trial is to put some things in 
place, have a look and then assess it. I will continue to work with the people in the area, who understand the 
issues better than most of us. I have learnt a hell of a lot since I have been working with them.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Can we see the reasons for the decision?  

Mr T.K. WALDRON: I understand the nightclubs’ concerns; however, I will evaluate those concerns at the end 
of the trial and talk with the Director of Liquor Licensing. Obviously, we will make a decision on what we will 
implement and maybe what we will change.  
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FARMERS — FINANCIAL PRESSURE — GOVERNMENT’S RESPONSE 

112. Mr A.J. SIMPSON to the Minister for Agriculture and Food:  

I am proud to be part of a government that gives our agriculture and food industries the focus that they need but 
did not get under the previous government. However, in recent days I have read with concern of the financial 
pressures facing some of the state’s farmers. Can the minister please outline the extent of the issue and the 
government’s response?  

Mr D.T. REDMAN replied: 

I appreciate the interest of the member for Darling Range, particularly as he represents an electorate that is very 
close to the city. His interest in our farming community has highlighted the focus this government has on the 
farming community in Western Australia and the importance it has to not only our economy but also the broader 
communities in regional Western Australia who rely very heavily on the economic performance of our farmers. 
It is important that our city cousins understand exactly where regional people lie, particularly at this time. In 
order to have a closer look at the problem, over the past two weeks I have spoken at length to hundreds of 
farmers. I have also taken time to speak with the major banks. Last week I had a talk with them about the 
budgetary challenges for the coming season. Last night I talked to about six agricultural consultants representing 
farming communities from the northern agricultural region right down to Esperance, including some of the high 
rainfall areas, about the position that their clients face going from a very tough season last year to now drafting 
up budgets going into the new season. They are in a very tough situation. For the most part, losses were made 
last year and, at best, they are at a break-even point, although in a lot of cases it is worse than that. It is important 
that we understand that and have some sympathy for the challenges that they face and the support they give to a 
significant industry in Western Australia. 

Whilst last season saw an 11 million-tonne harvest, which is an average harvest for the season, some areas 
missed out. Some areas were coming off the back of significant frosts in the previous season. Therefore, a few of 
the ducks are lining up from an economic perspective on some fronts. In addition, the yields were uneven, and 
on the top of that, and just as important, we have low wheat prices. It is $200 a tonne compared with $450 a 
tonne in 2008. That is a significant shift in the prices they are getting for their products. Fuel and fertiliser costs 
are certainly not easing; they are going up. The financial landscape has changed, and it is a lot harder to get 
credit. In fronting the banks in their current financial circumstances, things have tightened up financially. That is 
not unique to their environment; it is the whole business environment. However, it does contribute to a very 
difficult season going into the new year. On top of that, with some record low rainfalls, the level of soil moisture 
is particularly low, which makes it more difficult and creates a greater sense of anxiety about the new season. 
They face issues on two fronts. Obviously the economic front, as I have just described, but also with anxiety and 
stress in dealing with the challenges of making budgets work for the new season. As I said, this extends well 
beyond the farming community, it effects the whole community—the businesses and community groups that 
feed off the economic wealth of our farmers.  

There are no silver bullets and governments cannot walk out and solve the problems that the agriculture and food 
industries face, because they are challenging and largely out of our control and sit in the space of the business 
environment in which they work. However, there are certainly things that we can do. The Department of 
Agriculture and Food has a range of services, information and advice that can help farmers work through those 
challenges. It is our job to try to reduce the regulatory burden and red tape that they face when they try to 
develop their businesses so as to make them resilient to the challenges that they face. 

I also announced to the house not long ago an initiative called Bridging the Yield Gap, which targeted high-
rainfall areas. We are also working on a resilience initiative, which I cannot talk about but, again, will largely 
help those people in high-rainfall areas — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will not announce the initiative ahead of time, but I do highlight that it is something that 
is in the pipeline that will assist the farming communities of Western Australia. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Members should be aware that providing the tools to our farming community, such as the 
announcement that Western Australian farmers can grow genetically modified canola if it fits into their farming 
program, helps them to become profitable and helps the bottom line of their businesses. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Thank you, members!  

Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is those sorts of decisions that this government is making to assist the farming 
community. 
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Mr F.M. Logan interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: On the back of that, to deal with the mental health challenges in the community, the 
Department of Agriculture and Food has funded and is continuing to fund Wheatbelt Men’s Health to assist 
families and business people to make decisions in a very tough environment and in the challenges that are faced 
from a mental health perspective. Likewise, focusing the agency on decisions that make a difference to their 
bottom line is our way of contributing to the challenges faced by families and business people in regional 
Western Australia in meeting the needs that they need to meet for the bottom line of their business. I want 
farmers to know that the government is standing behind them and walking with them in the challenges that they 
face, and I will certainly work very hard to help them make the good decisions that they need to make to get out 
of the predicament they are in. 

POINT-TO-POINT SPEED CAMERAS 

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

I refer to the minister’s previous commitment to install point-to-point speed cameras that can measure average 
speeds over long distances and to test this technology ahead of any potential rollout. 

(1) When does the minister expect trials of this technology to begin? 

(2) Is Forrest Highway still considered to be the most suitable testing site? 

(3) Is the minister satisfied that this new technology can be successfully integrated with the existing speed 
camera and infringement system; and, was this taken into account when awarding the speed camera 
tender late last year? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

I thank the member for Girrawheen for her question on road safety. I am sure she has the same commitment I 
have to try to save lives and prevent serious injury on our roads. 

(1)–(3) It is our intention to install point-to-point cameras as part of the overall strategy of increasing the 
number of cameras on our roads. I am sure the member is aware that some tests are being carried out at 
the moment on the new-style, dual-lens camera. Once these cameras are installed on a permanent basis, 
they will be able to catch both ends of the lens. In other words, once they are installed they will catch 
motorcyclists who have been flouting the law for the past many years. The camera also has the benefit 
of catching speeding motorists in up to four lanes. The camera will catch two or three people, not just 
one, speeding in different lanes on a freeway or wherever else. It is a state-of-the-art camera. At the 
moment the police often cannot use all the photographs they take because they have to distinguish 
between the lanes in which the car is speeding. In future, four lanes will be covered and the camera will 
catch anybody speeding in any of those lanes—whether it be lane one, two, three or even four. Those 
are the benefits of the new camera. 

Ms M.M. Quirk: Point-to-point? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Point-to-point. They will come after the implementation of the new Multanova cameras. 
That is something we will be doing, but that is not in the initial stage of our camera program. As I said, the first 
stage will be to install the Multanova cameras. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: When will we get point-to-point, do you think? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am very hesitant to give a date because I know what it is like. If I say that I hope it 
would be by September or October of this year, the opposition will hold me to that; and if it is not until 
December or January — 

Mr F.M. Logan: That’s right; that’s what oppositions do! 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I know it is. I am therefore very hesitant to do that. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: Let me just say that we as a government are doing more about road safety than opposition 
members could ever dream of. We committed $30 million for this camera implementation scheme to ensure that 
we catch those people who are flouting our laws and putting other people’s lives at risk. It is all part of the new 
infringement process, because a new processing system has to be implemented, and the cost of that is contained 
within that $30 million. However, I have every intention of getting these cameras out as quickly as we possibly 
can. We have to get them tested properly first and make sure that the infringement side is working, because it is a 
completely new system. The old processing system will not take the new digitised camera records and images. 
This is all happening as we speak. I am hopeful that in the very near future we will see the first of these cameras 
out on the streets, on the highways and on the freeways of Western Australia. At the same time, we are installing 
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the red-light cameras. These cameras will catch a driver for not only going through a red light, but also speeding, 
if he is speeding at the same time, so that he will commit two offences. That is what will happen in the future. 
That system is also being tested. Once that is all complete and we have the new locations set up, which I am 
hopeful will be in the fairly near future—I am not going to give a date, but — 

Mr F.M. Logan: In the fullness of time. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: In the fullness of time, yes; as Sir Humphrey would say, in the fullness of time. But it will 
happen. Following on from that will be the point-to-point cameras. 

The member asked about the new highway. I do not know for certain whether that is where we will trial the first 
ones, but I think it probably is, because we have the facilities to do it there. I want to cover as much area as I can 
with the point-to-point cameras. It is a very effective way of catching those people who are speeding on our 
highways and on our freeways and putting other people’s lives at risk. 

POINT-TO-POINT SPEED CAMERAS 

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

I have a supplementary question. First, I acknowledge the presence in the gallery of students from Trinity 
College, which is in the member for Perth’s electorate. 

Does not this go-slow approach on an important element of speed enforcement show that the government is more 
concerned about pulling in quick bucks than getting the strategy right? 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON replied: 

I would expect better from the member for Girrawheen. To dismiss in that way such a serious issue and such a 
commitment to road safety on behalf of this government—the government on this side of the house—which is 
something that the opposition would never have even dreamt of when in government — 

Ms M.M. Quirk: So that’s a no. 

Mr R.F. JOHNSON: I am going to tell the member once again that we are fully committed to getting these 
cameras out as quickly as possible—not for revenue raising. There will be an increase in revenue, obviously, 
because people will be caught more often. Motorcyclists will be caught, as will those people who are speeding 
on certain stretches of our highways. The cameras will calculate the average speed of a motorist on that 
particular highway, point to point. We are committed to that; we have committed $30 million to ensure that road 
safety initiative. 

PRISON EDUCATION PROGRAMS 

115. Mr J.M. FRANCIS to the Minister for Corrective Services: 

Given the neglected state that the former government left our prison system in, can the minister please inform 
members of progress being made to improve rehabilitation through prison education programs? 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

I thank the member for his question. Of course, the member will soon be host to the young adult males prison 
facility in his electorate, which will make a big difference in education and training. In fact, it is a very timely 
question, because I noted during the second reading debate on the Treasurer’s advance bill that there is certainly 
something of a clear policy divide occurring in this Parliament on the issue of prisons and the issue of criminal 
justice policy. I will summarise it—I am trying to be absolutely fair to the members for Warnbro, Pilbara and 
Mindarie in the way that it has been structured. However, there are two limbs that have come out from the 
opposition regarding prison policy and criminal justice policy. One is a proposition that prisons do not work and 
that they are a complete or substantial waste of money. The second is an assertion that there are some clear, 
present alternatives to prison, which will do things like reduce the total amount of imprisonment, reduce rates of 
crime and, in particular, reduce the percentage of Indigenous prisoners in our prisons. I take issue with some of 
those assertions. Of course, employment and education work very well inside prisons. 

I will raise some of the criticisms that were put about prisons. In fact, the member for Pilbara put them very 
sharply. He quoted a fellow by the name of Brett Collins, who is a coordinator of a group called Justice Action. 
This is what Brett Collins said and what the member for Pilbara quoted very approvingly — 

“After a period of exclusion they — 

That is, prisoners — 

feel, instead of having done wrong, they are being wronged, that they have not had their human rights 
acknowledged.” 

Mr Collins described prisons as a “failed experiment”. He said — 
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“We’ve done a very careful analysis of the effects of imprisonment and the conclusion we’ve come to is 
that prisons cause crime.” 

That raises an interesting logical question: if prisons cause crime, what originally caused prisons? In any event, 
he was also quoted, with approval by the member for Pilbara, as having said — 

“When you no longer have imprisonment as an option then you free money … 

Mr Collins says that the money should be spent on mentors instead of prisons. I question the value of spending 
that money on mentors. The member for Pilbara was being very critical when he said — 

Here we are faced with a criminologist, a statistician, who is looking at what people do with funds like 
these being sought. 

Do members know what I did? I had a look into Mr Brett Collins, the criminologist and statistician. It is ironic 
because, in a way, he has experience in criminology. Mr Collins gained an arts degree in 1982 and a diploma in 
criminology in 1984. He got those qualifications whilst he was in prison. I make no complaint about that 
because, of course, one of the things we are trying to do is bring education into prisons. Interestingly, in 2008–
09, 48.7 per pent of WA’s prisoners were enrolled in education. That is above the national average of 39 per 
cent. Only South Australia beats us. It equates to 5 378 prisoners enrolled in 32 000 units of study. It is excellent 
work that has been done —  

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I formally call the members for Armadale and Joondalup for the first time. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: Of course, I am reminded by the Minister for Education that we have won a national award 
for our education and training. There are two points I would like to close on. Firstly, it is ironic that Mr Collins, 
who is cited with glowing approval by the member for Pilbara, criticises the ability of prisons to provide 
rehabilitation and education programs, when he got his qualifications while he was in prison! Secondly, the 
member for Pilbara held out Mr Collins as some sort of independent academic criminologist who supports 
Labor’s view about how prisons do not work and where we should be investing money.  

I have with me Mr Collins’ background. If members go to the Community Justice Coalition website, which I 
recommend all members do, they will see that in 1971 Mr Collins was sentenced — 

Several members interjected.  

The SPEAKER: Order, members! Member for Albany, I will give you a chance to ask questions in this place 
but continual interjecting will get you called. I formally call you for the first time. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: This is the criminologist, cited with approval, to advance Labor’s arguments. The website 
states — 

In 1971 he was sentenced to seventeen years in prison. Of the ten years he served he spent long periods 
in segregation units classified as an intractable prisoner and troublemaker. He is the current NSW 
record-holder for remaining on a prison roof—3 days. The Australian Government attempted to deport 
him to New Zealand after the end of his sentence but he gained sufficient community support to allow 
him back into the country.  

Indeed, it is not so much that he was a prisoner but his ideas are now influencing Labor Party policy. I will quote 
from a recent article published in The Age with respect to Mr Collins’ support for the notorious paedophile 
Mr Dennis Ferguson. Mr Collins is the coordinator of the group Justice Action. I will quote directly from the 
article —  

Justice Action’s website features a rant in defence of sexual abusers that says: “The punishment for an 
assault driven by anger causing permanent injury can be light, but an assault driven by lust for pleasure 
causing no injury can cause lifelong labelling and exclusion.” 

In other words, psychological damage—damage doubtlessly suffered by victims of Collins’s armed 
robbery of a Stanmore bank in 1971—counts for nought.  

Justice Action claims sexual gratification is available only to the “the loved, the beautiful and the 
rich”—in other words, ugly, unloved, poor people such as Ferguson have no choice but to resort to 
sexual abuse. 

Because most sexual abuse occurs within the family, Justice Action wants such offences to be handled 
“privately, using the Family Court”. 

Here is the criminologist that is quoted as supporting Labor Party policy in the debate on prisons—brilliant!  
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DALMARINE PTY LTD — DAMPIER MARINE FACILITIES 

116. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Minister for Regional Development: 

I refer to proposals by Dalmarine Pty Ltd, a company employing 80 people, to invest more than $10 million in 
new commercial marine facilities at Dampier. 

(1) Why has the government taken absolutely no action over 16 months to resolve the tenure and other 
approvals required to allow this development to proceed? 

(2) Why does the government think it appropriate that this company be required to refuel its vessels by 
hand from a tanker trailer in a crowded car park and load its vessels from a crumbling concrete ramp? 

(3) Why is the government blocking this company from constructing its own slip and maintenance 
facilities? 

(4) Why has it taken the minister until today to reply with this non-answer of a letter to emails sent to his 
office on 29 August 2009 and 24 November 2009? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

(1)–(4) I will begin answering that question by asking how we got to the stage at which, in a vibrant, 
powerhouse of an economy, a place like Dampier has essential infrastructure that is, in the words of the 
Leader of the Opposition, crumbling, dilapidated and unusable. It might be an interesting thing for the 
Leader of the Opposition to think about, because maybe that is why he is there and we are here. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: As I said, I am going from memory because I do not have the letter in front of me. He did 
not put the question on notice. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You signed it. It was delivered today. It was received at 1.57 this afternoon. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I am saying that I am aware of it. 

Mr E.S. Ripper interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Take a seat, minister. Leader of the Opposition, you asked quite a few questions then. I hope 
that the minister might endeavour to answer some of them, but continual interjections will only prolong this 
process and maybe not achieve what you want to achieve at this point, Leader of the Opposition. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I am aware that I recently signed the reply that the Leader of the Opposition has got, but I 
think, from memory, that the advice I received was that although the facilities are substandard, which was caused 
by the previous government, this particular person is still able to refuel his vessels at Dampier. The Leader of the 
Opposition has got that there and he could have provided it to me. Now that the Leader of the Opposition has 
become, since moving to opposition, so concerned about the welfare of businesses in the Pilbara and the 
economic powerhouse of the nation, I will ensure that we work closely with the person he speaks about to ensure 
that an appropriate solution is available. 

DALMARINE PTY LTD — DAMPIER MARINE FACILITIES 

117. Mr E.S. RIPPER to the Minister for Regional Development: 

As a supplementary question, how can this company and its workers benefit from the boom if the minister’s 
government is so poor and so tardy at handling these approvals processes? 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS replied: 

The approvals processes in this state are a dog’s breakfast because the Leader of the Opposition’s eight years of 
government delivered such a level of complication. After question time I will stand to speak on the Approvals 
and Related Reforms (No.3) (Crown Land) Bill 2009, as we start to try to fix up the mess that we inherited. May 
I say to businesses in the Pilbara that this government has put in place a $358 million program called the Pilbara 
Revitalisation Plan to drive the economic powerhouse of the state. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: Have a look at the letter. It is a bureaucratic fob off. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: As I said, if the Leader of the Opposition wants to talk about action and compare my role in 
government with his, I am very happy to have them compared. He might get a PhD student to compare his 
record with my record.  
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NATIVE FORESTS — LOGGING 

118. Dr J.M. WOOLLARD to the Premier:  

The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia believes that Western Australia will need 400 000 
additional workers in the next seven years. Federal Treasurer, Hon Wayne Swan, MP, agrees that this is an 
enormous challenge, and a task force, chaired by Hon Gary Gray, MP, is working with the resources sector to 
source these additional workers. According to the Minister for Forestry, 2 500 jobs are dependent on the logging 
of our native forests, and we know that logging costs the taxpayer more than the revenue received for the logs 
produced.  

(1) Putting aside the environmental harm it causes, what is the economic justification for WA taxpayers 
continuing to prop up the native forest logging industry? 

(2) Will the Premier support a parliamentary committee inquiry into the costs and benefits of the logging of 
our native forests? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

I thank the member for Alfred Cove for the question.  

(1)–(2)  Members who were members 10 years ago recall that there was a protracted debate in the community 
and the Parliament about the logging of native forests The environmental—or conservation—side of 
that argument won and won handsomely, and that now has bipartisan support, which is appropriate. 
Because of the forest agreements as they were finally put into place, 99 per cent of the native old-
growth forest is protected. That is now enshrined.  

However, the remainder of that industry—not old growth; the one per cent—is still a significant 
industry. Some 2 500 people work in that industry, and those people live and work locally in the South 
West. I think the industry still has a viable and sustainable future. Forest is, by definition, a renewable 
resource, and the best areas of forest are now protected and preserved forever.  

With reference to the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia’s claim that there will 
be 400 000 jobs: there will certainly be very strong employment growth in this state over the coming 
years. I doubt that that will equate to 400 000 jobs in seven years. I think we need to, again, keep our 
feet on ground and not have, what I would consider to be, an exaggerated statistic. However, there will 
certainly be great demand and there will be issues of skills shortages, particularly in areas such as the 
Pilbara. 

With respect to a committee inquiry, I do not believe, to be honest, that much will be gained from a 
costs–benefits study of native forests. If a committee such as the economics committee chose to have a 
look at the state of the industry 10 years after the forest agreement, that may be of interest. I do not have 
any objection to that. I think the industry is very much smaller now than it was; nevertheless, it still 
employs 2 500 people, and that industry and its workers have this government’s support. I do not 
believe the case has been made, nor is there a really strong reason, to have yet another look at the 
industry. It is a very much smaller and sustainable industry, and it is one, now, that, although smaller, is 
an important part of the industrial structure of this state. 

NATIVE FORESTS — LOGGING 

119. Dr J.M. WOOLLARD to the Premier:  

I have a supplementary question. Premier, two days ago the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western 
Australia said we will be 150 000 people short of meeting those projections of 400 000 jobs. Will the Premier 
support a select committee inquiry into the costs and benefits of logging of our native forests? 

Mr C.J. BARNETT replied:  

If a motion is moved, then the Parliament will consider that, and the Liberal and National Parties, in their party 
rooms, will decide whether they think they should support that or not. If the member for Alfred Cove wants an 
opinion from me speaking as the member for Cottesloe, I do not think it is necessary. However, we would look 
at any motion on its merits as the Liberal Party and as a government. I do not believe there will be 400 000 
additional jobs; there will certainly be very strong employment growth. Also, I think it is wrong to assume—if it 
is implied by the question—that if 2 500 people were displaced from employment in the native timber industry, 
somehow they would reappear as iron ore workers in the Pilbara. That is just not going to happen. We would see 
another major dislocation of towns and workers in the South West, and I do not support that.  

LAW COURTS — DATABASE SYSTEMS 

120. Mr J.R. QUIGLEY to the Attorney General:  

In its report to the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission, the Corruption and 
Crime Commission identified that due to the age of its computer systems, the courts are unable to properly 
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monitor and audit the usage of database systems that contain highly sensitive information relating to the 
prosecution and movement of serious criminals in custody.  

(1) When did the Attorney General first become aware of the serious inadequacies of these systems? 

(2) What steps has the Attorney General taken to upgrade these systems to secure this information for the 
safety of the courts and the public? 

(3) What, if any, funding has the Attorney General obtained and when will a secure database be installed? 

(4) Does the Attorney General agree that a comprehensive audit tracking system is essential for any secure 
court information system? 

(5) What has the Attorney General done to implement such a system? 

The SPEAKER: Member, I will permit the first four questions, you might like to reserve part (5) as part of a 
supplementary question, which you will be entitled to. Answer the first four questions, Attorney General. 

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

(1)–(4) I thank the member for his question and, of course, it relates to the Corruption and Crime Commission 
report that was tabled today by the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission. I will start by saying—this goes to the member’s question as to when I first became aware 
of this issue—that there are multiple copies of this report. There is, if I can call it this, the abridged copy 
of the report or what the committee has called the precis, which was tabled today. There also would 
have been draft reports before the final report, which were sent out to a range of people pursuant to 
section 86 of the Corruption and Crime Commission Act as part of the natural justice process. I 
understand that such a report went to the Department of the Attorney General, I do not know precisely 
when, but it is safe to say that the department has been aware of the investigation for some time. The 
department has been aware of the issues at least since the time it got the draft report and has been 
working on them since then, and I will come back to that in a moment. Final copies of the report were 
also sent to me and to the committee on 25 February 2010. That report was sent to the committee and 
me for the reason that under section 89 a view was taken by the CCC that the report should either not be 
published at all or not be published in its full form. That is the view that the committee obviously had 
divergence with, and no doubt there would have been discussions between the committee and the CCC 
as to how the final precis report came to be tabled and whether that was desirable. I will state at this 
point that in the letter sent to me from the CCC dated 25 February this year, the CCC put the view that 
one reason why the report should not be published in its full form, although it put to me that it should 
not be published at all, was the security risk in revealing deficiencies in sensitive computer systems. On 
page 3 of its report, the committee stated — 

In the Committee’s view it is more likely that action will be taken to remedy these deficiencies 
if the information pertaining to these computer systems contained in the Report is made public. 

That might be true to an extent, although I would gently say that it would have been nice, given that 
both the committee and the Attorney General had that report at the same time, if the committee had 
sought my views as to whether the immediate tabling of that information put the systems at risk because 
what the member for Mindarie is in effect saying is that there are clearly problems that need to be 
addressed in the computer systems. They are very large and very expensive systems, and that is 
obviously not something that could happen immediately. 

In answer, I think, to part (4) of the member’s question, it has not happened yet, although some things 
have happened because of the fact that the department, having been aware of the investigation and 
having been in receipt of the draft report, had had the benefit of seeing the deficiencies as they have 
been put by the CCC as existing. Substantively, the two things that the CCC report effectively raises 
are, first of all, security vetting for departmental—that is, DOTAG—staff and, particularly, court staff 
who have access to sensitive and confidential information. With respect to that issue, which is less in 
the nature of infrastructure and spending, the department commenced a full review of the criminal 
screening and suitability for employment policy, practices and procedures in November 2009. That will 
be concluded by 31 March this year—the end of this month. I imagine that review will put 
recommendations to me in the nature of considering higher levels of checking for all departmental and 
judicial support staff. No doubt that will also recommend the examination and potential of introducing a 
full vetting program for all court staff and at least some Department of the Attorney General staff, 
although there will be costing implications in that. Secondly, the problem that was raised was the ability 
of the department to monitor and audit usage of computer systems that contain sensitive and 
confidential information. The alternatives there it seems, ultimately, will involve infrastructure and 
infrastructure upgrades and spending. 
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Mr E.S. Ripper: When is that likely to happen?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The department is investigating how it can happen in a cost-effective fashion and how 
quickly it can happen, but it has not yet happened.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: It sounds to me like it might be years away.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: I have not yet received the report from the department on the time frames it has put on that 
process. Unlike the member for Forrestfield and other members, I am not a genius or computer expert in these 
matters. I will rely on the department’s advice on how the problems can be overcome in a cost-effective way. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: You are too late for this year’s budget so it could be years before the systems are in place.  

Mr C.C. PORTER: The Treasurer and I have a wonderful relationship that is very flexible.  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: The department will report to me on appropriate mechanisms that will allow a level of audit 
within the computer systems but also functionality across those computer systems that contain confidential and 
sensitive information. Of course, the first thing is to ensure that the staff who have access to these types of 
computer systems are vetted far more thoroughly than they are at the moment. Even if there is a delay in the 
upgrading of the computer systems at the requisite and appropriate cost, we first want to make sure that the 
people who will be operating those systems undergo appropriate vetting. Members should keep in mind that this 
problem crosses both governments. The person who was ultimately convicted in this matter was employed as an 
associate in November 2000 and resigned on 31 July 2009. Things are happening and have been happening for 
several months. I am keen to see that process through. As the Treasurer said, it is another challenge.  

LAW COURTS — DATABASE SYSTEMS 

121. Mr J.R. QUIGLEY to the Attorney General: 

Will the Attorney General address as a matter of urgency the threat to the personal safety and security of all 
court staff that is posed by the present, inadequate computer systems?  

Mr C.C. PORTER replied: 

I am not quite sure what the member means by the threat to court staff. 

Mr E.S. Ripper: For example, the release of the movements of a serious criminal who is in custody when he is 
going to turn up in court. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: And the availability of judges for particular cases. 

Mr C.C. PORTER: A myriad of undesirable information could be put in the public domain through the type of 
offending that we have seen. That is without doubt. In terms of court staff, the first thing I will do is to ensure 
that the vetting of court staff—that is, the people who have access to the information—is better than it has been 
over the past decade.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: When do you expect that process to be in place?  

Mr C.C. PORTER: In the first instance, we will protect the general public by removing the ability of people to 
access that information who should not have access to it, whether or not they are presently staff. That is the 
priority.  

MIRRABOOKA CITY CENTRE 

122. Ms A.R. MITCHELL to the Minister for Planning: 

Mirrabooka has not received its fair share over past years because of a lack of action by previous Labor members 
and governments. Will the minister please outline the good news that this government is delivering for 
Mirrabooka and the surrounding community?  

Mr J.H.D. DAY replied: 

I thank the member for Kingsley for the question. All members who are familiar with Mirrabooka, as I know are 
members on both sides of the house, would know that the Mirrabooka city centre, which was originally designed 
and constructed in the 1970s — 

Ms J.M. Freeman: In particular, the member for Nollamara is very familiar with it.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Indeed. This is yet another example of this government looking after the member for 
Nollamara’s electorate.  

Several members interjected.  
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Mr J.H.D. DAY: We are also ensuring that the $1 million allocation for the Koondoola revitalisation project 
will actually be used and put into effect, as works are about to commence there. The Mirrabooka city centre was 
originally designed and constructed in the 1970s, but unfortunately it has become very dysfunctional. A lot of 
antisocial activity and behaviour occurs there and it is certainly not being used to anything like its full potential. 
The planning and functionality outcomes of that area have been poor.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: It didn’t look antisocial during the Harmony Day celebrations today. It looked fantastic 
today.  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: That is good to hear. Back in 2000 when the previous coalition government was in office, an 
inquiry by design workshop was held with involvement from the City of Stirling and the then Ministry for 
Planning. There was a change of government in early 2001. Time went on. I acknowledge and am pleased to say 
that in 2004, the previous Labor government allocated $3 million to the Mirrabooka regional centre revitalisation 
strategy. However, when the change of government occurred in September 2008, we found that only $330 000 of 
that $3 million had been used. Very few tangible benefits had been achieved for the Mirrabooka city centre and 
the people of that area.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: Give yourself a pat on the back!  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: I am telling members what has been happening.  

Given the changed financial circumstances that the government faced when it came to office, there was a lot of 
pressure to return the remaining $2.6 million to Treasury so that it could be used in other ways.  

Mr E.S. Ripper: Those changed circumstances included the unsustainable royalties for regions program. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The Leader of the Opposition obviously has not heard of the global financial crisis that has 
had a major impact on governments all over the world. I am pleased to say that Treasury accepted the argument 
for these funds to be retained and they are being put towards the reconstruction and upgrading of the bus station 
in Mirrabooka, together with some federal funding that the City of Stirling was able to obtain with my strong 
support. Reconstruction of the bus station is underway. That is a good thing for Mirrabooka and it is good for the 
member for Nollamara’s constituents.  

In addition to that decision, I am pleased to say that last week cabinet decided to increase its investment in the 
project by agreeing to release at no cost 4 886 square metres of crown land to the City of Stirling. This allocation 
represents the bulk of the land that will be required for a complex land administration arrangement that will 
result in a further $4.4 million in town centre improvements. In particular, it will enable the construction of a 
new town square and a new, mixed-use main street to produce a new commercial core. This is a good outcome 
for Mirrabooka. It will enable another stage of this important revitalisation to be undertaken. It will provide 
opportunities for new developments in the area that will also vastly improve the passive surveillance of the 
Mirrabooka centre outside of normal business hours. Ultimately, it will enable broader regeneration of the 
surrounding locality. The City of Stirling was to agree to the awarding of the tender for that project earlier this 
week. The works are due to commence — 

Mr M. McGowan: Come on!  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: The member for Rockingham might not be interested in the answer, but the member for 
Nollamara certainly is.  

This is good news for people in the Mirrabooka area. It involves conscious and active decisions and actions by 
this government that will result in ensuring that positive developments occur in an important regional centre in 
the Perth area.  

I also advise that as a result of this renewal project —  

Several opposition members interjected. 

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Opposition members do not want to hear good news. We are doing similar things in 
Rockingham, Madora and Kenwick. A $16.8 million public housing project is being funded by the federal 
government for Northwood Grove, which is being undertaken to provide much needed social and affordable 
housing in the area. It is being undertaken with federal funding, but there will be a transfer of ownership to the 
Department of Housing. If members think I am taking too long to provide this information, it is because there is 
a lot of information about what is happening in Mirrabooka and the electorate of Nollamara.  

MUSIC, ARTS, SURF AND STYLE FESTIVAL — HEALTHWAY FUNDING 

Question without Notice 102 — Supplementary Information 

DR K.D. HAMES (Dawesville — Minister for Health) [2.59 pm]: I need to provide a further response to a 
question I answered yesterday. At the end of question time yesterday, I used standing order 82A to respond to a 
question asked by the member for Perth. In doing so, I inadvertently gave an answer that was not the answer 
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provided to the member for Perth. He received a shortened version of the answer. That answer was correct but, it 
was not what I indicated in Parliament yesterday.  

APPROVALS AND RELATED REFORMS (NO. 3) (CROWN LAND) BILL 2009 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Gosnells) [2.59 pm]: The point I was making before the lunch break was that in 2009 
we saw a big focus by this government on law and order issues, claiming that people have cause to be fearful of 
crime in our community; that the level of crime has been out of control. I fear that, in 2010, we are seeing 
another fear campaign; that is, development approvals are just about impossible to achieve. There is no evidence 
for this. The fact is that in Western Australia, a company can get a project approved, but it has to go through due 
process, which is what the Western Australian community expects. That is why I believe many aspects of this 
legislation’s focus on crown land are unnecessary and that will perhaps wind back some of the quality 
regulations in our system. I was also focussing on the issue of entitlement to make decisions about aspects of 
crown land. I was looking particularly at a section of the Approvals and Related Reforms (No.3) (Crown Land) 
Bill, which refers to the minister being able to delegate powers to a public servant or “someone else”. It is that 
“someone else” that particularly concerns me. I think it is evident that it is intended in the legislation to give 
pastoral leaseholders—people who are tenants of the state and hold leases on crown land—some additional 
decision-making power over that crown land that they do not presently have. The legislation proposes to give 
them the right to make decisions about licences and profit à prendre in respect of crown land. This relates to 
section 91 of the Land Administration Act 1997. Licences are a good regulatory mechanism to manage activities 
that people might undertake on a pastoral lease.  

I would like to focus particularly on the pastoral leases in the Ningaloo region in light of the various stations that 
are keen to move away from those more traditional pastoral activities that are permitted under the Land 
Administration Act. Pastoral leaseholders want to be involved in other areas such as tourism. Under our 
licensing arrangements there are good regulatory mechanisms that provide an opportunity to review the activities 
those people might undertake. That licensing mechanism is in place for a host of reasons. I fear that the minister 
will eventually be in a position to say to a pastoral leaseholder, “Right, you can now decide on the future of your 
licence; you can decide when it comes up for review; you can be the manager of a licence that you have had to 
apply for.” That would be a very worrying situation. I think it would be tantamount to giving people freehold 
title of some pastoral leases. It means they would be no longer tenants, but would have the ability to make full 
decisions about the future of their pastoral leases.  

I refer again to the idea that it is difficult to get projects approved in Western Australia. Where is the evidence 
that says huge projects are held up because the approvals process is too slow? I put it to you, Mr Acting Speaker, 
that the people who have mining or exploration projects have very easy access to members of this place. In fact, 
it is almost, dare I say, with monotonous regularity that one goes to functions and runs into people from the 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy, the Western Australian Chamber of Commerce and Industry and the 
Association of Mineral Exploration Companies. One is constantly running into people who want to develop 
projects and who know how to make representations to ministers and members of this place when they require 
special attention to be given to a project they are involved in that has perhaps struck some sort of obstacle. These 
people do not have a problem in getting their projects through or raising difficulties that they encounter with 
members of this place. As a result, they are able to overcome any obstacle encountered with the various acts and 
regulations that are administrated by our government agencies.  

I put it to the house that, as a contrast, many of the people in the electorates we represent are bewildered by how 
government works. They are not part of the group that we might call the power elite. The people who we 
represent are often dismayed by the political process. They do not understand it, they do not feel that they have 
access to it and they do not trust it. It falls on us to ensure that we not only help people to better understand how 
the system works, but also give them some degree of equal access. I say that because it illustrates the reality that 
surrounds the claim that has been put out there that people encounter difficulties in getting their approvals 
through in Western Australia. Where is the evidence for that?  

I turn to a report that was released in the middle of last year that is generally referred to as the Jones review—the 
industry working group’s report titled, “Review of Approval Processes in Western Australia”. I will come to the 
detail of the review in a while. I alert members to the fact that there is no data contained in that review to suggest 
that there are difficulties. It contains a few case studies—a few whinges. People who have encountered problems 
with the approvals process told this industry working group that they were having trouble getting their projects 
through. The group did hear a few whinges, but no clear data is presented.  

The reality is that if we were to look around Western Australia today to determine what the problem is in getting 
approvals through, we would find greater issues than the claims that have been made. Issues such as the global 
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financial crisis might have caused a bit of a slowdown in the ability to finance some projects. A bigger problem, 
which has been alluded to today by members, is the availability of a skilled workforce to undertake the necessary 
work. These are the real impediments to any development proposal we might have in Western Australia.  

I am left wondering why the Minister for Lands, when he presented this bill, highlighted that we had to give this 
bill priority because in his view we were facing an approvals mechanism that was in crisis. The wording he used 
to explain that was along the lines that the system is broken, it is fragmented, it is too difficult to manoeuvre and 
it is too complicated for companies to use. In addition, he outlined that a company’s application often is delayed 
and the company loses its opportunity.  

Mr B.J. Grylls: What’s your opinion of the existing approvals process?  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: The existing process is one that provides the right balance and the degree of regulation 
that we need; I am sure the minister would not disagree with that. We need a good regulatory system—one that 
allows a project to go through. In addition, it is a system that allows for a degree of community consultation. We 
have any number of projects in Western Australia that have been made better by community input and comment, 
yet it seems that the people in Western Australia who are pushing the notion that it is difficult to get approvals 
through are saying that it is a hindrance and a nuisance. They do not like to have community input and comment 
on their projects. Not only is it a natural entitlement of every Western Australian to be able to comment on any 
project that goes through, but also it is perfectly legitimate for the community to see how a project is shaped, to 
enjoy the degree of transparency around it and to provide comment on it so that a better outcome is achieved. It 
is a perfectly reasonable state of affairs. However, when members dip into the Jones review, they will find that 
one of the overwhelming themes is that community consultation slows things down and is a nuisance. The whole 
idea that we have problems with approvals in Western Australia gets blown out of proportion. It turns into a fear 
campaign and becomes an excuse for those who are lazy and incapable of using their own resources to shape a 
project. Instead, they want expedited assessment and approval given to them for free by the state. They do not 
ever want to pay for their approval process; they want the state to pay for everything. Yet they want a subsidy 
that will help them get their project through.  

I would like to turn to an area of the legislation that relates to Aboriginal heritage. The Jones review states — 

The original objectives of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 appear to have been misinterpreted by 
some parties to the detriment of the protection of Aboriginal heritage. It appears that a heritage survey 
“industry” has developed over the last 5 years that has contributed to unacceptable work practices … 

I am concerned that some of the proposed changes in this crown land bill will mean that the approvals that are 
sought that relate to crown land will see that we do not respect section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act in the 
way that we have in the past. There is an intention to do away with some of the review opportunities and 
ultimately ignore the importance of Aboriginal heritage when that is found to occur in areas where projects 
might need to be placed over a significant site, for example. There are real reasons for concern. It is 
disappointing that we would be looking to further compromise the integrity of the Aboriginal Heritage Act. It 
would seem to me that if we are to have development in Western Australia, it should never be to the detriment of 
Indigenous people and their heritage. We often hear the argument that a project will bring about increased wealth 
for Indigenous people, and that is a commendable objective, but at the same time we have to ensure that the 
projects that are being brought forward will not destroy aspects of a civilisation that is over 40 000 years old. We 
have to treasure that and ensure that our legislation protects it. I have concerns about those elements of this 
legislation that relate to the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972.  

I would like to turn to aspects of the legislation that relate to the Land Administration Act. I have touched on this 
already but I need to reiterate that the Land Administration Act specifies conditions relating to pastoral land. 
Pastoral leases cover a huge area of crown land—36 per cent of the state. The 500-odd pastoral leaseholders pay 
very little rent for their land but they are in some ways constrained by the sorts of activities that they are allowed 
to engage in on their pastoral leases. They are allowed to engage in three main areas: the commercial grazing of 
authorised stock; agricultural, horticultural or other supplementary uses of land that relate to the horticultural and 
agricultural activities; and some ancillary activities that could be described as being pastoral-centric. That is the 
scope of what is permitted on a pastoral lease. It is quite strictly administered by the people who run the Pastoral 
Lands Board. Defining the sorts of activities that are allowed on pastoral leases has protected pastoral 
leaseholders from provisions of the Native Title Act 1993. Their activities are protected in law. I am particularly 
concerned that any changes that might be made to the Land Administration Act through the Approvals and 
Related Reforms (No. 3)(Crown Land) Bill could, in fact, change aspects of the Land Administration Act. It 
especially relates to the issue of who is entitled to make decisions about these sorts of activities on pastoral 
leases. This is one of the areas that are of particular concern in this legislation. 

I will now go into a bit more detail on the Jones review. This is the key document that ostensibly explains why 
we have to have all these amendments to facilitate project approvals in Western Australia. There is a claim that 
we are somehow suffering from not having projects approved on time. There is a view that projects are being put 
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forward that are perfectly shaped and defined with all the technical information presented, but then somehow go 
into various government agencies and are not acted upon. That is not the truth at all. What in fact happens is that 
all too often, project proponents present to government information that is badly prepared, missing key 
information and lacking in proper definition to the point that those charged with the huge responsibility of 
assessing projects are not able to really understand what the implications of the project will be. The result is that 
the public servants who have to assess this information are left in a situation where they have no option but to 
say to the proponent, “You will have to conduct further research and study,” or “You will have to engage a 
consultant to develop a management plan for a particular issue”. That is a legitimate thing for those public 
servants to demand; that is the way we get better quality projects. That is the way we make sure that projects 
meet the standards that Western Australians expect. There is no way around that; we unfortunately cannot cut 
corners. If the minister is receiving representations from project proponents who are whingeing about delays and 
being asked for more information, the minister should respond to such people by telling them that they have to 
understand what Western Australians expect of projects today. Often, the information that is required is fairly 
narrow in its scope. We can say that it is quite strong when it comes to the sort of information that has to be 
presented on environmental matters; there is a good process in place there, although I am concerned that it will 
be wound back if the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 1)(Environment) Bill is passed by this house, but that 
is a story for another day. That particular bill raises very serious concerns. 

Returning to the crown land bill, we need a broader scope than that which is presently being used for the sorts of 
claims that the minister receives about projects relating to crown land. The Carpenter and Gallop governments 
really encouraged proponents to present full sustainability impact studies that look at the social and economic 
impacts of projects and provide information for the broader community so that the community can understand 
the claims and be on a level playing field with those who are putting out information and saying how wonderful 
the project is. It is only fair for community members to have the skills and resources to be able to assess what 
information is being put forward. All too often, major projects are presented as huge generators of economic 
wealth for the state, but down the track we find that the claims were false or overstated. There is a history in 
Western Australia of people—often in the mining sector, it has to be said—who present projects by saying how 
wonderful they are and how much wealth they are going to develop. They are basically spruiking for shareholder 
input. It is then found that the resource is not as significant as was originally anticipated, that there are problems 
in the logistics of getting the resource to other markets, or that the global price for nickel has plummeted, and we 
end up with a Ravensthorpe-type situation. Too often companies overlook some of the basic elements that people 
in the community have an awareness of and have the ability to assess and provide good advice to government on.  

Before BHP became BHP Billiton, it had the Beenup mineral sands project in the south west of Western 
Australia. That project never turned a dollar for BHP. There were huge problems with acid sulfate soils. 
Unfortunately, the company invested millions of dollars in that project. The company was able to overcome that 
financial hiccup in its balance sheet. It was not seen to be an enormous problem. But we allowed that project to 
go ahead, and we built infrastructure to it. There is a road in the south west that goes to the Beenup mine. That 
mine was never operational, but it has cost BHP a large amount of money. I acknowledge that BHP has put a lot 
of money into rehabilitating this site that it had so badly damaged but from which it did not make any money. 
This highlights the need for companies to be exposed to the highest level of public scrutiny, not just on 
environmental matters but also on social impact. That is what true sustainability assessment is about, and that is 
what we need to have in the state of Western Australia.  

This approvals and related reforms bill provides us with the opportunity to make some improvements to the 
approvals system. I was quite heartened about one aspect of this bill. I thought, “Thank goodness the minister 
has sought to make the ownership of pastoral leases more transparent”. But unfortunately, when we read the 
detail of the bill, it does not go far enough. The legislation provides that those who have an interest in crown land 
will be placed on a register. The information on that register will be made readily available to other government 
agencies, and also, eventually, to companies—certainly those that have pipeline projects. However, why would 
that information not be made available to the general public? We are, after all, talking about some 36 per cent of 
the state. That is a huge area. We should ensure that the public is also given access to information about pastoral 
leases and about their viability and management. That is a reasonable request. There are all sorts of interesting 
but very simple web-based systems that could be used to bring this about. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: The Landgate system does actually list pastoral leases. But it is a bit out of date. We have been 
talking about writing to pastoral owners and encouraging them to do this. I remember that the last question that I 
was asked on this matter was about how we could make sure that that information could be made available. So I 
will take your issue on board and try to get that updated so that people can access that information.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: That is very good to hear. I acknowledge that the minister shares my interest in 
making sure that our pastoral leases are managed in a sustainable way, and that they are able to make a 
reasonable return for the state as well. The present returns leave a lot to be desired in both an economic sense 
and an environmental management sense. By having the transparency that is being proposed, we can make some 
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big strides forward. There is room to incorporate that within the system that the minister has outlined so that it is 
not just a policy commitment and information on pastoral leases is readily and transparently available to the 
public. At the moment, the amendments proposed to the Land Administration Act contained in this bill would 
not mean that the general public would be able to access information. In fact, on my reading of the proposed 
amendments to section 275A of the Land Administration Act 1997, disclosure of information about crown land 
interest holders seems to be limited to public authorities. The definition of “public authorities” does not include 
the general public. Nothing in this legislation encourages me to believe that that information would be available 
to the general public—which would have a genuine interest—or that information will be presented on a website.  

Mr B.J. Grylls: Can I get the member to write to me on that saying what he believes needs to be done? I can get 
the agency to come up with ways to best facilitate how that could occur. I do not want to add layers of red tape 
as that is not generally desirable.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I thank the minister. I will endeavour to write to the minister, and I am sure that the 
minister’s staff, who read these speeches, will act upon this with great haste as well.  

Other aspects of this legislation have been touched on: the sustainability of pastoral leases and the treatment of 
projects and issues around time lines. I know that more recently than the Jones review we had the release of the 
report put together by the Red Tape Reduction Group, which yet again is building up this idea that Western 
Australia is somehow hamstrung from attaining a greater level of development. Let us face the reality: if we had 
a system that was going any faster, we would simply have a crisis in skills supply, and we would have all sorts of 
other infrastructure problems. The reality is that with any approval system there will always be room for 
improvement. There is no denying that, but the improvement needs to be on the side of the equation that looks at 
better quality assessments, not on the side of the equation that looks at speeding things up for the sake of it. That 
is what I see in the reports by Jones and the Red Tape Reduction Group. They contain recommendations about 
clear statutory time frames, which ignore the fact that the people who do not meet the time frames are invariably 
the proponents. They are the ones who are incapable of providing the information that enables the proper 
assessments to be made. We cannot compromise on good process.  

We have to acknowledge that a good regulatory and assessment system is absolutely essential to the future of our 
state, and it needs to be broadened out so that we see an enhancement of the environmental aspects, but it must 
also make sure that social and economic impacts are properly exposed to the general public and that the general 
public has the opportunity to comment on them. There have been various trials as to how that kind of 
sustainability assessment can be done. I know that the Gorgon project was one of the first to have that kind of 
assessment done, and full marks to the Gorgon partners who enabled that to happen. The process they used could 
be improved, and that is a good thing. We also saw a proposal around the Fremantle Port Authority in which a 
sustainability assessment was presented that could enhance the Fremantle outer harbour project. This is 
something we are ready for in Western Australia; it is not about winding back our approval system.  

I will conclude my remarks by saying that we should not pander to those who appear to have a vested interest in 
peddling fear of an approvals system that is overburdened. The approvals system can be improved, but it is a 
system that has many strong elements and one that should be enhanced. As I said at the beginning of my speech, 
the opposition is supporting this bill but there are elements to it that need to be clarified, and I am sure that will 
occur during the course of the bill’s passage between this and the other place. 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham) [3.30 pm]: I join the member for Gosnells in speaking on this matter and 
indicate that the opposition will be supporting the legislation. Providing these reforms is a worthwhile thing to 
do. I might add that the reforms are fairly technical and minor. I would not describe the legislation as 
groundbreaking. It contains predominantly some fairly minor and technical reforms that will allow some people 
to approve certain things rather than others, and it will provide legal certainty for the disclosure of some people’s 
contact details to other people. It is therefore fairly straightforward and simple legislation that is not 
groundbreaking. Any government would probably undertake these sorts of reforms periodically in any event. 

The member for Gosnells touched on the issue of approvals, and I have spoken about this issue in this house 
before. It is no doubt important to improve the timeliness of approvals when we can. An affluent state such as 
Western Australia, with an environment that is in a better condition than virtually all other parts of the world, 
should have a robust and high-quality approvals system that protects our environment and takes account of the 
extraordinary diversity and nature of Western Australia’s natural environment. That should be a given in a state 
like Western Australia, and we should all support that. It is now a regular complaint by some people that the 
approvals process causes unnecessary delays. I would say to people that they need to accept that Western 
Australia must have a high-quality, robust approvals system. That should be a given in a state like ours. We are 
not a Third World country. Western Australia is not a place where people should expect low-quality 
developments that damage our state’s environment. That should not be acceptable in Western Australia. 
Therefore, a high-quality approvals system staffed by good people, providing good advice to government with 
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appropriate and proper arms-length and corruption-free processes should be a natural in Western Australia. We 
should not cave in to anyone who says that the approvals system should be anything different. 

There is a chorus of people who say that it is very difficult to get approvals. I say to them—although this 
generally gets drowned out by that chorus—that in the eight years of the former Labor government 170 new 
mines opened in Western Australia. I am not talking about expansions; I am talking about 170 new mines in 
Western Australia. There were dozens, scores or hundreds more expansions. The former government approved 
and opened 170 new mines, predominantly in the latter part of its time in office because, of course, in the early 
part of our term the state was not booming. The boom occurred only in the latter part of the former government’s 
time in office. That is a verifiable fact. If any member says it is not, I have with me an answer to a question to 
Hon Norman Moore that verifies that fact. It is true—170 new mines. That was a doubling in the size of the 
mining industry in Western Australia in those eight years. That is a fairly stark statistic. 

When I was the Minister for Environment in the former government, I found the staff in the Department of 
Environment and Conservation to be as good as the staff of any agency for which I had responsibility, and I had 
responsibility for 13 agencies over four years. They were as good as or better than any other that I had. In 
particular, they were hardworking people who very much understood the economic base of Western Australia, 
but also understood that we must have a robust and defendable environmental approvals process, or else we 
bring the process into disrepute and we could potentially damage the environment. Therefore, I have 
considerable faith in those people. 

I suspect that the member for Scarborough in her speech will talk about red tape. She has conducted a review 
into red tape, so I suspect she will talk about that. I have heard of those sorts of arguments. No doubt this bill is 
an improvement in cutting down some of the processes and times for approval, and I support that. Indeed, as I 
understand it, the opposition will support most of the legislation on approvals that the government is bringing in. 
It is part of the evolution and improvement of the system. There was a backlog of mining approvals during our 
time in office. However, members need to understand that there was such an incredible number of mining 
approvals, such incredible pressure on the staff and such incredible numbers of staff being taken by the industry 
itself that it became difficult to process them all. There has been a decline in the backlog. Of course, there would 
be, because, as I hear ministers say every day, the economic circumstances have changed. Over the course of the 
economic difficulties a year or so ago, the volume and scale dropped off, the number of people leaving the 
agency declined because job security became important, and it became an easier thing to manage. However, at 
the same time we had a doubling of the unemployment rate in Western Australia. So if we take the good, we 
have to take the bad, and that is what happened. 

I have asked the question of the Premier on a number of occasions now—twice—to which I have received 
answers that have shown that during the 15 or 16 months duration of this government, 170 new inquiries, 
committees and reviews have been established—170. That is an extraordinary number. The ones that the 
government could cost brought the amount to greater than $10 million. The government could not cost a number 
of them, so I do not know what the total cost is. In late November before we broke for the recess, I asked the 
question about how many more had been established over that period until 1 February. I would have thought that 
that should be fairly easy to calculate. I wanted to know for, say, the past four or five months, how many more 
committees, reviews and inquiries had been established. The Premier gave me an answer in which he said, “I 
will make an announcement on that in due course.” I asked a question in Parliament about the number of 
reviews, committees and inquiries, which the Premier had answered twice previously. His answer now is, “I will 
provide an answer on that in due course.” That is not an answer. The Premier should come clean on how many 
reviews, committees and inquiries the government has put in place since it has been in office. I suspect it is more 
than 200 now. If we go by the rate of growth in the first 15 months or so, I suspect that in the past four months 
there would have been at least another 30, which would take it to more than 200 reviews, committees and 
inquiries. We saw yesterday that the Amendola review has increased in price significantly. I suspect that is the 
case for a number of them. All I say to the Premier is that he should come clean on how many new reviews, 
committees and inquiries he has put in place. Since we are dealing with approvals, timeliness and so forth, he 
should tell us all that. 

One of the things that the last government did was put in place a requirement for domestic gas from oil and gas 
projects. Therefore, if an oil and gas project was approved, there would be a requirement for a contribution to the 
state’s gas supply. Anyone but the most hardline economic rationalist, I think, would agree with that. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: An economic fundamentalist; it is hardly rational. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: That is right. One would have to say that anyone but the most hardline economic 
fundamentalist would agree with that. I think that was a good initiative. It built upon the original North West 
Shelf project. It provides for an expansion of the gas supply into the domestic network. It is a good initiative. It 
obviously caused some angst at the time, but I have heard that the principal complainants at the time are now 
saying that it was a good decision to say that there should be a contribution to domestic gas from new projects.  
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When we passed the Gorgon bill, we had in it a requirement to provide domestic gas contribution. That is a good 
thing. We all know that there are new projects coming on stream that will require access to terrestrial sites in 
Western Australia for their gas processing plants. One of them is in the Kimberley. There is a requirement for 
domestic gas. It has been put in place in relation to the Gorgon project. There is now what we call for new 
projects—certainly for the North West Shelf project—a level playing field in that a domestic gas contribution 
has to be provided. My question to the government is: what is going to happen with the Kimberley? Is the 
government going to provide domestic gas from the Kimberley into the domestic network? I suspect the answer 
is no. If it is not going to do that, what is it going to do in exchange? If the government is not going to include a 
requirement for domestic gas—which it said is also its policy, as it was our policy—what is it going to do in 
return?  

Some people argue that the domestic gas policy slowed the approvals process, but I do not accept that. I accept 
that it should be part and parcel of doing business in what is going to become a rarer commodity that is essential 
for basic industry in our state. The government should provide that approvals process. Some companies have 
accepted that. Where is the domestic gas component for the Kimberley LNG project? Will the government be 
providing that? If it does not, will there be any offsets? Will any other projects be required to provide the same 
amount of gas as it would have? I am interested in whether that will be part of the government’s requirements for 
approvals for the Kimberley gas hub.  

The member for Gosnells talked about pastoral stations. I note the Speaker made a statement about a review, by 
one of the standing committees, of the management of pastoral stations by the Department of Environment and 
Conservation. The pastoral station purchase process commenced under the Howard and Court governments back 
in the late 1990s. As I understand it, 50 or so have been purchased. I visited some pastoral stations when I was 
the environment minister. It is part of the acquisition of land for the conservation estate of Australia. It was a 
good initiative that was started by Robert Hill, the former Liberal environment minister, back in the 1990s. I met 
Robert Hill when he was the defence minister. He seemed like an honourable and decent man. He believed in the 
concept of conservation, as I do. He started the process of purchasing pastoral stations that were largely unviable 
or unable to be sold. He suggested that if we place them in a varying range of locations around the state, we 
might increase the conservation estate. It seemed like a reasonable proposition to me, but it has come under a 
great deal of criticism. The criticism is that the Department of Environment and Conservation is not putting 
enough resources into the management of those places. If that is the case, increase the resources. If the 
department needs more rangers, if it needs more feral animal control, if it needs more weed control, provide 
additional resources to do that. There is a general theme, particularly propagated by some of the neighbouring 
pastoralists, that this pastoral acquisition program was a bad thing, even though the people who owned the 
pastoral stations generally received a price for the purchase of the stations that was probably greater than they 
would have received had they not sold it to the Department of Environment and Conservation.  

The government should properly manage them. I saw with my own eyes that the land is very badly degraded on 
a great many of our pastoral stations that are operated as pastoral stations. They are often in areas that are very 
marginal. The land itself, comprising wonderful natural bushland of Australia, is very badly degraded because of 
some of the land practices. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: In reality, very often there is more money gained by tourism, some of it not quite legal, 
than there is by the return on the pastoral land.  

Mr M. McGOWAN: What I would say is that often with these leases — 

Mr B.J. Grylls: We actively discourage that tourism. 

Ms A.J.G. MacTiernan: We did not actually discourage it. We tried to put it on a rational, managed basis and 
not have 350 000 people go to Ningaloo Reef in an unsustainable way but have a management plan and have it 
legitimised. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I think that is a correct point. Ningaloo is a beautiful place and we should try to make sure 
we manage it properly and that we have sustainable development. Some of the development around Ningaloo, 
quite frankly, has been disgraceful. It is a very fragile environment.  

I was not particularly talking about those areas on the coast but some of the more inland ones where some of the 
tourism activities are more limited, although there are some that go on. What I would say to the government, or 
the committee when it does its inquiry, is that it should be very careful about how it conducts the inquiry and it 
should examine for itself rather than just listening to people who have vested interests in attacking the program, 
conservation and those sorts of things. The lands included could be quite beautiful and brought back to a very 
much more natural condition than they are now. They could be, as it were, environmental jewels in the midst of 
the surrounding pastoral stations. It should be part of what we try to encourage in this country.  

I saw some national parks amidst the pastoral stations. Of course, those national parks have never had pastoral 
activities on them. The lands are in a much better and more pristine condition than the surrounding land, which is 
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natural. If cattle and sheep are on the land, they are going to damage the land—there is no doubt about that. As I 
said, the stations that were bought were often very marginal, so it was a good outcome for the pastoralists and it 
could be a good outcome for the state and the conservation estate. We just need to make sure that it works, which 
is all I am saying. It is not some attack on pastoralists. I know that they have hard lives. The lives that some 
pastoralists lead are so incredibly tough that I would find it very difficult to do myself. They have to send their 
children away to school and live in harsh and remote environments and withstand floods and droughts. I do not 
know how they do it, and sometimes I do not know why they want to do it, but they do. I held a function at one 
of the stations we acquired and it was attended by local pastoralists, some of whom drove 200 kilometres. 

Mr B.J. Grylls: For the party? 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes, for the function, and then they drove 200 kilometres home at the end of the night. I 
must say that the eskies were very empty, and I did not notice anyone who was not partaking. I was quite 
concerned that there might be a lease on offer at the end of that party! But it is a hard life for those people and I 
am not attacking them; in a way I admire them. All I am saying is that we need a mix of how the land is 
managed out there and there are some environmental jewels that can be managed in a more environmentally 
friendly fashion. 

MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough) [3.47 pm]: I will not take up too much time, but I want to respond to 
some of the comments made by the member for Gosnells about the streamlining of the approvals process that we 
mentioned in the Red Tape Reduction Group, which was the committee that I chaired. If the member for 
Gosnells cared to go to the actual body of the report and explore some of its recommendations, he would find 
that the streamlining of the approvals process is certainly not designed to try to circumvent any process or indeed 
make approvals some kind of stamp-and-deliver system, by any stretch of the imagination. 

It might interest the member to know that the committee received the highest number of complaints right across 
the state from people who were stuck in approvals processes that were taking a long time. They were processes 
that were not transparent and the rules were not clearly explained. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: For land clearing? 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: On a whole range of areas, including land clearing. We did not actually look at mining 
approvals, because a committee into mining approvals was already underway. Native forest and flora clearing is 
certainly one of the big issues that face local governments, private property owners, Main Roads and other 
government departments. If the member cared to drill down into the body of the report, he would find that our 
recommendation regarding statutory time frames was about statutory reporting time frames, where the time taken 
to process an application was measured in calendar days and that the calendar days mapping of the approvals 
process was done for every single step of the process. The Red Tape Reduction Group made that 
recommendation to protect public servants who act in good faith, charged with their duties on behalf of 
government departments, and who may have been waiting for the proponents to return relevant information to 
them so that approvals can be processed.  

One of the member for Gosnells’ queries is covered in the report and forms one of the recommendations. We 
recommended that this process should be mapped and have a 60-day statutory time frame, or whatever; we have 
left it up to the departments to determine that, dependent upon the area of approvals they are involved in. But, as 
part of that approvals process, the guidelines should be made very, very clear and transparent so that when 
people go through an approvals process with any government department for whatever reason, they can go to a 
webpage and see the information laid out, without there being a secret set of quasi-regulations hidden behind that 
inside a department, which make the process one of continual review and continual adjustment.  

Part of that process is the reporting of the time of receipt of the application, the time taken for the 
first department to process, and the time taken for referral to other agencies. For instance, if an approval 
application comes into the Department of Environment and Conservation that requires a report or comment from 
the Fire and Emergency Services Authority, the Department of Regional Development and Lands, the 
Department of Planning or wherever it may be, the time taken for those departments to report back to the 
original agency to which the approval application was submitted should also be recorded. Then, if the proponent 
is required to provide additional information regarding the approval at periods along the way, the time taken for 
the proponent to provide the information should also be recorded. Therefore, if the proponent delays the process 
by not providing information required under the rules and regulations, then the proponent would be logged as 
taking six months to respond to a request for information. That would protect our public servants who are acting 
in good faith and discharging their duties commensurate with legislation that we pass in this place.  

I just wanted to correct the record on that and clarify that the recommendations of the Red Tape Reduction 
Group were not about making the approvals process less rigorous or less robust; they were about making the 
approvals process much more transparent for the public servants who process the approvals applications, 
protecting government departments, protecting ministers, and also protecting the applicants and ensuring that 
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everybody is clear about where the hold-ups are and clear about the information required to allow an approval to 
progress. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Member, did your report recommend that there should be a quick “no” mechanism? A lot of 
people who apply really have no hope of getting their project through. They should be told that up-front, rather 
than being led to believe that if they persist with the system, they might get it through. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: That is quite correct. One of our recommendations—not with respect to planning 
approvals but with regard to liquor licensing and some of the other areas—is that if an approval is lodged and 
from the outset it is clear that it will not fit the criteria, the department should have an immediate refusal 
mechanism that states that until the applicant addresses particular criteria the approval will not be considered by 
the department. That would save everybody time and money and an approval application would not be floating 
around in no-man’s-land in a department with nobody willing to pick it up because it is so far below the 
standards.  

I want to make it very, very clear to the house that the recommendations of the report are not about 
circumventing the process or dropping standards, they are about making our very, very high standards very, very 
clear to proponents so that they know what they are getting into at the outset, and we are not wasting a lot of 
time, money and effort on approvals that will probably never make the grade. I commend this bill to the house 
and I thank members for their interest in the report. I encourage members to read the recommendations and 
content of the report, because the explanation of how we arrived at the recommendations is quite important in 
many instances. 

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Central Wheatbelt — Minister for Lands) [3.54 pm] — in reply: I thank members for 
their contribution to the Approvals and Related Reforms (No. 3) (Crown Land) Bill 2009 second reading debate. 
I thank the opposition for its indication that it plans to support the bill. I think that the opposition is quite right in 
saying that through our review of the approvals process, this legislation has been deemed to be a relatively 
simple way of somewhat speeding up and allowing the approvals process to have more transparency. I think the 
indication of support for that shows that what we are doing is commonsense and will deliver a good outcome. 

I thank the member for Scarborough for her comments on the Red Tape Reduction Group’s report. I think there 
was a lot of hard work in simply trying to wade through all the government agencies and to take it from the 
perspective of people who have tried to get through that process and how they have had to deal with it, because 
that is the important thing. I think some good work came out of that.  

Across the chamber we have just been talking about the fact that a quick “no” is often just as valuable to a 
company as a long drawn-out process. There have been a couple of recent cases of this; for example, in Exmouth 
a salt farm was proposed for an area deemed “salt farm” and it ended up failing, and I think $13 million or 
$14 million had been spent on that process. The people involved told me that because the land was zoned salt 
farm, they thought that they would have a chance. There is also an example of a property development down 
south on land zoned urban — 

Mr M. McGowan: Just on that case, I don’t think it was actually refused; I think that what happened was the 
process has taken so long, they have given up. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: I think that could have been it. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: But as I said, I think the point that they make is along the member’s lines: they spent a lot of 
money and they have eventually thrown their hands in the air and said, “This is too hard.” It may have been 
easier to have a situation in which a decision was made up-front.  

A lot of land is zoned urban and we talk about land shortages, but having land zoned urban does not necessarily 
mean that we will be able to bring it to the market in the form of blocks. There is a lot more process to go 
through and a lot of land zoned urban is deemed by agencies as inappropriate for development, which creates 
great challenges. Therefore, the government and I, in my role in this issue, under crown lands are attempting to 
make the process better. Several reports have been written about that and this bill builds on that. It looks as 
though this bill will pass through the Parliament, which is a good thing.  

Another major focus of this debate was the pastoral industry. I think that this issue has challenged many 
members of Parliament over many, many years. We agree that in some areas it is very difficult and in other areas 
it is very profitable. Pastoralists have not been very happy with me; we put rents up somewhere north of 300 per 
cent in many areas, which was not a good way for me, as the new Minister for Lands, to build a good 
relationship with the pastoral industry. However, the Valuer-General looked at those properties and increased 
their values, which I think gives some understanding of what is happening in the pastoral industry; those lands 
are valued and we will continue to work with the pastoral industry. A lot of work is being done on making it so 
that grazing is not the only option. For some successful pastoralists, grazing is a good option. I am a little 
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different from the member for Gosnells in that I am very supportive of what they do and I am quite glad of the 
product that they make and the export dollars that they generate. Not only that, I am very supportive of the work 
that pastoralists do to manage those lands. As raised by the member for Rockingham, a lot of land has been 
purchased from pastoralists, through that program started by Robert Hill, and put into the conservation estate, but 
that was the last time anyone set foot on it. That has been inappropriately resourced and a whole range of 
problems have arisen. Problems arise not only when the Department of Environment and Conservation owns the 
land, but also when a pastoral lease is owned by a pastoralist who does not manage the land, and it becomes a 
major problem for neighbouring pastoralists and the region. These vast tracts of land require a degree of 
management to control wild animals, weeds and other pests. This is not happening in too many instances, both 
with government-owned land through the conservation estate and in other areas. We are looking very closely at 
how that is actually done. 

Mr M. McGowan: I can see how you would manage wild animals, but I am not sure how you can manage the 
weeds. The only way to really manage them is to have cattle and sheep grazing on the land, but that is part of the 
problem with some of that land; they are not suited to that. I think it is more a wild-animal issue than anything 
else.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: It is not much different in the wheatbelt, but we have smaller properties. If a property has an 
outbreak of doublegee, caltrop or — 

Mr M. McGowan: Caramel bun?  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: That is a wheat problem, not a weed problem. What did the member say again?  

Mr M. McGowan: It just sprang to mind.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: And skeleton weed and so forth. The first one or two skeleton weeds are manageable. If a 
farmer finds them, he manages the problem. If he did nothing and went back five years later, the weed would be 
unmanageable and he would concede that he would never get ahead. Members would have noticed the purple 
flower of Paterson’s curse on the way up to the Mid West. It is the same story. There are plenty of examples of 
that sort of thing. If one gets on top of it early, there is some chance. There is an area of caltrop on our farm 
where my wife and family walk. We should be doing more to manage it because the area it covers gets bigger 
each year. We keep saying, “It’s not that big yet, so we’ll come back and do it next year,” and then we say the 
same thing the next year.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: Are they the big doublegees?  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: No, it is smaller than a doublegee. It has two spikes.  

Ms J.M. Freeman: We have that in Koondoola outside one of the aged-care places.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS: There we go. A pastoral lease is not much different in that a small infestation on such a 
property would probably be manageable. If no management of the infestation occurred over five or so years, it 
would become unmanageable. That is where the problem is. I am happy to announce that we are looking at what 
the member talked about; that is, how to better manage the conservation estate so that we do not have those 
problems. It would have been nice if the program for managing those lands somewhat matched the project to 
acquire those lands, but unfortunately that has not happened. Western Australians saw the picture on the front 
page of the paper of the pastoral homestead that had goats living in it. An enormous amount of effort is taken to 
build infrastructure on pastoral leases. Those properties are remote and it is difficult to build on them. The 
maintenance of station homesteads and outstations is quite important in the management of pastoral leases, 
because they are where the people who undertake the management would stay. They cannot drive there and then 
drive home at the end of the night. More work will be done on that.  

We are determined to look at diversification across pastoral leases. I do not like the notion that, under the current 
legislation, we, essentially, tell people that if they want to expand their business, they need to get more cattle. If 
they would like to expand their business by moving into tourism or something else, we should allow that to 
happen rather than hindering it, but that is what is occurring. I welcome the committee looking at the pastoral 
leases managed by the Department of Environment and Conservation. It will come up with some 
recommendations that the government can act on. Members will see more activity in and around pastoral leases 
going forward. The member for Gosnells made it clear that more and better work needs to be done on that.  

A lot more work needs to be done. Everyone agrees that the Western Australian approvals process needs to 
protect our wonderful natural environment, but it also needs to be well defined, transparent and done in a way 
that facilitates investment, which can then grow the economy and job opportunities, and make Western Australia 
a better place. As we look to managing the budget and improving the provision of health care, education and 
everything else, we need a strong economy. A strong economy is facilitated by a clear, open approvals process 
that encourages investment in Western Australia. The bill will add to that in a small way. I thank the opposition 
and other members for their support for the bill. I commend the bill to the house.  
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Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr B.J. Grylls (Minister for Lands), and transmitted to the Council. 

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 

Special 

On motion by Mr R.F. Johnson (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 20 April 2010, at 2.00 pm.  

House adjourned at 4.05 pm 

__________ 

 
 
 
 

  


