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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) took the chair at 10.00 am, read prayers and acknowledged country. 
COVID-19 RESPONSE LEGISLATION AMENDMENT 
(EXTENSION OF EXPIRING PROVISIONS) BILL 2021 

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

MACHINERY-OF-GOVERNMENT CHANGES — DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITIES 
Notice of Motion 

Hon Peter Collier gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 
That this house expresses its concern with the McGowan Labor government’s machinery-of-government 
changes, in particular the establishment of the Department of Communities in relation to, amongst other 
things — 

(a) the impact of the amalgamation of five departments into one within the Department of 
Communities upon some of Western Australia’s most vulnerable people; 

(b) the issues surrounding a lack of leadership and direction within departments; and 
(c) the issues surrounding the duplication of ministerial responsibility within amalgamated 

departments. 
HOUSING — AVAILABILITY 

Notice of Motion 
Hon Steve Martin gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That this house expresses its concern with issues within the housing portfolio, in particular — 
(a) the unacceptable and rising level of homelessness throughout Western Australia; 
(b) the impact of COVID-19 on affordable housing; and 
(c) the shortage of rental housing throughout Western Australia and the shortfall in 

government-provided housing. 
ELDER ABUSE 
Notice of Motion 

Hon Rosie Sahanna gave notice that at the next sitting of the house she would move — 
That the Legislative Council notes the McGowan government’s ongoing effort to combat elder abuse in 
Western Australia and recognises the importance of World Elder Abuse Awareness Day. 

STATE DISABILITY STRATEGY 
Notice of Motion 

Hon Lorna Harper gave notice that at the next sitting of the house she would move — 
That the Legislative Council commends the McGowan Labor government’s ongoing commitment to building 
inclusive communities which support and empower people with disability through the State Disability Strategy. 

MISUSE OF DRUGS AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Hon Dr Brian Walker, and read a first time. 
Second Reading 

HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [10.06 am]: I move — 
That the bill be now read a second time. 

It came as some surprise to me that the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981 had been in force for so long without a major 
rewrite. Indeed, such a rewrite is needed, but it is manifestly clear that doing so would take an inordinate amount of 
time, and while there are many areas in need of attention, it is imperative that we in this chamber, as the ones entrusted 
with review of legislation, take action now to correct a clear cause of injustice. I was therefore gratified—delighted—
to see that the pre-eminent legal mind that is Hon Wayne Martin recently undertook a review of the Criminal Property 
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Confiscation Act 2000, with his report tabled last year in the other place. Spanning some 105 pages, the report 
contains more than 60 recommendations that require consideration and action. We welcome that serious review, 
but it is clear that the current situation in our state, especially the COVID-19 pandemic and the multitude of issues 
that arise therefrom, will likely preclude any attempt to deal with it in a timely manner. Indeed, I am happy to 
concede that the Attorney General has a herculean task before him with the review of the whole of our confiscation 
regime. I do not expect him to address it quickly, if he is able to address it at all in the term of this Parliament. I do 
expect, however, and I hope every member of this place expects, that we make a start, and that we right injustices 
where we reasonably can. 
Bearing in mind the Pareto principle that the most effect can be achieved with the least input, one specific 
recommendation can be implemented with a minimum of fuss and a maximum of benefit. I am referring to 
recommendation 9 of the Martin review, which recommends — 

The courts be given a discretion to decline to declare a person to be a drug trafficker if satisfied on the 
balance of probabilities that the person has not engaged in the trafficking … 

Let us look at what this means in practice. Currently, police can use schedule VII or schedule VIII of the Misuse of 
Drugs Act when assessing whether a cannabis grower is to be accused of drug trafficking. Schedule VII refers to 
a weight of three kilograms and schedule VIII refers to 20 plants. The choice of schedule remains with the police, 
and anything over those limits may be deemed a trafficable quantity. In practice, it appears that anything over 
those limits will be deemed a trafficable offence. Although we might agree in principle with that definition—
I assure members that we recommend that this should be examined in full detail at another time to come to another 
conclusion—currently, the practice of the police force is to measure the weight of the plants as they come from 
the ground. I am aware of cases in the recent past in which the weight was deemed to include the roots and stems, 
and also the soil around the roots, including the water in the soil. The effective portion of those plants, the useable 
portion, is the flower. It is harvested, dried and prepared for use. This is what is used by an individual for managing 
anxiety, depression, chronic pain, Parkinson’s disease or whatever ailment is currently making life intolerable. It 
is also the portion that is collected and sold by drug traffickers. The wet soil around the roots, the roots themselves, 
and the stems and leaves are not considered useable. 
At present, if an individual is found to have crossed that arbitrary threshold that is based upon weight or upon the 
number of plants—we have seen on numerous occasions tiny seedlings considered to be just as dangerous as mature, 
fully grown specimens—they are considered to be, de facto, a trafficker, even though there is no evidence that 
they were sharing their drugs with others, let alone that they intended to make a profit from them. Surely members 
agree that such a person should not be classified as a drug trafficker and should not have their assets confiscated 
unless they can actually be shown to have been trafficking. It is plain commonsense; unfortunately, that is not 
currently the law in Western Australia. This amendment seeks to address that clear injustice. Many more such issues 
within the current act need to be amended, but this is one such instance. I hope members will plainly see the injustice 
that exists. Indeed, this particular amendment should offend no-one, as it simply addresses the fundamental right 
of a court to assess and address the issues before it. 
Currently, if the Director of Public Prosecutions insists on asking for a drug trafficker declaration, the court has 
no option other than to hand down such a declaration, regardless of the circumstances. Members need to be clear 
that currently no judicial discretion exists concerning a drug trafficker declaration. Rather, the court is obliged, 
under a law passed in a previous Parliament, to do so even if it is plain to the judge that no trafficking has taken 
place. Indeed, there have been cases in recent years in which a judge has commented that there was absolutely 
zero commerciality—no profit was being made and no money was changing hands—and yet a drug trafficker 
declaration was forced through. In other words, under the current legislation it is incumbent on the judge to treat 
many defendants with what amounts to manifest injustice. 
If members wish to inform themselves of the prevalence of these types of cases in our courts, they could do no worse 
than begin with Patten & Anor v the State of Western Australia, a case that was before District Court Judge McCann 
in 2013. That case led Judge McCann to say openly in court that he was being asked to make an unjust finding and 
that there was no justice in our current system with regard to confiscation. Beyond that, I encourage members to 
read the many scholarly public articles and submissions by legal experts such as Malcolm McCusker, QC, and 
Tom Percy, QC. Both men are experts in their field, and both are highly respected legal minds to boot. Both tell 
us, as Wayne Martin does, that injustices occur on a regular basis, and it is this that we need to amend. 
We need to return to the courts the fundamental right—indeed, the obligation—to assess the matters before it and 
to mete out a measure of justice. Our judges and lawyers recommend this; that is clear from both the submissions 
to and the conclusions of the Martin Review. I believe that all members would concur with the shared and congruent 
opinion of the legal fraternity. 
Let me reinforce for the benefit of clarity: the amendment we seek has been recommended by eminent legal 
minds. It is supported by the legal fraternity in our state. It is not in any way radical or revolutionary. It is about 
the return to the court of the duty to make an informed and educated opinion based on the matters before it, and to 
judge accordingly. 
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If an individual is found to have broken a law, they should expect punishment. We might argue passionately for 
a change to the law in that regard, as I and my colleague do in relation to cannabis in general, but the principle 
holds. The state should, however, do everything in its power to avoid injustice. The bill before us—the Misuse of 
Drugs Amendment Bill 2021—would put a stop to that practice. It would do so by way of one simple and concise 
amendment: inserting a subsection that would allow a judge to decline to issue a drug trafficker declaration when 
satisfied that doing so would clearly be unjust. 
As I said, I understand that the Attorney General has a herculean task on his hands if he is to recast the whole of 
the confiscation law, as Mr Martin has suggested that he should and as I hope he will. I have no desire to stand 
here and allow perfect to be the enemy of good. I hope that members take a similar approach. 
The bill before members addresses only one of Mr Martin’s recommendations, and it does so without impact upon 
any other area of confiscation law. It is a standalone provision and one that will, with a few simple words, 
reintroduce a sense of fairness and equity to a much-maligned portion of our Criminal Code. Members need refer 
only to the list of contributors to Mr Martin’s review to see how widely this simple change is sought. Our judges 
want it. The legal profession wants it. Our civil liberties groups want it. Even the DPP and the Western Australia 
Police Force seem to accept that the system as it stands is flawed and overdue for change. I also suspect that if he 
had free rein and all the time and resources that he could ask for, the Attorney General would also want it. 
We do not live in a perfect world, however. Let us start where we can and make incremental improvements that 
will make a positive impact. Let us return discretion to our judges. Let us trust them to do what is right and let us 
send a message that justice—true justice—does not deal in the arbitrary or the manifestly unfair. 
Pursuant to standing order 126(1), I advise that this bill is not a uniform legislation bill. It does not ratify or give 
effect to an intergovernmental or multilateral agreement to which the government of the state is a party; nor does this 
bill, by reason of its subject matter, introduce a uniform scheme or uniform laws throughout the commonwealth. 
I commend the bill to the house and I table the explanatory memorandum. 
[See paper 255.] 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

CANNABIS — DECRIMINALISATION 
Motion 

HON SOPHIA MOERMOND (South West) [10.16 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house calls upon the McGowan government to reintroduce cannabis decriminalisation measures 
contained in the Cannabis Control Act 2003, and as introduced and supported by the Labor government 
of the day, ahead of conducting a detailed investigation into the potential to fully legalise cannabis in 
Western Australia.  

Obviously, the Legalise Cannabis WA Party, of which I am a member, is more inclined to the second part of the 
motion than it is necessarily to the first part. It is right there in our name for all to see; we do not shy away from 
that in any way. We are proud of our position, indeed. Nonetheless, it is important to find an opening position—
a compromise, if necessary—that all or most members might be able to agree on. What better position than one 
introduced by a previous Labor government, and supported by WA Labor state conference after state conference 
after state conference—members get the idea!—down through the years to this very day? The Cannabis Control 
Act 2003 provided for an individual to possess up to 30 grams of cannabis, and to cultivate two plants for personal 
use, without the matter going to court. I lay out those provisions for new members. They will not be news to longer 
serving members. There are, I think, only two, perhaps three, members now serving who were in Parliament for 
the original debate in 2003, and I hope those here in the chamber will contribute to our debate today. I checked back 
in Hansard, and noted that both Hon Sue Ellery and Hon Kate Doust were present, and both voted in favour of 
what was then the Cannabis Control Bill. I especially look forward to their contributions today, as a result. 
While I was foraging through Hansard, I checked the records for the other place—as we do, when we have exhausted 
the sensible debate here! Interestingly, the Premier, the most popular man in WA, was a serving member when these 
provisions were originally introduced. I have not been able to track down a direct contribution from him in the papers 
I have read, but he certainly seems to have voted in favour of every clause, and then voted in favour of the bill itself. His 
name appears in each vote, next to or close to that of Ms A.J. MacTiernan, who is our own Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
here, then relegated to serving elsewhere. If I am correct, I will be interested to hear her comments in due course, as well. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You are correct, member. I certainly voted in that way. 
Hon SOPHIA MOERMOND: If those members I have named backed 30 grams and two plants as being effectively 
unworthy of legal consequence in 2003, what has changed between then and 2021? If they could effectively 
decriminalise cannabis for small-scale, personal use in 2003, why are they not willing to do so in 2021? Of course, 
I am getting ahead of myself; maybe they will turn around and tell me they still believe that should be the case. 
I will leave that for them to make clear during their own contributions. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110255c495f9ae68c996d76482586e9003bab3f/$file/tp-255.pdf
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For my part, I want to be clear and consistent from start to finish, something I am not convinced the government has 
necessarily been on this issue, or will be going forward, but I hope to be proved wrong. I am perhaps less hopeful that 
colleagues among the Nationals WA and the Liberals will see eye to eye with us on this occasion, but I acknowledge 
consistency in their previous arguments, and look forward to their comments today as well. “Legalise Cannabis WA” 
does what it says on the tin: we are about the ultimate legalisation of cannabis across WA. We acknowledge that 
we have a road ahead of us, and that we need to bring the people of Western Australia, and members of this house, 
along with us on that journey. We have taken the first steps, I think, in recent days. 
The second part of the motion before us speaks to our longer term objective, which is full legalisation. We invite 
members to support a full and frank discussion and a detailed government-led investigation into the potential 
benefits of cannabis legalisation. Such an investigation could, and we hope would, be far reaching. It could look 
at the economic benefits of further deregulation in the hemp industry. It could examine the impacts of removing 
cannabis from our judicial sphere, and dealing with any health impacts as a health and wellbeing concern, centred 
upon medicine and wellness. It could look at the many economic factors that have encouraged growth in pro-cannabis 
states across the US or in Canada, and figure how WA might benefit from similar, or dissimilar, models. It could, 
in a nutshell, be a major stepping stone to our understanding of what cannabis can potentially do for, and on behalf 
of, our entire community. We favour that approach. Today is about the government telling us why it does not. 
As for the interim return to the 2003 laws that we are proposing today, we believe it would be advantageous in 
the short term to ease the penalties and restrictions around cannabis from the get go. Parliament did it before. 
Parliament—this Parliament, if members are brave enough—can certainly do it again. If the government will not, 
please let us know why and please also let the people know why. We invite members’ contributions, and look 
forward to hearing from each and every party represented here today. In doing so, we invite government members 
to join us on a journey. If they decline that invitation, it will surely be polite of them to tell us why. Thank you. 
HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.25 am]: I rise to indicate my support of the motion, which 
calls upon the McGowan government to reintroduce the cannabis decriminalisation measures contained in the 
Cannabis Control Act 2003. In 2004, WA became the fourth Australian jurisdiction to introduce civil penalties for 
cannabis possession. The Cannabis Control Act 2003 established the cannabis infringement notice scheme. Under 
this scheme, possession of up to 30 grams of cannabis attracted a $100 fine. The scheme also removed criminal 
penalties for growing small amounts of cannabis for personal use. Cultivation of up to two plants attracted 
a $200 fine. This civil penalty scheme was repealed in 2011 and replaced with the cannabis intervention requirement 
scheme, as part of the WA Police administered drug diversion program. The current cannabis intervention scheme 
is intended to divert low-level offenders to drug education sessions, by allowing an offender to avoid prosecution by 
completing a cannabis intervention session within 28 days. Ideally, such a scheme would reduce imprisonment and 
increase drug treatment uptake. Unfortunately, the current cannabis intervention scheme has very strict eligibility 
criteria: no prior cannabis intervention as an adult; no prior cannabis related offence as an adult; and possession of 
less than 10 grams of cannabis. 
In the last Parliament, in 2019, the Select Committee into Alternate Approaches to Reducing Illicit Drug Use and 
its Effects on the Community produced a report titled Help, not handcuffs: Evidence-based approaches to reducing 
harm from illicit drug use. That inquiry found — 

Western Australians are the least likely in the country to be diverted by police. The incidence of police 
diversion ranged from 32.4% in WA to 98% in South Australia, meaning people in South Australia were 
more than three times more likely to be diverted than people in WA. 

South Australia operates a cannabis redemption notice scheme that is almost identical to the scheme that WA had 
in effect from 2004 to 2011. If the intention is to treat drug abuse and addiction, rather than merely punish users, 
then it is clear that an appropriate intervention scheme is needed. Such a scheme should have realistic eligibility 
criteria, and rely on civil penalties rather than imprisonment. 
Personally, I have lived in Seattle for four years where recreational marijuana is decriminalised and I can happily 
report that the sky has not fallen down. I wholeheartedly support this motion, and I implore the rest of the chamber 
to do the same. 
HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [10.28 am]: In short, the Greens also support this measure. 
The Greens WA policy on cannabis has been for a long time to recommend the legalisation of the use and supply of 
cannabis but with the appropriate regulation and taxation. However, within our broader drug policy, we recognise 
that cannabis should not be a prohibited substance. Speaking broadly, we want increased funding for research related 
to the medicinal use of cannabis and to ensure that medicinal cannabis is easily available via the pharmaceutical 
benefits scheme to those who have a medical need. We want to implement strong regulations for the production, 
supply and sale of recreational cannabis and for it to be regulated and taxed at a federal level, including a complete 
ban on all levels of advertising. This would include regulations prohibiting the supply or sale of cannabis to those 
under the age of 18. We also want to enable the legalisation of the growing of cannabis on private property in 
limited amounts, with strict limits on what can be traded or given as gifts. Importantly, we need to develop some 
evidence-based education around the potential harms and mental health impacts of cannabis use, including training 
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for those involved in the sale of cannabis. We believe that the funds raised directly by the taxation of cannabis 
should go to drug and alcohol minimisation measures, including education, support and supply programs. We 
support, as an interim measure, the reintroduction of the Cannabis Control Act 2003, which effectively decriminalised 
cannabis for personal use. As we heard, the Cannabis Control Act 2003 was not controversial in 2003 and it should 
not be controversial now. The Greens are pleased to support the motion. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [10.30 am]: Surprise and surprise! We are talking here about 
a drug, and I can sense from the silence across the chamber that this is something we should not be discussing 
because it is an illicit drug that harms people. And, quite properly, I will stay quiet, although I do not doubt that 
half of the members opposite have tried it—and perhaps those on this side as well! 
What we are talking about here, from a medical perspective, is wellness—physical, mental, social and financial 
wellness. Can cannabis contribute to any of those four areas? It can contribute to all four areas. Restricting, in any 
way, access to cannabis, a healthy, healing herb, is contradictory to wellness, and any limitations we put on it will 
be contradictory to the wellness of the general population. Let me explain that. We permit alcohol consumption in 
our society, which kills 6 000 people a year in our country. This is intolerable, yet we tolerate its sale. I am not 
suggesting for one moment that we should restrict the general sale of alcohol; however, we should ensure that alcohol 
does not go to inappropriate places, such as to 12 and 14 year olds, as it does elsewhere in our nation, as it can 
lead to the destruction of societies and people’s health and wellness—mental, physical, social and financial. 
How can cannabis be of help? It can be of help in a number of ways. Most people who use cannabis now are 
self-treating themselves, but if they self-treat with cannabis, to some good effect, under our current legislation we 
automatically turn them into criminals. We have criminalised self-medication for personal wellness, rather than 
medicalised it. We need to look at this very carefully. Are we sure we want to turn a sizeable proportion of our 
community into criminals when they are trying to heal themselves? A question we must seriously ask is: are we doing 
the right thing? Because, if we are not, then, heaven help us, we must change this. It is our obligation; it is our duty 
to change this. 
What about the physical health of those who come back exhausted from working their second job to make their 
payments or for whatever reason? We all know people, perhaps even ourselves, who have been in this situation—
they arrive back home at night exhausted, shattered in mind and body. What would they normally do? Well, they 
might have a whisky—I can recommend some good whisky—or a few beers, and settle themselves down. Some 
might have a cigarette. I heartily recommend that they do not do that! Why not take, for example, some sublingual 
cannabis that includes some THC, which has none of the side effects of the previously mentioned commonly used 
drugs? Would that be of benefit to someone to help settle them for the night so they can rest and then return to the 
fray the following day, unimpeded in body or in mind? I suggest we ought to consider that strongly, because the 
people of our state need this. 
What about the social effects? We have all seen the social effects of drinking alcohol to excess. Northbridge in 
Perth is a fine example of what happens. We do not see this with cannabis consumption. The social impact on our 
society of using cannabis properly will be enhanced social wellness. A night out in Northbridge will not be ended 
by a blow to the chin by someone who has taken one drug too many! I commend this to the house. 
What about the financial side? I am not talking about drug traffickers here, but those who are prepared to 
commercially grow a healthy, healing herb. I am talking about tourism being created when people come to our 
state to experience such a benefit. Look at what happens in Amsterdam, for example. Can we not make a feature 
of that? What about wellness villages, where people’s bodies and minds could be cared for by the use of appropriate 
psychological and physical interventions, including cannabis? What about our veterans who return broken in body 
and mind and who are denied access to this and other healthy, healing herbs for their mental wellness? Should we 
allow them to die a sad, lonely, poor death because they are unable to function in society? Can we reverse that? 
Most certainly we can! It is our duty—is it not?—to look after those who are weakest in society. Denying society 
access to cannabis is tantamount to causing sizeable subsections of our community to suffer physical and mental 
poverty and distress. 
I beg members to reconsider the opinions favoured by the majority and have an open mind about what could be 
done to enhance the wellness of people. They are looking to us for some measure of support and guidance that will 
lead them to better physical, mental, social and financial wellness. This is but one step that would enable us to 
make a sizeable change to the wellness of our population. It is incumbent on us to take this seriously, to look at 
the issue more closely, to examine the details and to take the appropriate measures. Members, I commend this 
motion to your attention. 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [10.36 am]: It is my pleasure 
to rise on behalf of the government to speak on this motion. At the outset, I congratulate Hon Sophia Moermond for 
bringing forward to this place her first item of non-government business. I also congratulate Hon Dr Brian Walker 
on the Misuse of Drugs Amendment Bill 2021 that he read into this place this morning. I appreciate the passion 
that both members have for the issue that got them elected to the Parliament, so congratulations. That is the good 
stuff over. Unfortunately, I am not in a position this morning to indicate that the government will support this motion. 
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I want to touch briefly on the last Parliament. In the fortieth Parliament, the government established the Select Committee 
into Alternate Approaches to Reducing Illicit Drug Use and its Effects on the Community, and a number of 
honourable members in this place were on that committee. In November 2019, the committee released its final report. 
Recommendations 2, 3 and 6 of the select committee’s report into alternate approaches to reducing drug use called for 
a review of the Misuse of Drugs Act 1981. The government’s response to this report noted that the act had been recently 
reviewed, in 2017, and a number of amendments were made to the provisions of the act. Recommendation 21 of the 
select committee report was for a health-based response to the use and possession of drugs that made provision for 
the cultivation of cannabis for personal use. Although the McGowan government certainly supports a health-based 
approach to the treatment of people with drug and alcohol problems, the recommendation to make provision for 
the cultivation of cannabis for personal use was not accepted by our government. As we indicated at the time, 
the McGowan government remains committed to ensuring access to medicinal cannabis for people with medical 
needs; this includes enabling general practitioners to prescribe medical cannabis to patients. However, non-medicinal 
cannabis has the potential for significant adverse impacts on the broader community. A large body of evidence 
exists on the significant physical and, indeed, mental health harms related to cannabis. These include an increased 
risk of mental health problems, respiratory problems and impacts on brain development, including harmful impacts 
on the development of children and adolescents. The evidence against decriminalisation of cannabis currently 
outweighs any possible benefits to our community. 
There are options for people who are impacted by cannabis use and its associated causes or risk factors. The 
government is responding to drug harm in our community with a balance of initiatives that include prevention, early 
intervention and treatment. Indeed, The Western Australian alcohol and drug interagency strategy 2018–2022 is 
Western Australia’s key policy document that outlines strategies to prevent and reduce the adverse impact of alcohol 
and other drug use in Western Australia.  
It outlines our commitment to providing support for those who need it. We currently have diversion options, such 
as the cannabis intervention requirement scheme, which is also available. Under our meth action plan, we significantly 
expanded the number of places the government funds in residential rehabilitation therapeutic communities for 
alcohol and other drugs in the south west and metropolitan areas, as well as providing expanded capacity in our 
community alcohol and drug services. We have also further committed to expanding integrated community alcohol 
and drug services to the Peel region; a 20-bed alcohol and other drug rehabilitation facility in the metropolitan 
area to increase the capacity of our parent and family drug support program; drug education support services at 
youth accommodation; and support services, and much more. We have also recently had the pleasure of opening 
the Midland Withdrawal and Intervention Centre. We have established alcohol and drug services in our prisons 
and we are working to enhance mental health alcohol and drug services across the state. 
I thank Hon Sophia Moermond for her interest in and support for taking a health approach to drug harms in our 
community. We must support those who need help so that they can seek support and treatment to address the factors 
that have led them to the use of cannabis. However, it is the government’s position, and the evidence shows, that 
the harms brought about by the decriminalisation of cannabis for personal use outside of medicinal cannabis currently 
do not outweigh the possible benefits. Our priority is, and remains, the health and wellbeing of our community, 
and I look forward to working with the honourable member to that end. 
We have briefly touched on the issue of alcohol in the community; obviously, we are not going there. It is a quirk 
of history that we made a judgement to allow one substance that causes addiction, health issues and social issues 
to be legal, but we are not in a position today to allow that for another drug, so we will not be supporting the member’s 
motion this morning. 
HON SOPHIA MOERMOND (South West) [10.41 am] — in reply: When we look at the damage that alcohol 
does in our society—people requiring liver transplants and families needing support—we see that alcohol is addictive, 
versus cannabis, which is not addictive. People will use alcohol to excess and alcohol can cause more behavioural 
issues than we find with people who use cannabis. One of the big issues with alcohol is that people become violent. 
This has certainly been noted in relation to domestic violence throughout the COVID-19 pandemic and people being 
in lockdown. If we think alcohol is okay with the very obvious negative consequences it has on people, and then 
say that cannabis is not, it is simply not logical. People do not die from a cannabis overdose; people do not end up 
needing a liver transplant because of cannabis. People on cannabis mostly do not get violent either. If I have the 
option of dealing with people who are intoxicated by alcohol or people who are using meth, for instance, or with 
people who have just had a joint, I would much prefer to deal with those people who are under the influence of 
cannabis versus any of the other drugs out there. 
I also think that a lot of people who use any of the other intoxicants available to them to a degree of excess that 
affects their lives in a negative way are often traumatised. I do not think they need to be further traumatised by 
getting a criminal record or by being busted by the police for things like that, or going to jail. Those people need help 
for their mental health issues and help to deal with their trauma. I do not think that criminalising some of those 
behaviours, like using cannabis, is particularly useful for that group. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 
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BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 
Order of Business — Motion 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [10.45 am] — without notice: I move — 
That orders of the day 1 to 5 be taken after order of the day 7, and that order of the day 6 be taken after 
order of the day 11. 

Point of Order 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: What is taking place here is a little irregular. Members will be aware that ordinarily, it is 
quite customary for any government, any Leader of the House or any person acting in that position to move for the 
postponement of the disallowance motions listed on the notice paper found under orders of the day. On today’s business 
program, we have five such disallowance motions. Members will see them there, starting with the City of Bunbury — 
The PRESIDENT: Order, member. Is this a point of order or a contribution to the motion? It is not a debatable 
motion if this is a contribution to the motion. Are you putting a point of order? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: President, I apologise. I should have started by saying “point of order”. 
It is irregular for the Leader of the House to move this motion. Although it is customary for a motion, whether moved 
by the Leader of the House or some other senior member of government, to postpone the disallowance motions 
found on the notice paper, it is not customary for the Address-in-Reply, currently found at order of the day 6, to 
be moved in this fashion. I draw to the President’s attention standing order 206, which states — 

Except as provided by Standing Order 67, the order of the day for the Address-in-Reply shall take 
precedence over all other business until it is resolved. 

Standing order 67 deals with the matter I just referred to, disallowance motions. There is no dispute on my part that 
it is quite orderly for the Leader of the House to move that orders of the day 1 to 5 be postponed to another stage. 
I am questioning the capacity for the Leader of the House to move this motion in light of standing order 206, which 
explicitly states — 

Except as provided by Standing Order 67, the order of the day for the Address-in-Reply shall take 
precedence over all other business until it is resolved. 

I seek the President’s ruling on that point. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: On that point of order, I appreciate the point that has been raised by the honourable member. 
I sought advice this morning about how I could facilitate the beginning of orders of the day and accommodate a first 
speech at 12.30 pm from Hon Ayor Makur Chuot and an Address-in-Reply contribution from Hon Donna Faragher 
immediately after lunch, and still start orders of the day. The advice I was given was that I could put this before 
the house now, so the house can accept this or not. I would prefer that the house accepted it, but as an alternative, 
the members who could make a contribution to the Address-in-Reply—other than the two members I have just 
named—and who asked for specific times, could well rise and adjourn their remarks to a later stage of this day’s 
sitting. However, the path chosen on the advice provided to me was to move in this way. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Members, I am seeking advice on this matter. I would prefer that that is done in silence 
so I might concentrate on the advice, thank you. 
Members, the standing orders provide that the Address-in-Reply does take precedence and this is reflected in the 
way it is listed on the business program, but reflect that the matter can be determined by the house on the motion 
of the Leader of the House. There is therefore no irregularity in this motion before the house. 

Debate Resumed 
The PRESIDENT: The Leader of the House has moved the motion before us that orders of the day 1 to 5 be taken 
after order of the day 7 and that order of the day 6 be taken after order of the day 11. 
Question put and passed. 

Point of Order 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It seems to me that standing order 206 has been breached. Was a suspension of standing 
orders required for the motion that was just passed? 
The PRESIDENT: Members, there is no point of order. My ruling was consistent with the previous advice; that 
is, standing order 206 gives precedence to the Address-in-Reply and motions to disallow regulations. But, as I said, 
that is consistent in that every day the Leader of the House moves an order of business motion and the house considers 
that. The house has considered that motion and agreed to it, as is usual practice and in relation to the standing 
orders. Therefore, there is no point of order. 
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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES 
Standing Orders Review — Motion 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [10.55 am]: I move — 
(1) That the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges be required to undertake a review of 

the standing orders with a view to — 
(a) modernising the procedures of the house; and 
(b) reviewing and adopting best practice from other upper house chambers in Australian 

Parliaments, including the Australian Senate. 
(2) The committee make recommendations for new and amended standing orders. 
(3) The committee is to report to the house no later than 10 August 2021. 
(4) The committee is to provide an interim report on recommendations for speaking time limits by 

22 June 2021. 
I am keen for this motion to be debated today and for the committee to begin the task, and there is a sense of urgency 
about getting this work done. Those words would sound familiar to a few members, because they are the words of 
Hon Norman Moore from about 2009 when he moved a motion on a review of the standing orders. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Is that exactly what he said? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: His motion was slightly different from this motion but those words about the committee 
beginning the task and there being a sense of urgency about getting this work done are indeed from Hansard. 
It is a short time frame to address the time limits set out at paragraph (4) of the motion before members. However, 
I think that that is the least complex of the standing orders to compare and amend. It is not my view that, for example, 
unlimited speaking times for members is necessary in order to carry out our function as a house of review. 

Point of Order 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is timely that the Leader of the House refer to unlimited speaking times, and I ask that 
the clock be set. 
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, honourable member. I have also noted that the clock has not been set, although 
I understand that it was and is currently running. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thanks, President. That is ever so helpful. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: He’s showing the house the full Goiran. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Honourable member, let him show the house! 
It is not my view that unlimited speaking times are necessary in order to carry out our role as a house of review. 
I do not accept that it takes a nine-hour contribution to the second reading debate or a 22-hour contribution — 
Hon Donna Faragher: Tell that to Hon Dr Sally Talbot. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Do you know what? I am going to, honourable member. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: If members will let me finish my contribution, I will canvass the extensive contributions to 
the second reading debate that have been made by members of both sides of the house, including by me. It is not 
my view that contributions to the second reading debates need to be long to create better legislation. I think what 
this house does, and how this house creates better legislation, is done in one of two ways, or sometimes in both—
a bill is referred to a committee, where expert advice is sought, submissions are called for and stakeholders are invited 
to express a point of view, and/or in the clause-by-clause examination, including extensive examination across the 
breadth of a bill, in the Committee of the Whole stage, when we literally examine the detail of the bill. It is that type 
of debate that provides the scrutiny and questioning that a house of review can be most effective at. 
I turn to the issue that was raised, I think by interjection, by Hon Donna Faragher. This house has seen, for example, 
extensive second reading contributions from members, including me; I think mine went for four and a half hours. 
Hon Ken Travers spoke for five and a half hours on the Perth Market (Disposal) Bill 2015, which is burned in my brain. 
A number of Labor members, including Hon Sally Talbot and Hon Ken Travers, made extensive speeches in the second 
reading debate. Of course, the speech made by Hon Nick Goiran on the Human Reproductive Technology and Surrogacy 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 went for 22 hours. Hon Michael Mischin spoke for three and a half hours on the 
dangerous sexual offenders legislation. If I can use the words that were put to me by Hon Dr Brian Walker when I spoke 
to him yesterday about this, there is no question that both sides have gamed the system. That is not up for dispute. 
The question is, how do we ensure that our standing orders reflect what is best and modern practice in that respect? 
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My own investigations have revealed to me that not every upper house in Australia has unlimited speaking times. 
In fact, in New South Wales the Legislative Council has in place speaking limits for all speakers in the second and 
third reading stages. For the minister and lead speakers it is 40 minutes and all other speakers have 20 minutes. In 
its committee stage it is 15 minutes. The Victorian Legislative Council has speaking limits in place for all speakers. 
Under its standing orders the main government lead speaker has 60 minutes; the main opposition lead speaker has 
60 minutes; other lead speakers have 45 minutes; and remaining speakers have 15 minutes. I am advised that in its 
current sessional order, the main government lead speaker has 30 minutes; the main opposition lead speaker has 
30 minutes; other lead speakers have 30 minutes; and the remaining speakers have 15 minutes. I was shocked to 
discover that in the Senate—I am not supportive of this—the maximum speaking time is 15 minutes on such matters. 
A range of other mechanisms are in place. 
I want to make another point, because this is interesting as well, particularly if we look as a comparison to the 
New South Wales and Victorian Legislative Councils where time limits are in place for lead speakers on the number 
of pieces of legislation passed by them compared with the Western Australian Legislative Council: in 2017, the 
Western Australian Legislative Council passed 22 bills and the Victorian and New South Wales Legislative Councils 
passed 69. In 2018, the Western Australian Legislative Council passed 44 bills, the Victorian Legislative Council 
passed 49 and the New South Wales Legislative Council passed 93. In 2019, the Western Australian Legislative 
Council passed 24 bills, the Victorian Legislative Council passed 50 and the New South Wales Legislative Council 
passed 24. It was an unusual year in 2020 because we applied COVID-19 temporary standing orders to a number of 
pieces of legislation that we passed. We passed 50 bills in 2020, but that is because we had in place temporary standing 
orders. It is also worth noting that both the New South Wales and Victorian Legislative Councils have operated with 
crossbench parties. It is not just the two or three major parties in their Legislative Councils; they have had crossbenchers 
as well and have managed to pass a significant number of legislation. My own view is that a modern, efficient house of 
review can have speaking limits on all members and still meet its obligations to properly scrutinise legislation, including 
giving additional time to lead speakers on various bills without having unlimited time. That particular component of 
the motion that goes to speaking times is the least complex of what would need to be examined and drafted, whereas 
with other points of standing orders we would be looking at far more complex interrelationships between the standing 
orders and other ways we do our business. In terms of the speaking limit times, as a drafting exercise, it is about 
members accepting or not accepting that there are unlimited speaking times and then what is the number. Do we settle 
on 45 or 60 minutes, or on something higher than that? What is the number? It is not a complex exercise. 
I know there is some concern from those on the other side—they may well seek to move an amendment—that not 
enough time has been devoted to this. However, I have put a shorter time period in my motion and that particular 
area is the least complex area that the committee is asked to look at. I think it can be done relatively quickly. 
In 2009, I referred to the review that was undertaken on a motion by Hon Norman Moore. I was on that review of 
the standing committees, and it took two years. It was two years of my life that I am never going to get back! I believe 
that we can look at those elements that go directly to how we conduct the key functions of the house. To use the 
words of Hon Norman Moore: enough time for the legislative program to be considered gives the opposition and 
other members enough time to promote the causes they want to deal with in this house. I think the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee can do that in a timely fashion, make recommendations to the house and then the house can 
consider those recommendations. I commend the motion and I ask the house to support it. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [11.06 am]: What we have here is the demonstration of exactly the 
priorities of the McGowan government. It is 3 June 2021. It is the end of the second week in which the Labor 
government has total control of both chambers and the top priority for the Leader of the House and her government 
today is this motion. Do not worry about the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021. 
In recent times ministers have waxed lyrical about how outraged they were that that bill did not pass before the 
election and falsely laid the blame at the feet of the previous opposition in the last Parliament. Now what do we 
have here? It is Thursday, 3 June but we are not bringing that bill on for debate—not on your nelly. The Leader of 
the House wants to deal with this matter. This is the top priority of the McGowan government at the moment. So 
much so that moments ago the government Whip indicated to the house that he would not move today the motion 
he gave notice of that the Legislative Council acknowledge the McGowan Labor government’s achievement on 
creating tens of thousands of jobs between 2017 and 2021 and the government’s new commitment to create more 
Western Australian jobs, including manufacturing jobs for Western Australians. Jobs are not a priority for the 
McGowan government, according to the Leader of the House today. Her conduct tells us that that is the case. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is ridiculous. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Sorry, Minister for Regional Development; do you have something intelligent to say? It 
would be the first time. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Your arguments are ridiculous. We need to get in modern efficient orders so we can 
deal with the business of the house for this term of government. That has got to be a priority. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you. What we have here is a demonstration by the Leader of the House that the top 
priority is this motion. Jobs are no longer the government’s priority and, worse, after the performance in recent 
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weeks, the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021 is not a priority for this government 
today. The Leader of the House said to us earlier that she would really like this motion dealt with today. Okay. What 
about the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021? Would she really like us to deal 
with that today? Obviously not. 
That is not the only bill the government could have brought on today. For reasons known only to the Leader of the 
House, the government decided not to bring on the Supply Bill 2021, which apparently is not a priority for the 
government either. We will examine that in due course when the Supply Bill is eventually brought on by the 
government, and no doubt at that point the government will tell us how urgent those types of bills are. If they are 
so urgent, why do we not deal with them right now instead of this particular motion? 
As one of her points of explanation or justifications for this, the Leader of the House decided to refer to a speech that 
I gave over a period of 22 hours. For the benefit of new members in this place, I would like to put on the record 
exactly what took place in respect of that bill. A taxpayer-funded report to the tune of $225 000 was hidden by the 
McGowan government. I said to the government at the time, “I will not stop talking until such time as you release 
that report.” The Minister for Health at the time, the current hapless health minister, Hon Roger Cook, through his 
parliamentary secretary, pretended that the government did not have the report. After questions from me in this 
place, he was exposed. The government had the report. I said, “I’m not going to stop talking until such time as you 
release this $225 000 taxpayer-funded report.” Hon Roger Cook, the hapless health minister, then proceeded to 
tell everybody, “Don’t worry about it; the report is not relevant to the surrogacy bill.” I said, “We’ll be the judge 
of that; release the report. Let us see the report and we’ll let you know whether we think it’s relevant or not. It’s 
not for you to keep it secret when $225 000 of taxpayer money has been expended on this thing and it would seem, 
on the surface, that it would be plainly relevant to the matter that’s before the house.” I said that I was not going 
to stop talking until such time as it released that report. I was repeatedly criticised by members of the government, 
in particular the Minister for Health and the Premier. I was told that I was abusing the process. All I asked them 
to do was to release this report. Remember, it had been exposed. They said that the thing did not exist—that 
was a lie. Then I asked that it be released and the minister said that it was not relevant. Eventually, somebody 
in government saw sense and ensured that that particular report was provided. Lo and behold, it was highly relevant 
to the bill. It was a two-volume report. I encourage members to familiarise themselves with it as $225 000 of 
taxpayer money had been expended on it and multiple provisions in the report were relevant to the bill that was 
before the house. 
What then happened, since the Leader of the House is apparently still aggrieved by that 22-hour performance, is 
that Hon Aaron Stonehouse, the then Leader of the Liberal Democrats—one member for one party—said, and I am 
paraphrasing him, that he would like some time to consider the report. The government said no. This is a government 
that had already been exposed. The government had lied by saying that it did not have the report, when it had it, 
then it said that it was not relevant, which was untrue, and then a single member party asked for a little time to 
consider it and this arrogant government said no. My speech continued. In the end, common sense prevailed, because 
a majority of the house—I might add not unanimous, again because of the arrogant members opposite at the time, 
and no disrespect intended to the new members coming in as none of this is their fault—still voted against the 
referral to the committee. It is amazing how much this government can hide from accountability and transparency. 
It was the worst example in the previous Parliament. 
For the new members, this particular bill, the surrogacy bill, went off to the Standing Committee on Legislation. 
The legislation committee did its work and found that the bill was fundamentally flawed. If it were such a great 
bill, why did it never come back on for debate? At no stage after the committee reported back to Parliament did the 
Leader of the House ever bring that bill back on for debate. She might carry on about the 22-hour speech. She might 
still be aggrieved about it, but the record is clear and the chronology is clear. It starts with the Minister for Health, 
that hapless individual, pretending to the Parliament of Western Australia that he did not have a report that he charged 
the taxpayers of Western Australia $225 000 for. After that, he decided to try to pretend that it was irrelevant to 
the matters at hand. What ultimately proved to be irrelevant was his deeply flawed bill that never again saw the light 
of day. Interestingly, we have never heard much about it since. Maybe that would be an example, since it was one 
of several that the Leader of the House decided to bring up, of when the unlimited speaking time worked. That deeply 
flawed bill would have created, ironically, discrimination against women. How ironic, after all the carry-on in the 
previous Parliament about how important that particular bill was, that it never ever saw the light of day. Maybe 
that is an example of how unlimited speaking time works. 
There will be other members here, including my two learned colleagues to the left who have been here longer than 
I have, who will recall other circumstances whereby members opposite spoke for extraordinarily long periods. As 
I recall, one of those instances may well have been Hon Ken Travers who spoke at length—I cannot recall how 
long it was; probably 10 hours. Apparently, the Leader of the House has a running tally of these things, but it was 
on a bill, if I am not mistaken, that the opposition was supporting. At least when I spoke on the surrogacy bill, it was 
to explain to the people of Western Australia that they had just been charged $225 000 for this thing, and I thought 
they deserved to see it. The legislators, the 36 members who would make an important decision, might have benefited 
from the expert advice. When Labor members decide to stand up and so-call filibuster on bills, it is to support a bill 
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for 10 hours. If that is what the Leader of the House is trying to stop, I agree with her. If a member is going to 
stand up for 10 hours to support a bill, that is absurd. That is plainly not in the spirit of what was intended here. 
I would like her, or one of the other members, to explain to me how they justify that disgraceful bill and the conduct 
of the hapless Minister for Health on the surrogacy legislation. I would love for one of them to do that. 
That being said, and getting back to the motion specifically, Acting President, the Leader of the House has also 
decided that a justification for this referral, this top priority referral—remember, nothing is more important for the 
Legislative Council today than this particular motion and we need to drop everything else to make sure that we 
deal with this—is the number of bills passed in other jurisdictions in the last four years. The Leader of the House 
had a running tally, which no doubt somebody prepared for her, that tells us how many bills had been passed in 
Victoria, New South Wales and Western Australia over the last four years. For the benefit of new members, a large 
number of bills were passed through the previous Parliament, but if there is any reason why that number does not 
quite meet the satisfaction of the government, it should look at its own drafting processes. It might be a good idea 
when a bill gets passed through the cabinet process for some members of the cabinet to ask some questions, because 
time and again in the fortieth Parliament, we had to expose flawed bill after flawed bill. We had to move amendment 
after amendment to its flawed legislation. Hon Ken Baston, who was the opposition Whip in the previous Parliament, 
must have some record of how many divisions an opposition has ever won in the Legislative Council. So bad were 
the McGowan government bills that a majority of members of the Legislative Council consistently decided to 
amend its deeply flawed legislation. All we would ever hear was rhetoric from the government, particularly the 
Premier and Deputy Premier, who are the experts in spin. I wonder how many people they have in their media spin 
department—clearly more than those who scrutinise legislation. Struth! If they had that many people doing that, 
they might have some quality legislation for a change. All we would ever hear from them is, “Oh, those terrible 
Liberals and Nationals; they are holding everything up.” It is a bit of a concern given that the Premier is now the 
Treasurer. It demonstrates the government’s inability to count.  
In the previous Parliament, the Liberal and National Parties did not have a majority, but we had the Greens, 
Pauline Hanson’s One Nation Party, the Liberal Democrat, the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party and, in the end, 
the Western Australia Party, consistently supporting amendments moved by Liberal Party or Nationals WA members 
to deeply flawed legislation. If the Leader of the House has a problem with how many bills got passed in the 
fortieth Parliament, I ask her and her cabinet colleagues to just take a moment when bills get passed through the 
cabinet and ask some questions. They should stop sitting in their silos saying that they are not going to peer into 
another minister’s silo and they will not dare ask any questions on another minister’s bill in case he or she asks 
some questions on their bill. Everything will just be rubberstamped because the dictator has said that this is how 
things are going to be. How about someone does their job? Ministers of the Crown have a duty to make sure that 
legislation is scrutinised before it even comes to this place. 
As for members of the backbench, they have an even more important duty here. There is no incentive; I saw no 
demonstration in the previous Parliament of ministers of the Crown in the McGowan government wanting to 
scrutinise legislation, so the responsibility falls to the Labor Party backbench. I know what that is like. I know 
what it is like to be in government when the government has control of both houses—although in our case it was 
in an alliance arrangement, not a single-party arrangement; this is quite unprecedented. Nevertheless, I know what 
that is like and I remember at the time saying to my colleagues that we had an extra duty to do. When a bill got 
presented to the Liberal Party room, we needed to ask the questions. If we did not ask them, who was going to do 
it? At the time, the Labor opposition, of which the Leader of the House was a member, simply did not have the 
numbers to have a serious effect on the legislation. The extra responsibility fell to those of us on the back bench 
when legislation came to our party room. The same responsibility now falls to the Labor backbench when things 
go through the Labor caucus. Do not be intimidated. It is easy for me to say; it is very hard to practise. If members 
do it, there will probably be consequences. Members have probably seen some of that in their own party over the 
last four years. There probably will be, but they still have a duty to do it; and, if they do not do it, who will do it? 
To top things off, the Leader of the House, in the first two weeks of having total control of both chambers, decided that 
the biggest issue is the speaking times. It is very interesting that the last review about which the Leader of the House 
spoke happened to be a review by a committee of which she was a co-opted member. In the thirty-eighth Parliament, 
the first Parliament in which I had the opportunity to serve, the then Leader of the House, Hon Norman Moore, 
asked for a review of the standing orders to be done. It is a shame that I have not had the opportunity to consult 
Hon Norman Moore on this point, but I suspect, without having checked with him, that it is the type of thing that he 
would have done in a consultative fashion. I will say this about Hon Norman Moore: he was not the type to change 
the practices of Parliament without some form of consensus. Certainly, in the four years I spent serving with him 
while he was the Leader of the House, I did not see that demonstrated at any time. 
I very much suspect that when the Legislative Council resolved that motion on 15 September 2009, it would have been 
done with cross-party consultation. No doubt that is why, as evidence to that point, people such as Hon Sue Ellery 
and Hon Giz Watson, who at the time was the Leader of the Greens, were co-opted as members. It is no doubt also 
why Hon Wendy Duncan was co-opted as a member, because at the time she would have been the Leader of the 
National Party in this chamber. Then, of course, Hon Norman Moore himself was co-opted onto the inquiry by the 
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Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, which once again demonstrates that that is how we conduct 
a proper review of the standing orders. The Leader of the House did not mention any of that here today. No; instead, 
once again, we saw a demonstration of her dictatorial style: “Let’s arrogantly just proceed with whatever we want 
to do. We’re going to do it in our time frame. Let’s not worry about the conventions of Parliament and, least of 
all, let’s not worry about actually prosecuting an argument with some shred of evidence. We’re just going to bandy 
around mentions of 22-hour speeches without any analysis of what took place.” 

As it happens, when we look at the twenty-second report, which was tabled in October 2011—the Leader of the 
House would be very familiar with that report, having been a co-opted member—we find that the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee took approximately two years to undertake the review. Unless the honourable Leader of the 
House can indicate to us that the process had some fundamental flaw, it seems to me that a review of the standing 
orders takes some time. That would make sense. For the benefit of new members, who understandably will not yet 
be familiar with the standing orders, we have some 241 standing orders carried across 21 chapters and a number 
of schedules. The standing orders are no trivial matter. The standing orders are the rules of Parliament. They are 
the rules of the Legislative Council. The significance is that if this chamber wants to continue to be the ultimate 
determiner of its own destiny, it can do so only when it has a framework, and that is the standing orders. It is no 
trivial matter when we have a body as powerful as the Legislative Council. How many other bodies in our state 
would be as powerful in their capacity to compel witnesses to provide information, to, indeed, summons individuals 
in Western Australia and to issue sanctions in the event that the Legislative Council concludes that somebody 
has done something wrong? It is a very, very powerful position. In some respects, we have the investigator, the 
prosecutor, and the judge and jury all in the one chamber. That is how powerful the Legislative Council is. What 
restrains that power is the standing orders. It is no trivial matter to undertake a review, and that is no doubt why, 
when this was last done, it took some two years. 

If members take the opportunity to review the twenty-second report, which was tabled in October 2011, they will 
see that it indicates that at the time it was the first major review since the one that was conducted in 1952. More 
than 50 years had passed—some 57 years had passed—before there was a proper review of the standing orders. 
Understandably, no doubt that would have been one of the motivators for Hon Norman Moore to ask for a review 
to be undertaken in a consultative fashion and within a proper time frame. We compare and contrast that to the 
approach taken by Hon Sue Ellery: “No, we’re just going to drop this on people. We’re just going to ram this thing 
through. We want unreasonable time frames.” I draw to members’ attention the third limb, which suggests that the 
whole report will be done by 10 August 2021. Who drafts this stuff? Who comes up with this stuff? Whose idea 
really was it to put 10 August 2021? Did anyone actually think of it or was that one of those times when everyone 
was sitting in their silos and no-one wanted to ask any questions? Someone came along and said, “Let’s do this.” 
No-one asked any questions. Do not ask any questions; do not say anything, because, otherwise, you will be punished. 
Under the WA Labor Party regime, that is how things operate. That is the way it is done. Is that how they came up 
with the reporting day of 10 August 2021? 

If that is not the icing on the cake, then this one probably has to be: “We would like an interim report done by 
22 June.” I will have to familiarise myself with the current membership of the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges—obviously, the President and Deputy President are ex officio members. Presumably, those members 
have nothing to do other than, clearly, make this their top priority between now and 22 June 2021, according to 
the Leader of the House. One wonders whether any of those five members have been consulted to ascertain their 
availability over that time. I hope that some of them can contribute; potentially, maybe, they will not be in a position 
to do so, and I would understand that. 

As I said at the outset, I have been there. I know what that is like. It is a pain to be a pain. Someone has to ask the 
questions. We still have a duty to do the job. I regret that, due to other parliamentary business, I was not able to be 
here for the entirety of Hon Peter Collier’s contribution to the Address-in-Reply the other day, but I certainly recall 
him stating that this is about more than just us; this is a matter that will affect the Legislative Council in the future. 
We are in the forty-first Parliament—I have had an opportunity to serve in this place since the thirty-eighth 
Parliament—and the types of decisions that we make now will impact upon those in the future. 

It is worth noting, Leader of the House, that after Hon Norman Moore’s motion in 2009 that the committee look 
into this issue was agreed to, the reporting date was extended on seven occasions. Even when someone as experienced 
as Hon Norman Moore, who by that stage had been around for a fair while, proposed a particular reporting date—
understandably, no-one was an expert at that time; the standing orders had not been reviewed for 50-plus years—
it needed to be extended on no fewer than seven occasions. 

What is pertinent is that in the quick time that I have had—admittedly, I have had higher priorities to deal with 
this morning—I have not been able to find anywhere in the twenty-second report of the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges a minority report by Hon Sue Ellery. I cannot find it anywhere. Maybe somebody else has 
had more of an opportunity to peruse and consider this report and has been able to find it, but I have been unable 
to find it. It seems as though when the honourable member was in opposition at the time, she was quite comfortable 
with ascribing her name to this report. 
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Another interesting thing about the twenty-second report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, 
which had the full support of Hon Sue Ellery, is that I cannot see any mention of issues pertaining to time limits. 
In fact, I draw specifically to members’ attention the heading “Chapter IV: Time Limits” on page 5 of the report, 
which states — 

6.4.1 New Chapter IV is comprised of three Standing Orders. Proposed Standing Order 21 (Time Limits 
on Speeches) combines the debate time limits for all business into one Standing Order for ease 
of reference. Some minor changes are proposed to current speaking times, including the expansion 
of unlimited debate times for the second and third reading of Bills to all Party leaders (or Member 
deputed). 

Hon Sue Ellery was co-opted onto that committee and agreed to the expansion of unlimited speaking times. Very 
cute, Leader of the House! When in opposition she looked to expand the unlimited speaking times, but, now, she 
wants to urgently review that. As I said earlier, I do not mind that the Leader of the House wants a review of the 
standing orders, because I know full well that she will do what she wants to do anyway. Sincerely, I do not have 
a problem with the Leader of the House wanting to review the standing orders. I think that it is good practice for 
the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to be doing that in any Parliament anyway. But having been 
a former member of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, I indicate that some courtesy and respect 
should be shown to its members and the staff who work on that committee, and that there should be reasonable 
time frames for them to do the work that the Leader of the House is asking them to do. That is just a matter of basic 
decency and common sense. 
I ask, with due respect to those who drafted this motion and those who have given their full-throated support for 
it, that further consideration be given to the time frames that have been set out in the motion. Between now and 
10 August 2021 is an unreasonable period of time in which to do a review. A previous committee, which had the 
expertise and did the hard work, with the work ethic of Hon Sue Ellery contributing to it, took two years to do that. 
It is unreasonable to ask the committee to report by 10 August 2021 and, with respect to 22 June 2021, frankly, 
that is just a joke! 
Members may also want to familiarise themselves with the twenty-fourth report of the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges tabled during the thirty-eighth Parliament, in which a further review of the standing orders 
was undertaken. That report, like the previous one, was presented and tabled by the then President, Hon Barry House, 
in September 2012. I am more familiar with that report because by that stage I was serving on the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges, along with Hon Giz Watson, Hon Wendy Duncan and Hon Matt Benson-Lidholm. 
Before I turn to that report, I hasten to add that the recommendations manifest in the twenty-second report were 
made after two years of work by the procedure and privileges committee. Under the signature of Hon Barry House 
dated 20 October 2011, recommendation 1 reads — 

That, effective from the first sitting day in 2012, the current Standing Orders of the Legislative Council 
be repealed and the new Standing Orders as proposed by the Subcommittee of the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee be adopted by the House. 

Members might then ask: what was the necessity to have a further review undertaken within the twenty-fourth report? 
Might that suggest that the task was even larger than one might have first thought? In the twenty-fourth report of the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, tabled in September 2012, paragraph 1.1 reads — 

On 1 December 2011, the Legislative Council resolved a series of motions, adopting a new set of 
Standing Orders for the House, whilst at the same time resolving as follows: 

That the Procedure and Privileges Committee conduct an inquiry into the operation of the new 
Standing Orders and report to the House during the Spring sittings in 2012. 

In other words, at the end of 2011, just before Parliament rose for the summer recess, the Legislative Council resolved 
that in the new sittings, when the Parliament resumed—which is normally referred to as the autumn sittings—these 
new standing orders would apply, but that a review should be undertaken by the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges and that it should report during the spring sittings. The twenty-fourth report goes on — 

On 23 August 2012, the Legislative Council resolved as follows: 
That the Procedure and Privileges Committee be instructed to draft a Standing Order that shall 
reflect the provisions of sections 20I to 20M of the Evidence Act 1906, as proposed to be inserted 
by clause 5 of the Evidence and Public Interest Disclosure Legislation Amendment Bill 2011. 

The report also recommended further changes to the standing orders. For the benefit of members, the first five 
recommendations are set out initially on pages 3 to 5. I draw members’ attention in particular to recommendation 1. 
Once again, this deals with the time limits on speeches. Paragraph 4.1 states, in part — 

4.1.1 The PPC has reviewed several matters in relation to Standing Order 21, and proposes a number 
of changes. 
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4.1.2 Firstly, a matter arose during the budget debate earlier this year (debate on the motion moved 
under SO 68 that the budget papers be noted). As the business before the House was a motion, 
the applicable debate time limits were those of a motion (i.e. 45 minutes for all Members, with 
15 minutes for the Mover-in-Reply). Pursuant to a suspension of Standing Orders, the House 
resolved to conduct the debate on the budget papers under the time limits for the second or third 
reading of a Bill (i.e. unlimited time for the Mover, Leader of the Opposition and several other 
‘principal’ Members; and 45 minutes for all other Members). 

4.1.3 This arrangement effectively mirrored the applicable time limits for this item of business under 
the old Standing Orders. The PPC proposes to amend SO 21 to formalise this arrangement for 
future years. 

When Hon Sue Ellery was in opposition, she was co-opted onto a committee that decided that it wanted to expand 
unlimited speaking time—not remove it and not restrict it, but expand it. That was the position of the honourable 
member in opposition. Subject to that expanded regime coming in with the full support of the Leader of the House 
at the time, members then realised that an anomaly had emerged. Once again, when the current Leader of the House 
was in opposition, the Barnett government remedied that anomaly so that once again, opposition members in particular 
could have their unlimited speaking time on the budget papers. To contrast the behaviour of the two governments, 
one was done in a consultative fashion to begin with, in a manner that respected the time of individuals, both the 
members and the staff on the committee, but when a matter emerged, it was facilitated. When a problem emerged, 
it was remedied by the conservative government. 
Here, instead, we have an overeager Leader of the House champing at the bit, saying that we have been here for 
only two weeks; the new members could not possibly even know the standing orders inside out. Therefore, I cannot 
imagine they will put up too much resistance to the powerful Leader of the House when she tells them that this is 
what we will be doing. An overeager Leader of the House is saying that we need to review the standing orders; it 
is not only urgent, but also the top priority of the McGowan government on 3 June 2021. I ask members to consider 
that overeagerness and contrast it with the attitude displayed in opposition in the thirty-eighth and thirty-ninth 
Parliaments. In that thirty-eighth Parliament, as I mentioned earlier, the Leader of the House was Hon Norman Moore. 
When it came to debating, having a point of view and being political, he was certainly always a very robust operator. 
Notwithstanding that, he still facilitated at the time what was in the best interests of the Parliament, not necessarily 
what was in the best interests of the government—what was in the best interests of the Parliament. 
Herein lies the dilemma for members of this place who support the government, because this is one of those situations 
in which they wear two hats. There is nothing wrong with members wearing a hat saying that they support the 
government. That is their right and, in many respects, it is their duty given that it is the party that helped them get 
elected into this place. The second hat they wear is as a member of Parliament. We are all in here as members of the 
Legislative Council. I am not sitting here just as a member of the Liberal Party and new government members are not 
sitting there as members of the Labor Party. The thing we have in common is as members of the Legislative Council, 
and that creates a duty. Everyone was quite happy less than two weeks ago to either swear the oath or take the affirmation 
before the government. I ask members to reflect on what they said at that time. I have every confidence that at the 
time, all 36 members gave that oath or affirmation with sincerity. But it is one thing to swear the oath; it is another 
thing to take the affirmation and another thing to do something about it. We will be judged by our actions at all times, 
sometimes unfairly. Sometimes, in making a cheap political point, people will bandy around false accusations about 
a 22-hour speech, but gee whiz, they are quiet when the truth and the chronology come out—quiet as mice. Sometimes 
members will be criticised for these things. It does not matter, and I ask particularly new members to give due 
consideration to not necessarily their own esteem or pride, but putting first their duty to the Legislative Council. 
As I begin to conclude my remarks, I indicate to members that, in principle, there is nothing wrong with the Leader of 
the House seeking our agreement to have the standing orders reviewed by the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges. It is certainly not unprecedented and it is in fact a good thing for the Standing Committee on Procedure 
and Privileges to be constantly reviewing those things, so, in principle, there is no problem. Where the problem 
emerges is in the process—when things are done without consultation and in an unreasonable fashion and when we 
deliver straw arguments for the justification of such things. That is where the problem emerges. We are pretty relaxed 
on this side, but it is a problem for the government. Meanwhile, the government has a priority problem, because 
although everyone is quite happy—maybe they are not happy—to be quiet in the caucus room, the Leader of the 
House runs the show in here and tells people what will happen, and as a result of that, the government and new 
members with their two hats who support the government need to explain to the people of Western Australia why 
the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021 is being held up by their government. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: There’s a rally out the front soon. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is that right? I was unaware of that, but apparently there will be a rally this afternoon. I will 
be interested to know what kind of contribution the government will make. No doubt it will be spun out as usual. 
Some false narrative will be created—another straw argument. For those people who are particularly passionate 
about that or any other legislation, be very clear that the McGowan government does not consider it to be a priority. 
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If that were the case, we would already be dealing with it. The government certainly does not think that jobs are 
a priority, so I have great reservations about the matter currently before the house. As I say, it is not about the principle 
of what is being sought here at all, but about the process and, in particular, the time frames. 
One final point I will make is that the Leader of the House has asked that a review be undertaken of best practice 
from other upper house chambers in Australian Parliaments, including the Australian Senate. My experience in 
the last four years with the McGowan government is that a paucity of research has been undertaken into legislation 
brought before this chamber. I have lost count of how many times we asked the government what had happened 
on other pieces of legislation in other jurisdictions, and whether it had compared and contrasted what had happened 
over there. Routinely, the response would come back, “Oh, we don’t know. We’ll have to come back to you. We’ll 
give you some papers behind the chair. We undertake that we’ll ask that question of the minister.” Rarely was 
anything produced as a result of those assertions but when it was, it was usually too little, too late. It is very cute, 
once again, for the McGowan government to expect the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to get its 
skates on and start reviewing what occurs in every other jurisdiction in Australia, including the Australian Senate, 
in a compressed time frame, when it is not prepared to do that with its own bills. I hope, Leader of the House, 
when we get to the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021 that whoever is handling 
that bill will be in a position to let us know what is happening in the other jurisdictions. I would like to know what 
is happening in the other jurisdictions in Australia and compare that, in detail, with the Building and Construction 
Industry (Security of Payment) Bill. I do not want to be told that the government does not have the time, because 
it is quite happy to make this a time problem for the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
Although I indicate my support for the motion, including a comparison with other jurisdictions, it highlights how 
difficult and unreasonable it would be for the government to expect that to be done in this particular time frame. 
It is not satisfactory conduct by the Leader of the House; she should know better—she has been here long enough. 
I ask members to consider that. 
HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [11.51 am]: Members, the proposition put forward by the Leader of 
the House is no inconsequential thing at all. I begin by echoing the sentiment expressed by Hon Nick Goiran. In 
principle, there is absolutely nothing wrong with reviewing the standing orders, the rules of this chamber, in an effort 
to adopt best practice. That is fundamentally a sensible disposition to adopt. We should always strive for continuous 
improvement in every field of endeavour. However, the argument that the Leader of the House gave in support of the 
motion was not a case well made. To focus on the apparent outrages of extensive periods of speaking time that certain 
members of this chamber have taken over the course of a number of years as being the root cause of the fundamental 
dysfunction of the government’s ability to move forward with its legislative agenda is an absolute nonsense. I have 
just completed my first term in this place. It might be tempting for new members to assume, of course, that we should 
modernise the procedures of this place as they are a little uncomfortable, unwieldy and difficult to comprehend. 
I make the case, particularly to new members, government and non-government, that it is wise to work and live 
through the standing orders as they apply. There is a logic to them. I would not rush to judgement to condemn them 
in the pursuit of something as nebulous as modernisation—whatever that might mean! That is not a case well made. 
The management of the government’s legislative agenda has not been without its problems in the course of the 
fortieth Parliament, but the then opposition, as it was composed, was not the source of the government’s problems. 
It was not at all! It was certainly very difficult toward the end of last year to elicit from the government a sense of 
priority around its own legislative package. I do not think it is wise to condemn so glibly the apparent unhelpfulness 
of the then opposition, particularly the then Liberal Party, as it was so constructed, particularly as I have lost count 
of the number of additional hours of debate and weeks we sat to pass signal pieces of legislation, including the 
Voluntary Assisted Dying Bill 2019, as well as the flexibility and constructive disposition we adopted in managing 
the COVID-19–related legislative program. Never did we go out of our way to obstruct the government’s program 
when it brought forward, quite legitimately, the execution of its mandate. We have not been an obstructive opposition, 
but, my God, we have been an opposition—an opposition that has taken its job seriously in the spirit of the 
deliberative nature of this chamber. That is a point I reinforce, particularly for new members. 
It is a tempting by false analogy to look at decision-making processes as they exist at the level of local government 
or even a board of a not-for-profit institution. But this is not an executive decision-making chamber; this is 
a deliberative chamber, and sensible deliberation sometimes takes time. Members might be compelled to make 
arguments and to seek inquiry in the course of delivering their speeches on the second reading. Sometimes the 
execution of that duty to deliberate and to contemplate is done with some tactical lens in mind as well, and that 
is actually quite constructive. Hon Nick Goiran has been the lightning rod, certainly over the course of the 
fortieth Parliament, for the government, for simply doing his job, and doing his job quite effectively, and so was 
Hon Michael Mischin. If it is the fundamental premise of the Leader of the House’s motion today that Hon Nick Goiran 
and Hon Michael Mischin spoke too long on one bill in the last Parliament, ipso facto we need to constrain the 
length of time everyone can speak in Parliaments going forth, and that is a very dangerous precedent to set. I think it 
reveals the government’s intent, which is to silence dissent and gag uncomfortable questions being put by this side 
of the house, and it is in keeping, frankly, with the outrageous disenfranchisement of regional Western Australia that 
the government is prosecuting from the most compromised approach it could ever adopt to electoral reform. 
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Not satisfied with being the most powerful politician in the country, swiftly appointing himself the luckiest Treasurer 
in the western world and taking control of both houses of Parliament, the Premier has seen fit to silence regional 
Western Australia, and the Leader of the House, under some flimsy premise, is attempting to silence every other 
member in this chamber. That is the game. That is the agenda. Do not fall for it. I do not know many new members, 
particularly new government members, very well yet, but of those I have met, I am struck by their genuine commitment 
to service. I think they are individually sensible people, otherwise they would not have made it here. Do not surrender 
your agency to your parliamentary secretaries, your ministers or your leaders in the house. Do not nod along in servile 
compliance. I know that it is tempting, but I might just say that it is not in their self-interest either, not when they are 
at number three or four on their party’s ticket and not when they are about to vote themselves out of existence, 
potentially, later this year. Do not wreck the rules of this place for the people who will come in after the current members. 
Do not do it. If the government wants to commission the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, of which 
I am a returning member, it should at least go about the process in the appropriate way. It could have solicited the views 
of returning members of this chamber, in a structured and transparent way. It could have asked them: “What works 
well and what doesn’t work well? What was your experience of the unusual circumstances of the temporary orders 
that we adopted in the course of the fortieth Parliament? Were they sensible and practical in the circumstances? Were 
there lessons that we learnt in the course of that experience that might be applicable to the conduct of the forty-first 
Parliament?” Or it could have asked the reverse: “Are there things that we adopted that we wouldn’t want to repeat?” 
If the government is genuinely committed to improving the functioning of this house, I would have thought that that 
might be a place to start. That does not appear to have been the case, and I think that is an absolute shame. 
Over the course of my time in the Liberal Party and in this chamber, I have developed a great and deep respect for 
Hon Norman Moore. He was a political warrior for our cause, but he was also a person of great dignity who respected 
this chamber and respected the Parliament. Something that really concerns me is the absence of respect for the 
Parliament. We are not here to rubberstamp executive decisions that emanate from the Premier’s office. We are not 
here as an inconvenient adjunct to the Labor Party’s very large caucus. We are here to represent the long-term interests 
of the people of Western Australia, and the way preceding parliamentarians determined that that responsibility is 
to be best enacted is through the standing orders I hold in my hand. 
The process by which the Leader of the House has moved this motion is, I think, fundamentally flawed. I reflect 
upon paragraph (1)(b) of the motion, which states — 

reviewing and adopting best practice from other upper house chambers in Australian Parliaments, including 
the Australian Senate. 

At a minimum, we would review the 270-odd individual standing orders of this Legislative Council and marry 
them against what I would presume to be a sensible or reflective number of standing orders in every single upper 
house chamber in Australia, including the Senate, and do a like-for-like comparison. I am corrected: it is effectively 
241 standing orders. We would probably discount the Australian Capital Territory. Queensland is not an issue, since 
a previous Labor government saw fit to execute that chamber nearly a century ago or buy everyone off. I am glad 
that that is not what the government is proposing here. But there are at least five or six other like chambers in Australia 
that probably also have around 240 standing orders. No-one here is for sale, but the government is expecting us to 
analyse 240 standing orders by 240 standing orders. There are actually a lot of combinations we could put together, 
but the government is giving us, generously, a reporting date of 10 August to make that comparison. Is it serious 
about us undertaking this role? I do not think it is. 
There is also an embedded assumption here that somehow our standing orders are less than best practice, or that 
better practices exist. That may be the case, but there is an assumption of deficiency, which I do not think is a case 
that can be made. It cannot be made without making that comparison. It may well be that our practices are superior, 
in which case we should rejoice. But we will get to that point only if the committee is given an appropriate length 
of time to make that comparison. Frankly, there is absolutely no way that can be adopted in the time provided. 
Conceptually, this is a reasonable discussion to have, but given the very limited and selective terms of reference and the 
absolutely unreasonable time frame the committee has been given to undertake this work, I fear that we will get a dismal 
product. Perhaps that is what the government wants, but the inordinate focus on speaking times, which the government 
cannot make a case for, I think reveals what this game surely is. It does not want a repeat of Hon Nick Goiran 
embarrassing it into revealing something it would prefer to keep hidden and that its legislative program actually 
compromises the intent with which the government prosecutes it. The Human Reproductive Technology and Surrogacy 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 was an interesting one. We were subject to all kinds of blandishments about equality 
and fairness. What did we find? That bill, as it was constructed, was fundamentally discriminatory. Did the government 
seek to redraft that bill and bring it back? No, it did not. If it does bring it back, it will no doubt blame Hon Nick Goiran 
and those horrible conservatives in the Liberal Party for stymieing the government’s progressive agenda. 
We actually need the opportunity to draw out government failures. If the government wants to improve its 
legislative program in a manner of priority, it might give us enough sitting weeks. That is something that is easily 
forgotten. In 2018, the first full year after the last election, this upper house did not convene until, I think, March. 
I would meet ministers from the other house in the hallway and they would want to know the status of their bills: 
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“Why is my bill not progressing?” I said, “Have you spoken to the Leader of the House?” Some of them would 
say no. I said, “She’s a very reasonable person. Why don’t you go and speak to her? I’m sure she’ll prioritise your 
bill if you make a good case. I don’t know the decision-making process; that’s entirely up to the Leader of the 
House, but please have that conversation.” 
It was a very useful rubric for the Leader of the House to invent this sort of conceptual demonic Liberal force that 
was out there to thwart the government’s legislative program. She was so effective at telling that story that the Premier 
believed it and demonised the Liberal Party, and individual members of the Liberal Party, in a way that approximated 
defamation. The Premier was very, very loose with the truth in public about the Liberal Party’s position on bills 
and why the government was floundering with a number of them.  
If it is now the disposition of the Labor Party to bring forward a suite of bills and make no amendments because they 
are all perfect, be it on the government. It can have it any way it wants, but it can have it that way without silencing 
voices of reason. 
I will end on one simple point before other members make their contributions. The government seems to have 
a preference for quantity over quality in the number of bills passed. It does not stand to reason that a measure of 
the effectiveness of this chamber is the number of bills that it passes. Frankly, that is a stupid argument to make. 
The government could read in any number of bills and they could pass effortlessly; will they improve the lives of 
Western Australians? Not necessarily, by the sheer quantity of bills passed. Surely the most important thing is to 
improve the quality of the legislation that the government gifts up. That is the point of the committee system and 
the deliberative process. I am sorry if it is inconvenient for the executive, but it takes some time to do, particularly 
when the government has hobbled itself. It has three very accomplished ministers in this chamber—they are 
experienced members—but they cannot possibly understand the detail and the pitfalls of the legislation that has 
been gifted to them by the ministers in the other place. Perhaps the government needs to introduce an additional 
minister in this chamber. I am here to help and provide some advice. That is the problematic bit. New members, 
particularly new government members, will see that ministers are unable to answer simple questions, which are 
not tricky, about the operation of their legislation. That is why we are here. We are not here to be difficult; we are 
doing at least the final pressure test before we unleash the legislative program on the public. We are here to test and 
to ask questions about legislation. If the government wants to facilitate the passage of legislation, it might well help 
if ministers understand the legislation that they bring into this chamber. That would be a good place to start. 
Indeed, if it is the government’s mission in life to pass more bills and to have a race with other chambers across 
the country, it would perhaps do well to increase the staffing level at the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office so that there 
are enough experienced legislative drafters to assist the government in the discharge of its program. The government 
cannot come into this chamber and blame Hon Nick Goiran and the now absent Hon Michael Mischin. Apparently, 
they are the two people who almost single-handedly stymied the entire McGowan government legislative program 
in the fortieth Parliament. No sensible person believes that at all. 
I will end on this. On some days it appears that the world is not enough for the McGowan government. The 
government has all the power and all the money, but still the opposition’s mere existence is like a pebble in its 
shoe—an irritation that it wants to rid itself of. The government will not get rid of us. No doubt, this motion will 
get up. This is not at all gratuitous advice for someone I respect—I do respect the Leader of the House. If the 
Leader of the House were absolutely genuine about the intent behind this motion, I think she would withdraw it 
and bring back to this place a superior, better considered and consulted version. I urge the Leader of the House to 
do that if she does not want the government to appear as though it is making or rewriting the rules to suit itself, 
because I think that is exactly the game it is playing, and it is absolutely shameful. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [12.12 pm]: I rise to contribute to the debate on the motion moved 
by the Leader of the House, order of the day 11, about a referral to the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges. I apologise to members but I was away on urgent parliamentary business and I missed the contribution 
of the Leader of the House and part of Hon Nick Goiran’s contribution. I had anticipated that this morning we 
would be talking about Western Australian jobs in debate on a motion standing on the notice paper in the name of 
Hon Pierre Yang, MLC. I thought we had sufficient time and would probably be commencing this matter some time 
about now. Unfortunately, I was away on urgent parliamentary business, but I think I have got the general gist of 
how the debate has been transacted so far today. 
I agree with comments that have been made about a review of the standing orders. It would not surprise members 
to know that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges consists of five members, which according to 
our standing orders includes the President and the Chair of Committees and any members co-opted by the committee 
whether generally or in relation to a particular matter. The President is the chair and the Chair of Committees is 
the deputy chair of the committee. The committee is charged with the responsibility as stated at paragraph 1.4 of 
schedule 1 of the standing orders — 

The Committee is to keep under review the law and custom of Parliament, the rules of procedure of the Council 
and its Committees, and recommend to the Council such alterations in that law, custom, or rules that, in its opinion, 
will assist or improve the proper and orderly transaction of the business of the Council or its Committees. 
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It is no surprise that from time to time matters are referred to the committee by the house or, indeed, the procedure 
and privileges committee will form its own lines of inquiry and report on the end to which it is charged at schedule 1 
of the standing orders. In that respect, this motion is not necessarily unusual. It would ordinarily be the case that 
in a term of Parliament, the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges might report several times on temporary 
orders, a revision of existing orders or, potentially, the need for new orders to be considered by the house and 
incorporated into the standing orders of the Legislative Council. As members have already explained, our standing 
orders are extremely important to the functioning of this place as a house of review. Amongst other things, they make 
up the principal law of this place. In effect, when we make amendments to the standing orders, we are amending 
the law of the Legislative Council. The standing orders ought to be taken seriously, with appropriate time given to 
examine issues, undertake consultation and, particularly, ensure consensus on any changes. That is something 
I will talk about a little later, Acting President. 

The motion before us has a number of elements. The first limb of the motion refers to the ordinary work of the 
standing committee. I have pointed out and read the relevant sections of our standing orders on our responsibility to 
charge the procedure and privileges committee. The second limb of the motion flows from the first limb, which is — 

The committee make recommendations for new and amended standing orders. 

Then we get to the third and fourth limbs of the motion on the time frames. This is where I become concerned 
about the government’s motivation to move this motion today in the Legislative Council in the way that it has. 
The time frames suggested by the Leader of the House in this motion are simply unworkable. It is unworkable and 
impractical to suggest that an extensive review—not a discrete review—of our standing orders could be conducted 
and reported to the house by 10 August 2021. There are a number of reasons for that. I know Hon Nick Goiran has 
canvassed the issues in the committee’s twenty-second report, Review of the standing orders. I encourage members 
to consider that report undertaken by a subcommittee of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges of the 
thirty-eighth Parliament. It was produced before many of us, including me, were members of this chamber. A number 
of other reports flowed from that report, including the twenty-fourth and twenty-eighth reports. It is interesting to 
look at these reports as they are the last comprehensive reviews of our standing orders.  

If members have insufficient time today, they need only turn to the reference and procedure section at the 
commencement of the twenty-second report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, dated 
October 2011. A number of key paragraphs outline some history to the last extensive review of our standing orders. 
Paragraph 1.1 states — 

On 15 September 2009, the Legislative Council resolved the following motion:  

That the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges be required to undertake a comprehensive 
review of the Standing Orders of the House with a view to modernising the procedures of the House.  

We see here some similar language being used in 2009, which was the precursor to the last comprehensive review 
of our standing orders. The report goes on to state — 

The motion further prescribed that the Committee would report to the House on 2 March 2010, and that the 
Leader of the House, the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Giz Watson and Hon Wendy Duncan be co-opted 
members for the purpose of the review. The Committee conducted its first meeting following this referral 
on 25 November 2009.  

It was the view of the house at that time, on 15 September 2009, that a report to the house was envisaged by 
2 March 2010, so there were several months involved. Chapter 1 states further — 

This review of the Standing Orders is the first comprehensive review of all the Standing Orders undertaken 
by the Legislative Council, with the last major review being conducted in 1952.  

The reporting date for the Committee’s inquiry was extended by motion of the House on seven occasions, 
with the final extension being to 20 October 2011.  

From a motion that was passed on 15 September 2009, the final extension that was committed by the house, the 
seventh extension, was to 20 October 2011. It is also interesting to note that on 23 February 2011, the committee 
resolved to create a subcommittee to complete the review of the standing orders. The report states in paragraph 1.5 — 

The Subcommittee comprised the President, Deputy President and the four party leaders: Hon Norman Moore, 
Hon Sue Ellery, Hon Wendy Duncan and Hon Giz Watson. On 24 February 2011, the House resolved 
that this Subcommittee be empowered to report directly to the House in relation to this inquiry.  

Paragraph 1.6 states — 

On 25 March 2010, the House adopted a set of Temporary Orders, covering matters such as the days and 
times of meeting and different business proceedings including Non-Government Business time. The 
operation of these Temporary Orders was also extended over this period, and the proposed standing orders 
include the majority of these temporary arrangements.  
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I make those points because what the Leader of the House is asking the house to agree to cannot, in any sensible 
view, be achieved in the time frame. If agreed in its current form, either it will set up the committee to consider 
a discrete set of standing orders or, indeed, if it is going to be a review into the standing orders in their entirety, 
a significant number of extensions will be required to do this review any justice.  
I turn to the fourth limb of the motion, which again refers to reporting. This is where my suspicions are heightened 
further in that the motion requires the committee to provide an interim report on recommendations for speaking 
time limits by 22 June 2021. If this motion passes in its current form today, the committee will have 11 business days 
after today to report to the house, after conducting a review of best practice from other upper house chambers in 
Australian Parliaments, including the Australian Senate, on recommendations on speaking time limits. If we consider 
the process a committee would go through, ordinarily it would advertise the inquiry and invite public submissions. 
I would expect the key stakeholders of an inquiry of this sort to be members of this chamber. It may be that members 
of the public or the government, or other legislatures, may have a view they wish to express, and they would be 
entitled to if public submissions were accepted by the committee on this line of inquiry. I am not sure anyone could 
stand and say that it is reasonable to run an ordinary inquiry process of advertising, receiving and considering 
submissions, contemplating the status of other jurisdictions, drafting a report and deliberating on a report and 
reporting to the house in 11 business days, and I am not sure that anybody could say that it would deliver a product 
to this chamber that we could all rely on in considering what may be significant and/or substantial changes to our 
standing orders. Members should also keep in mind that we have a significant number of new members in this 
place; if I am not mistaken, it is 16. I think in a few moments somebody is going to slip me a note and say that it 
is time to seek leave to continue my remarks so that we can hear from our sixteenth new member, and I look forward 
to her contribution. She is the seventeenth? The Whip has already sent me my first note! We will hear from the 
seventeenth member when she delivers her first speech in this place, and I wish her well in doing that.  
If members accept my argument that the members of this place are the principal stakeholders in the committee 
considering and reporting to the house on standing orders amendments, they would think that we would give those 
members time to understand the some 240 standing orders that exist, how they are applied in practice, and their 
advantages and disadvantages so that they could, as important members of this place, make contributions if they so 
wish, either as members of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges or as members submitting to that 
committee. Keep in mind that many of them, with some exception, have delivered only their first speech to this place 
at this time. Of course, the convention of this place is that that occasion is untimed. They have not seen or been 
constrained or benefited from the arrangements that exist in our standing orders for speaking limits, which this motion 
requires the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges to report to the house on in 11 business days after today.  
That is the first point I want to make about the practicality of supporting the motion in this form. Of course, the 
government has the numbers. I would be interested to know whether government members believe that this is 
appropriate. Obviously they do, because I assume this was considered by caucus and has resulted in the government 
proposing this motion that we are now considering in the Legislative Council this afternoon.  
[Leave granted for the member’s speech to be continued at a later stage of the sitting.] 
Debate thus adjourned. 
[Continued on page 1249.]   

ADDRESS-IN-REPLY 
Motion 

Resumed from 2 June on the following motion moved by Hon Pierre Yang — 
That the following address be presented to His Excellency the Honourable Kim Beazley, Companion of 
the Order of Australia, Governor in and over the state of Western Australia and its dependencies in the 
Commonwealth of Australia — 

May it please Your Excellency: We, the members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament 
of Western Australia in Parliament assembled, beg to express our loyalty to our most gracious 
sovereign and thank Your Excellency for the speech you have been pleased to deliver to Parliament. 

HON AYOR MAKUR CHUOT (North Metropolitan) [12.30 pm]: Thank you, President. I would like to begin 
by acknowledging the traditional owners on the land on which we meet, the Whadjuk people of the Noongar 
nation, their elders past and present. I am grateful and proud to call Australia my home, having come from another 
country to establish my life here in 2005. Having been born in Africa, I recognise the impacts of colonisation on 
people’s welfare. I acknowledge all the hard work of the many Aboriginal elders, leaders and activists who have 
worked for reconciliation in this country and their advocacy to have Aboriginal voices heard, understood, recognised 
and respected. I also appreciate living in a country of peace, where the laws, safety and government structure made 
living in Australia sought after for myself and my family, and a part of Australian history is its diverse migrant 
and British commonwealth heritage. I want to thank this country for giving me and my family a chance to come 
here and the honour of me becoming a member of Parliament in Western Australia. 
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I congratulate you, President, on your appointment. Thank you for the welcome and encouragement you have 
shown me as a new member of Parliament. It was great to hear in your acceptance speech your intention to make 
Parliament understandable for the new members. As I am a hard worker and a quick learner, I know that you will 
assist me in understanding my new role in the Legislative Council, representing the people of the North Metropolitan 
Region. The North Metropolitan Region stretches from the electorates of Butler, across to Wanneroo, down to Perth 
and across to Cottesloe. According to the 2016 census, there are a greater number of overseas born residents in the 
region, with the dominant migrant group being English born. Impressively, over 70 per cent of the North Metro 
Region reported performing voluntary work, compared with some 18 per cent over the whole of Perth. This is 
a connection for me given my volunteer work with young women. I am thankful and I acknowledge the people of 
North Metro Region for placing their trust in me. I congratulate all members on your election or re-election to this 
place. I thank the Leader of the House, Hon Sue Ellery, for her warm welcome and understanding of the challenges 
that I face in learning this new role, in addition to the other great new job I have as a mum. I look forward to us 
working together with the President to make positive changes so that I can perform both my roles in this chamber, 
as a mother, nourishing and caring for my infant son; and as a member of Parliament, fulfilling my promise to the 
people of Western Australia to serve them well. 
I am very excited to be part of the most successful government in WA history and joining the team of the most 
popular Premier ever. I am grateful for the support given to me by the entire Labor team. I considered naming my 
son after the Premier, but that did not fit with the South Sudanese tradition of giving him his grandad’s name. 
I expect that the newspapers in future years will show that Mark is the most popular boys name of new babies in WA. 
A hot tip from me is that South Sudanese babies are also often given a Christian name—I was baptised as Sarah—
so you never know; it still is possible. 
I would like to thank my North Metro Region colleagues Hon Martin Pritchard, Hon Pierre Yang and Hon Dan Caddy, 
who have all been a great support to me before and since my election. A special thank you goes to Hon Pierre Yang 
for taking his time to answer my questions and continuing his support after the election. I am settling in well today 
because of people like brother Pierre. Thank you. Thanks to Hon Alannah MacTiernan, the outgoing MLC for 
North Metro Region. The people of the south west will be honoured to have her represent them as I know the residents 
of the North Metro Region were. Alannah is a great role model, is hardworking but still finds time to help people, 
such as myself. Thanks to the parliamentary staff for being so welcoming, particularly Rebecca Burton in helping 
me care for my newborn baby and include my family in this historic occasion of being the first woman of African 
heritage elected to the Legislative Council in WA. This is a great honour and I thank the South Sudanese community 
for their support in the lead-up to the election. In particular, Akuot Achiek has been a very special person to me, and 
it is with pride that I am the first Australian of Southern Sudanese heritage elected in any Parliament in Australia. 
Recently, the Leader of the House celebrated 20 years since being elected. That had me thinking: 20 years ago I was 
12 years of age and had been living in a refugee camp since 1997. I was born in a refugee camp in Payindo, Ethiopia, 
but because I was not a citizen of Ethiopia, my refugee papers recorded the birthplace as South Sudan. My parents 
returned to South Sudan when I was two, but the 22-year conflict for independence saw us flee to Kakuma after 
my father was killed in the war. The Kakuma refugee camp sits in Kenya. As it was already in a poor area of the 
country, it was a struggle for survival in the camp, but our basic needs were met through the United Nations High 
Commissioner for Refugees. I believe in the importance of organisations such as the UNHCR in guaranteeing that 
the human rights of people throughout the world are respected and should be supported by our governments. 
My memory of the camp was as a home, but it was basic. We had all the things to survive, and we appreciated our 
safety the most. It was not until I came to Australia, arriving at Perth Airport sharing a carry-on bag with my sister 
holding all our belongings, that we could see the difficulties and hardship that we had at the camp. My early life 
before Australia was precious due to our rich culture and the sense of belonging to the community and surrounding 
families. I think most of my humble beginnings started from the community that I was born in, and considering 
all the challenges we faced, everyone had a smile on their faces. As the eldest girl in my family, my responsibility 
was to stay home and look after my siblings. My older brothers were sent to boarding school. My mother had a small 
business, a restaurant, so the responsibility for cooking, caring and helping in the restaurant fell to me. My mum’s 
business meant that we had some independence from UNHCR food rationing. As a South Sudanese girl there was 
an expectation that I was born to marry and have children, so I had very little education. I am grateful to my mother 
for her commitment of bringing me to Australia where I could get an education, establish my life and thrive to make 
choices about how I want to live. I understand that access to education is a powerful pathway for a successful and 
fulfilling life and I am proud that the WA Labor government is committed to quality public education. 
Living in the camp the only way for us to come to Australia was to have a sponsor for our visas. Thankfully, our 
uncle John Mayor Machar started the process and filled in the forms. Then, through another contact in WA, uncle 
Eli Magok Manyol supported us to finalise our visa, then connected us with another contact who gave us a no-interest 
loan to pay for the travel expenses to Australia. I would also like thank aunty Aki Noyoo who worked for the 
Catholic Migrant and Centrecare, who assisted my mother to understand and settle down in Perth in 2005.  
I want to note and thank many people who helped me come to Australia and settle in here. I thank Uncle John Mayor 
Machar, Eli Mango, Brother Geoff, Pastor Rex, Pastor Paul and Lindsay Bunn. Special thanks to Edmund Rice 
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Centre and Christina Ward—Mamma Chris, my Australian mum—who always looked out for us, for me and 
my family, always wanted the best for us and ensured that we had as much opportunity as possible to succeed in 
our new country. 
When I came to Perth, I did not speak much English. My brothers were speaking for us initially. My first impression 
when I landed in Australia was that these people did not speak through their mouths but their nose, so this funny 
English was going to be more difficult than I thought! Another cultural shock was the relationship with our neighbours. 
In Africa, when you move into a new neighbourhood, the neighbours will immediately come and greet you and make 
you feel welcome. So, when we moved to our first home in Alexander Heights, we felt like the neighbours mistrusted 
us because they did not greet us in an African way. Now I know that it is a cultural thing and in Australia people 
do not intrude on others’ privacy; they wait until people have settled in before introducing themselves. I also felt 
that other kids, Australian kids, were reluctant to talk to us and did not include us in their activities. It felt odd, and 
at first we thought their actions were because we were African and based on their assumptions, but as time went 
on, I realised that there is a lack of cultural awareness. 
I now have many friends from all different backgrounds and know that acceptance of cultural difference recognises 
that we all want to succeed and live a happy and healthy life. I know from my sister who lives in Melbourne, many 
people exploit fear to gain popularity, and she experienced unkindness. Once she was refused service in a restaurant 
because of her South Sudanese heritage. My sister is an amazing AFL woman footballer. She is a role model for 
many in our community and works in leadership programs with young people. The negative comments that are 
made about South Sudanese people are unfair. Many of the Australians from South Sudan have proved our worth 
through our work, studies and businesses. 
Here in Western Australia, the work of the WA police with the African community has been very important and 
good relationships have been set up with the leaders and youth. Pretty much at most African community events 
we will see Inspector Don Emanuel-Smith and other WA Police Force members such as Umile Gwakuba. They are 
making the WA police accessible and their knowledge is helpful in assisting our community to thrive. Unfortunately, 
this cultural awareness is not across all areas of policing. However, I believe that the Western Australian government 
and Minister for Police, Hon Paul Papalia, are committed to increasing diversity and the training that will give our 
community further confidence in our police. Although I champion the strength of the South Sudanese community, 
it is not without knowing that we could do better to develop our young people, encourage and give respect to 
our women. 
I realise that one of my roles will be to bring a greater understanding of inclusion into Parliament and government. 
Understanding the importance of diversity in our community is important so that we can enjoy the strength that 
each cultural heritage offers for a thriving future. I can do this as best I can, knowing and respecting who I am as 
not only a role model, but also somebody who is thoughtful and values inclusion in how we meet these challenges. 
Although I came to Australia as a refugee, I am now a citizen and I define myself as an Australian with a refugee 
background. Although it is significant, a refugee past does not define who we are as Australians; we work to thrive 
and contribute like so many Australians—those born here and those who came here from other countries and now 
call Australia their home. 
I acknowledge the WA government for its vision for a society — 

… where everyone has a strong sense of belonging, can participate fully and can achieve their goals 
My focus over the next four years will include upholding the government’s commitment to the multicultural framework 
and this vision. As an accountant, I am used to clear guidelines and task-oriented goals. The WA multicultural 
policy framework sets out actions that should be taken and sets out a specific implementation path for the 
WA public sector to assist agencies to develop their own multicultural plans to improve cultural diversity in the 
workforce and decision-making bodies. I have been committed to encouraging diversity throughout my working 
life. At 17 years of age, I left Aranmore Catholic College. My challenges were to raise my son and establish my 
future. While studying at TAFE, I was approached by an agency who wanted me to become a model. At first I said 
no, but my mum encouraged me to take the challenge. I ended up modelling internationally; I did New York 
Fashion Week and I worked in London, South Africa and New Zealand, and all around Australia. Working in the 
fashion industry broadened my understanding of so many things in my life, but I was disappointed by an industry 
that did not embrace the diverse range of modelling talent available, preferring to have only one African model 
on their books. 
It was that lack of opportunity for other young women in the community that made me set up Face of South Sudan. 
I used my skills in modelling and mentored young women to gain confidence and self-belief. Growing up, we girls 
were often hidden from society and it was not culturally accepted to make eye contact when we talked to someone. 
Modelling gave me a sense of confidence. In addition to Face of South Sudan, I wanted to create more prospects 
for young women to get paid for modelling jobs. I established an agency using my profile to actively sponsor them. 
Coming as a migrant to Australia, there are many issues with getting skills and experience and establishing a career. 
People in a refugee camp do not get the opportunity to become equipped for the Australian workforce, and this 
has been a great challenge for me and many who come here as refugees. 
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I want to use my career success to make sure that the government focuses on jobs that assist refugees and migrants 
to gain important experience and contacts that will result in meaningful employment. That is a priority for me. 
I am not asking that we create this from nothing. Many successful programs are running in Victoria and New South 
Wales to enable new migrants and those disadvantaged in the workforce to participate in traineeships and work 
experience programs. For example, the Opening Doors program with the Australian Taxation Office is a 12-month 
paid and supported employment program for refugee and humanitarian job-seekers in Melbourne and Sydney. 
This program is run through Jesuit Social Services, which also partners with the National Australia Bank on its 
award-winning African inclusion program. It has other exciting hands-on paid learning experiences with the 
local water authority. I feel there is a great exciting opportunity for us to pursue something similar with our own 
public practice. 

I had firsthand experience of how hard it is to get experience. Around 2013, I commenced studying my degree to 
become an accountant, after I had completed my diploma in business management. During this time, I started 
a small business, a South Sudanese restaurant, as I love cooking and wanted to share my love for food so that the 
western community could have a great taste of South Sudanese food. It was really hard to juggle family, work and 
studies, but the hardest thing was to find a job as an accountant. How do we get experience? Without a job, we 
cannot get experience. Thankfully, Edith Cowan University gave me a finance officer job and from there I went 
into working at Emmanuel Christian Community School with responsibility for the accounts and, most importantly, 
its payroll. I want to acknowledge Tony Wilson and Edwin Reyes for the opportunity they gave me. Anyone in 
business or a government department will tell us that paying correctly is vital to the happiness of employees. My 
commitment to my career saw me recently enrol to become a certified practising accountant. Obviously, now 
I have put that on hold, but I think this shows my interest in finance.  

I am grateful to have joined the WA Labor team, who understand the importance of good financial management. 
The first four years of the WA Labor government saw it deliver on its promise to the WA people to bring the budget 
back into surplus. It is impressive that such excellent budget management could arise while it has been battling 
a global pandemic and keeping us healthy and safe. I look forward to a further four years of stable economic 
management. I believe that my life experience of seeing a failing health system in South Sudan allows me to praise 
our excellent quality health system. I acknowledge the work of health minister Roger Cook. I am proud that this 
government accepts the responsibility of looking after its citizens and is committed to continually improving a health 
system that is focused on patient health and wellbeing. 

In closing, I want to thank the WA Labor Party, particularly secretary Tim Picton and assistant secretary Ellie Whiteaker, 
for having faith in me to represent the people of Western Australia and the North Metropolitan Region. Although 
I have been a member of the Labor Party for many years and active in campaigns, my work had been in the 
community. To have been recognised for that work and to be endorsed to run for a winnable seat has been rewarding, 
and I am thankful for that. 

Many people have welcomed me and set me on a path to what I hope will be a long career in politics. I have mentioned 
many people throughout my speech, but I thank in particular the Premier and his staff, including Mark Reed and 
Alyesha Anderson. I would also like to thank Hon Stephen Dawson; Dr Anne Aly, federal member for Cowan; 
Terry Healy, member for Southern River; and Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson for their kindness and guidance. 

To my North Metropolitan Region Legislative Assembly colleagues, you are great. Thanks especially to Margaret Quirk, 
the member for Landsdale, for your advice; the member for Wanneroo, Sabine Winton; the member for Kingsley, 
Jessica Stojkovski; the member for Hillarys, Caitlin Collins; the member for Joondalup, Emily Hamilton; the member 
for Scarborough, Stuart Aubrey; and the member for Churchlands, Christine Tonkin. It was great campaigning and 
winning with you all—thank you. 

To my staff Alan, Nyat, Belinda and Linda, thank you for all you do and I look forward to a bright future. Special 
thanks to Jann McFarlane, former federal member for Stirling; and to my Mirrabooka mates Meredith Hammat, 
Sue, Donata and Hiba. 

I would also like to give special thanks to my dearest friend Ms Janine Freeman. Her trust in me got me here today 
and I cannot find the words to describe my gratitude. I wish Janine many more blessings and a career beyond 
politics. I look forward to her guidance and wisdom. 

One of my past jobs was as a patient care assistant at Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, where I joined the union that 
was known as the Australian Liquor, Hospitality and Miscellaneous Union. The support shown to me then and 
now by that union—now proudly called United Voice—is greatly appreciated, especially from Carolyn Smith and 
Dom Rose. 

To all my friends around the world, my community and all African communities, including past and present leaders 
such as Joe Tuazama and Casta Tungaraza, thank you. To Martha Adau, Carol Davis, Mathew Mading, Majok, 
Anju, Maria Pia, Tom and Thembi, Joe Moniodis, Busi Oyewopo, Yar Matur, Saada, Ayen Nyariel, Ajang Alaak, 
Eva Mwakichako, Nyibol Maker, Dylan Teng, Laurice and Dave Jallah—special thanks for allowing me the grace 
to speak to people about my aspiration to become a member of Parliament. 
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Big thanks to my family here and back home. I can only mention a few of the many who have contributed a lot to 
my life: Uncle Ciengkueu Mading, Uncle Chep Chuot, Nyanawut Azuma, Ambrose Nhial, my mother-in-law 
Amuor Manyok, Ajak Makuie, Ayen Chuot, Alom Chuot, Nyakuta Marin, Yom Chuot, Puor Makur Chuot, my 
two grandmothers Ajak Mading and Jockdit Bouth, my grandfather Chierac Ayol, Auntie Achol Aguek and 
Uncle Taban Aguek. 
I have spoken often about my mum today and in the media. My mum Helena Yar Enock inspired me to be who I am 
today. She also gave me the love of family. I would like to give a very special thanks to the best humans in my life, 
my brothers and sisters for always having my back: Mangar, Chep, Matur, Akech, Sabur, Bush and Areji. Thank 
you my siblings for all your support. 
In my immediate family, God has blessed me with my two lovely sons, Thokbeny and Achol, and, of course, the man 
of the house, Deng Achol, whose love and support I really value. Thank you Wun Achol for all you do for our family. 
To anyone I have forgotten to mention, thank you. I am a new mum and, after all, forgetful—and I am tired! 
Finally, I want to thank God for giving me the opportunity to be in this beautiful land. Thank you. 
[Applause.] 
The PRESIDENT: Thank you and congratulations, honourable member. I wish you all the very best for your time 
in this place. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: President, noting the time, I ask that you to leave the chair until the ringing of the bells. 

Sitting suspended from 12.57 pm to 2.00 pm 
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [2.01 pm]: I am pleased to be able to make a brief contribution 
to the Address-in-Reply. I first acknowledge the election of Hon Alanna Clohesy, my parliamentary colleague in 
the East Metropolitan Region, on her election as President of this house and to you, Mr Deputy President, as the 
Deputy President and Chair of Committees. I know that you will do a sterling job in both those positions. I also 
want to congratulate everyone in this house for either their election or re-election to this place. In doing so, I want to 
recognise the significant service of a number of members of this place who recently retired on 21 May. Most particularly 
on this side of the house, I want to acknowledge Hon Simon O’Brien, Hon Michael Mischin, Hon Jim Chown and 
Hon Ken Baston. Hon Ken Baston entered this place on the same day as Hon Peter Collier and I back in 2005. 
I will certainly miss, as I think the house will, the wit and wisdom of Hon Simon O’Brien. Maybe not the Leader of 
the House, but the sparring between her and Hon Michael Mischin has provided entertainment for all of us on 
occasions, albeit I know that she will not feel quite alone knowing that Hon Nick Goiran is still with us. 
Hon Sue Ellery: He makes up for it. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It continues for us. 
Hon Sue Ellery: In so many ways. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Indeed. I would also like to recognise Hon Alison Xamon. Obviously, on a number 
of occasions we had different views and perspectives on issues, but she and I became very good friends in this place. 
I wish her very well. I am not sure whether we are all at the point of missing her member’s statements just yet, but it 
was certainly a regular occurrence. We all thought there was something wrong when she did not stand up. Members 
who were in the chamber may recall that she expressed some regret—she raised it with me and Hon Matt Swinbourn 
on the last sitting day—that she would not be able to co-convene the parliamentary friends of people with rare 
and undiagnosed diseases. She talked to me and Hon Matt Swinbourn that night. I am pleased that I will be the 
co-convenor with Hon Matt Swinbourn of that parliamentary friends group. That is a very good thing. 
Coming to the recent election, I sincerely wish to thank the community of the East Metropolitan Region for re-electing 
me as one of its local representatives. As I have said many times in this place, the East Metropolitan Region is 
incredibly diverse. It traverses a very large area. It is the largest of the three upper house seats and extends very 
much from the very inner-city parts of Perth, a little past Beaufort Street and Walcott Street, through to the semirural 
to rural communities, which are very much the outskirts of the metropolitan area. The fact that we have the Inglewood 
night markets on a Monday night and the Gidgegannup small farm field day just last weekend demonstrates the wide 
variety of communities that we have across this region. It is a privilege to serve these communities in this Parliament 
and to support them in their various endeavours. This includes individuals, community groups, schools and many 
other organisations. We do that here in this Parliament and we do it directly in advocacy to government as well. 
Speaking of the election, I also want to very much extend my thanks to all the Liberal candidates who stood in 
Legislative Assembly districts within the East Metropolitan Region and for their significant contributions. I particularly 
recognise Hon Alyssa Hayden, who was not successful in retaining the seat of Darling Range. Alyssa and I were 
colleagues in the East Metropolitan Region for eight years in this place, and then she was the member for Darling Range 
for just over two years. I also want to acknowledge Liam Staltari, George Tilbury, Joe Cicchini, Kevin McDonald, 
Rod Henderson, Charlotte Butler, Aaron Sawmadal, Mahesh Arumugam, Suzanne Migdale, Felicia Adeniyi, 
Justin Iemma, Jim Seth and Dave Nesbit. 
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I also wish to place on record my sincere thanks to those members of the East Metropolitan Region Legislative 
Council team. Irrespective of which party we represent in this place, we would all agree that, quite appropriately, 
there is always a particular focus on Legislative Assembly candidates because, at the end of the day, that is where 
government is formed. However, I do not think we should ever diminish the role that Legislative Council members 
and candidates play in election campaigns and supporting Legislative Assembly candidates and their campaign 
teams. I want to acknowledge Phil Twiss, Greg Halls, Daniel Newman and Jeremy Quinn, who did a great deal to 
support the local campaigns right across the East Metropolitan Region and me as the sole Liberal member across 
the region. There is no doubt that the last election was a tough one, but each of these candidates put everything into 
their campaigns from the moment they were endorsed right up until six o’clock on 13 March. They and their campaign 
teams, their families and friends gave it their all. I want to thank each and every one of them for the commitment 
that they made. 
Before I go on to a couple of other issues, I wish to raise a matter relating to the election period going forward. 
Some comments have already been made by other members about the length of pre-poll. On a personal level, I think 
it is too long. If, however, going forward, we are going to see a change in how elections are run and the length of time 
for a pre-poll, then that is a discussion that we should all have. I was intrigued to hear the Electoral Commissioner on 
election day being interviewed on radio, either ABC or 6PR. I happened to be in my car travelling from one polling 
booth to another. The question was put to him along the lines of, “How do you think this whole idea of pre-poll so 
many weeks before has gone?” I am paraphrasing, but essentially he said, “The community have voted with their 
feet, and people like it. Rather than an election day, I think we are now going to see an election period.” That may 
be suitable for some, but I think if we are going to have a reasonable discussion about that, it should not be a decision 
made by one; it should be a discussion that is had within the Parliament and the broader community. If it is ultimately 
decided that we like the idea of an election period rather than an election day, we will need to get better at how we 
deal with pre-polls. 
Challenges related to the pre-poll were certainly reflected to me by members of the community, other members in 
this place and the other place, and party volunteers of all political persuasions. Some of the pre-poll locations were 
not appropriate. I accept that the Western Australian Electoral Commission probably needed to identify locations 
where they could get a very short lease—I get that. However, I visited, as I am sure other members did, multiple 
pre-poll locations. The Belmont pre-poll — 
Hon Samantha Rowe: It was like being on the surface of the sun! 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: There we go. It was our decision, obviously, to be there, but voters had to stand and 
sometimes wait for long periods in the queue in 40-degree heat, and there was no shade. There were examples of 
limited parking options for people to park their cars. That is okay for some, but for people with disability and the 
elderly, that needs to be taken into account. 
In a couple of cases, certainly in East Metro—I am not sure about any other regions—a couple of pre-poll stations 
were in shopping centres. Centre management decided that party volunteers were not able to be in there. I appreciate 
that not everyone likes to be handed a how-to-vote card and asked, “Are you here to vote? Do you want to vote 
Liberal, Labor or whomever else?” There were a lot of parties this time around—I get that. However, many people 
who come to us when we are standing outside a polling booth want information. They do want to know about the 
candidate and what their policy may be or whatever, or simply just some advice on how to vote. Many people 
voted for the first time. I appreciate there are staff within the Electoral Commission who can assist them with that, 
but before they get to that point, they may have questions they want to ask. 
As I said, it is not for everybody, but if we are to have pre-polling at multiple locations, there needs to be some 
better planning. We know when the election will be; it will be in four years’ time. I would also add that in some 
locations, pre-polling severely impacted local businesses in the surrounding area. In some cases, it impacted on 
people being able to park their car before going into their business or even being able to enter their premises, 
because there would be a long, long line and people would have to push their way through to walk in the door. 
I accept that it is not a perfect science. I have also seen it happen at the federal level. During the federal election, 
there was a pre-poll station on Russell Street in Morley, which was horrendous. I do not know how many times we 
nearly saw an accident occur in the parking area. That severely impacted on the local businesses right next door to 
that pre-poll. I really wanted to get that off my chest. If we are going to consider having an election period rather 
than an election day, these sorts of things need to be looked at. 
In turning to the next four years, I obviously acknowledge that the election result was a resounding victory for the 
Labor Party. I would also say, particularly for new members: do not expect it to remain like that for too long. Cracks 
have already started to emerge in this government. The health system is absolutely right up there in terms of those 
cracks starting to emerge. Day in, day out, we are now hearing stories about the challenges within our health system. 
There will always be challenges within the health system—I accept that; I think we all do. We are all reasonable 
in that regard. However, there are now significant issues in this prosperous state that need fixing, whether it is 
ambulance ramping or, as we heard yesterday, elective surgery. We have heard about issues at a range of hospitals. 
This all needs to be fixed. 
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In the case of the East Metropolitan Region, it includes what we heard last week about Midland hospital. It is quite 
clear that a funding shortfall at Midland hospital was intended from 1 July. Midland hospital is the major hospital 
in the Swan region and it is a major hospital in the East Metropolitan Region, because I also include Armadale. In 
answer to a question that I asked last week, there are about—give or take—33 000 patient separations each year 
at that hospital. It is a very busy hospital. What happened? A couple of weeks ago—I believe it was last Saturday—
we read in various news reports that there was to be a cut. There were direct quotes by representatives from 
St John of God and others confirming it. I refer firstly to an online ABC news article titled “St John of God Midland 
Hospital doctors warn patients will die due to budget cut worth millions”. A direct quote states — 

“St John of God Midland Public and Private Hospitals can confirm it has established a project to identify 
cost savings to minimise the impact from the advised anticipated funding reduction due to commence 
from 1 July 2021,” St John of God said. 
“Although we will aim to minimise the impact on our staff, labour costs represent our largest expenditure.” 

A WAtoday article titled “Midland hospital to axe frontline staff after multi-million dollar budget cut” stated — 
In an internal email seen by WAtoday, hospital chief executive Michael Hogan told staff a number of 
frontline workers would be made redundant despite efforts from management to keep costs down after 
the state government reduced the facility’s funding for the 2022 financial year. 
“Our executive team, managers, and heads of department have all been working on developing and 
considering a range of initiatives to improve our financial sustainability,” he wrote. 
“A redundancy is always a last resort option and we will be undertaking appropriate consultation with 
impacted caregivers and exploring all options, including any possible redeployment.” 
A source familiar with the matter who wished to remain anonymous said hospital executives were being 
pressured by the Department of Health to find about $10 million worth of savings. 
The hospital received almost $292 million in funding from the state government to operate the facility in 
2020 and just over $270 million the year prior, publicly available annual reports show. 
Mr Hogan offered free counseling to affected staff through an assistance provider and said the hospital 
would implement a raft of measures to reduce expenditure, including using agency workers and making 
changes to the management of leave and overtime.   
East Metropolitan Health Services refused to reveal the extent of the cuts but a spokeswoman confirmed 
increased cost-saving had lead to a reduction in funding for St John of God Midland Hospital. 

What happened after that? The minister, as is his wont, sought to shift blame to the former government. I was 
asked to comment about this. The reality is that the government has now been in power for more than four years, 
so that argument is starting to wear thin. If more resources and funding are required, they should be provided. Clearly, 
in response to this media attention and some follow-up questions in this house, there was a very quick reversal. 
That is a very good thing. Quite obviously, I support the government for that funding reversal. It is interesting how 
it happened though. On Tuesday last week, I asked a question of the minister. I asked — 

(1) Can the minister confirm the hospital’s budget will be reduced from 1 July 2021; and, if so, by 
how much? 

That was a reasonable question — 
(2) How many patient separations have there been at the hospital in each of the following financial 

years — 
I then listed them. The response I got was — 

I have been advised that further time is required to answer this question. The information will be provided 
to the … member by 27 May … 

Most members know that I tend to be fairly reasonable, so I felt it was a reasonable proposition, given I was asking 
for details of patient separations, that the information might not be able to be provided on the day. I accepted that. 
However, I took note of the question that was then asked about Midland hospital by Hon Dr Brian Walker the 
following day. He might have submitted the question on the Tuesday, but he asked it on the Wednesday. His 
questions were essentially along the same lines, but they could have been answered with either a yes or no. I hope 
Hon Dr Brian Walker does not mind. His questions were — 

(1) Is it true that St John of God Midland Public Hospital’s budget is to be slashed by more than 
$10 million for the 12 months from 1 July 2021? 

Either it is or is not — 
(2) If yes to (1), did the East Metropolitan Health Service consult with the minister or any of his 

senior advisers ahead of making this decision? 
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A yes or no would have been an answer — 

(3) Given that the proposed cuts are almost certain to lead to redundancies and fewer doctors and 
nurses being rostered on each shift, will the minister call this decision in for immediate review; 
and, if not, why not? 

They were fairly reasonable questions. Hon Dr Brian Walker was not asking for extensive detail about patient 
separations or anything like that; simple yes or no answers were required. The response he got was — 

I have been advised that further time is required to answer this question. 

I again got a similar response on Tuesday this week when I asked a similar question, which I must admit I was a little 
unhappy about. The response I got was that I again had to wait until the end of today, so let us see what answer 
I get. I appreciate that the Minister for Health is under the pump at the moment, but he can answer these sorts of 
questions. There is no reason that he could not have answered these questions. I know why he did not want to 
answer the questions. Quite clearly, they were trying to resolve the issue and he did not want his representative in 
this place to tell us that, yes, we were going to see a funding shortfall. I am very happy if the issue has now been 
rectified, but it should not take media attention, internal emails being released to the press and questions then being 
asked in here for a reversal to be made, but that is what happened. I look forward to the answer that will be provided 
to me today, which hopefully will confirm that the additional funding is to be provided. 

I will go on to a couple of other issues. I am very pleased to be the new shadow minister for early childhood education. 
Members in this place who know me will know that over a long time I have taken a very strong interest in the early 
years. As we know, the early years have long been identified as a critical period in a child’s life, marked by rapid 
changes in their physical, cognitive, social and emotional development. Early investment in those years, pretty much 
from birth to five years of age and beyond, is absolutely critical, and supports the notion that children’s future 
success can be enhanced greatly. I remain firmly of the view that in providing that support and encouragement in 
the early years, the identification of learning difficulties or disabilities early on is equally as important. 

An example of that is speech. Research consistently shows that there is a very strong relationship between literacy 
development and oral language skills. Speech pathologists have specialist knowledge in a range of areas, including 
vocabulary development, phonemic awareness and various comprehension and other writing skills. Speech 
pathologists can complement evidence-based literacy programs delivered by teachers in the classroom setting. 
Access to speech pathology, as well as other therapeutic services, can attract lengthy waiting periods, and private 
sessions can be particularly costly for many families. I asked a question about that in this place a week or so ago, 
seeking information about the current median wait times in the most recent quarter, January to March 2021, for 
primary school–aged children accessing child and development services, particularly speech pathology. In that 
quarter, which is a recent quarter, the wait time was 7.9 months. Members might say that 7.9 months is okay, but 
for a child who is four years of age, waiting nearly eight months to access their first speech pathology appointment 
is a long time in their life. We put forward at the last election that we should introduce speech pathology services 
directly into our schools. Some schools provide that service, but at the moment they essentially use their own 
resources and budgets to access a speech pathologist for a certain time. Some schools have relationships with 
Curtin University, for example, and students come into schools. The department has, I think, five language development 
centres that also provide an outreach service, but that outreach service does not provide one-on-one support to students 
or teachers. Whilst the Minister for Education and Training is in the house at the moment, I submit—I will continue 
to focus on this—that the government should look at this and seriously consider introducing that service to schools. 
Other states already provide such a service, and it would be incredibly beneficial.  

The other area of education I would like to reflect upon, and one I look forward to seeing in the budget, is initiatives 
involving student mental health and wellbeing. There is absolutely no doubt—I am sure all members would 
agree—that as we visit schools and meet with people involved in the education system, student mental health and 
wellbeing is a significant issue. One cannot go into a school without it being raised. I would say that on this particular 
issue, in fact, the Liberal Party and the Labor Party were at one. Obviously, this is back in the election period, but 
my recollection is that we announced a commitment of 100 new school psychologists into the government system; 
I think the government followed that commitment a couple of days later. Then the government announced funding 
to enable all schools to have a school chaplain if they so choose, and we followed a couple of days after that. It 
was very much a unity ticket in that regard, and I think that is a very, very good thing. The support provided by school 
psychologists within the school system is absolutely critical. 

I think that there was one difference, and the minister will advise me if I am wrong here, but perhaps one slight 
addition that we had in our school psychology announcement was that we indicated that we would provide additional 
support to the non-government sector. Members may be aware that the government provides some support through 
the budget for the non-government school sector. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Will you take an interjection? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes. 
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Hon Sue Ellery: Yes; we said the same. They’re funded on a grant, so we increased their grant. The proportion of 
increase in psychs they will be able to employ is the same proportion as the increase to public sector psychs. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: You are going to increase it? 
Hon Sue Ellery: Yes. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Is that for both the Catholic sector and — 
Hon Sue Ellery: Yes. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: That is excellent news, minister. I must say, I did not see that as part of the 
government’s announcement. I think it is incredibly important. Sometimes we have debates on financial support for 
government schools versus non-government schools. That argument will always be there. However, I think that 
when it comes to matters of student health and wellbeing, it should not matter which school a child happens to go 
to. If they need support, they need support. If there is the capacity for the government to provide additional support 
to boost the services provided in the non-government sector, then I think that should be done. I know that when we 
were having our conversations about school psychology services, certainly with Catholic education, I think its focus 
was going to be on schools in both regional and remote parts of the state. I think I saw nodding. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Up north. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Yes; Hon Sue Ellery is nodding, indicating that she had the same discussion as well. 
I am pleased, minister, that that has occurred. 
I am very pleased that YouthCARE will also receive that additional support, which will enable all schools that 
choose to have a chaplain to have the funds to be able to do so. I think that most members would agree that the school 
chaplaincy service is incredibly important. The support provided by school chaplains within schools is unique in 
many ways. Whenever we go to a school we are told how wonderful the school chaplain is. Often, they want them 
there every day. We see the impact they have on not only individual students, but also, increasingly, teachers and 
principals as well. I am very supportive of that commitment that was made; it aligns with a similar commitment 
that we made. 
There are, of course, other issues that I will be following keenly, not only those that relate to my electorate or my 
shadow portfolios, but also areas in which I have a particular longstanding interest. One of those areas is my 
keenness to ensure that the government delivers on its commitment to construct a new maternity hospital to replace 
King Edward Memorial Hospital for Women. I raise this now—I have raised it before in this place and I will 
continue to do so—because this government has unfortunately made false promises before about a new hospital. 
Towards the end of last year, I spoke at some length about what one might say was an interesting way to announce 
the removal of funding support for a new hospital back in March of last year. Those members who were not in 
Parliament back then may or may not be aware that back in, I think, June 2019, the government had received 
a settlement, as such, if I can put it that way, with BHP relating to royalties. The government received around 
$250 million and, at the time, around $230 million was set aside for the start of the works on the construction of 
a new maternity hospital. At the time that that announcement was made, I was very supportive of the government 
on that. I have a personal connection to the hospital. I will say a little bit more on that in a moment in the context 
of something else, but my son was born there, and I have to say that the care and support provided by those who 
work within that hospital was outstanding. It has to be remembered that the staff, whether obstetricians, clinical 
professionals, nurses or support staff right across the board, are regularly dealing with very stressful situations. 
They are often dealing with high-risk pregnancies, which are difficult and extremely challenging, and they are dealing 
with all the stress that goes with that, not only within the health system itself, but also at a much more personal 
level with the parents and family members who are going through that challenging time. For those reasons, I have 
always supported and will always support, as I am sure will everyone in this house, the incredible work that those 
people do on a daily basis. I must admit, when I was in the hospital, and I was there a number of times, before, during 
and after my son’s birth, it was always calm. When someone goes to hospital, sometimes there is a lot of busyness 
and a lot of things going on. At the hospital, it was incredibly busy, there was a lot going on, but I felt a sense of 
calmness. I think that is what people need when they are going through difficulties. 
Despite all that, I think we would all agree that the hospital needs work, and the only way it can work really at this 
point is to build a new hospital. For those reasons, I was very supportive of it. But I was not supportive of the way 
on 26 March the government decided to kind of tell us that it had actually put the new hospital on hold. It put out 
a press statement titled “Administrative changes to support COVID-19 response”—fair enough. The government 
wanted to raise a number of matters that it was going to either bring in or defer because of the COVID pandemic. 
I accept that; that is fine. But on the second page—blink and you will miss it—not even in one of its dot points at 
the top of the press statement, the statement reads — 

In addition, BHP have agreed to release the $230 million that was allocated towards the construction of 
a new women’s and maternity hospital, as part of a royalties settlement reached last year. This funding will 
now go towards the State’s COVID-19 response. 
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I raised this at the time and I do not intend to go on about it, but that really made me cross. I appreciate that the 
government was dealing with a lot of things back in March. Quite understandably, a number of matters needed to 
be put on hold or introduced or whatever it might have been, but it should have been up-front. If the government was 
going to do that, it should not have been in a press statement titled “Administrative changes to support COVID-19 
response”. Last time I checked, making a decision about a new maternity hospital is not an administrative change. 
That is the problem with this government; it cannot tell it as it is. It blames someone else or uses a sleight of hand and 
hopes that no-one will notice. People did notice. I was pleased to see its announcement in the Government mid-year 
financial projections statement back in December that it will now fully fund the new maternity hospital. According 
to its press release, only the McGowan government will be able to deliver on this. That is good, and I am going to 
watch what happens. I do not want to see another press statement like this, because it is not good enough. The 
government either delivers on it or it does not, and if it does not deliver, it should not put it out in a press release 
like “Administrative changes to support COVID-19 response”. 
I now want to talk on a bit more positive note about the hospital. I want to say something about an announcement 
that was made in the federal government’s recent budget. I appreciate that we are the state, but members will come 
to understand why I raise this matter now. The announcement was about funding that would be provided to the 
Women and Infants Research Foundation in this state. I appreciate that Hon Stephen Pratt is out of the chamber on 
urgent parliamentary business at the moment, but he referred in his inaugural speech to the foundation and indicated his 
very strong support for its work. In his absence, Hon Stephen Pratt should know that he will have colleagues on all sides 
of this house who equally believe in the importance of the work undertaken by this foundation and others. For those 
who may not know, preterm birth remains the single greatest cause of death and disability in children under five years 
of age in not only Australia, but also globally. I looked back on some of the work that the foundation has done, and the 
following figures are from a couple of years ago, but I hope that they remain the same in the context of what I am about 
to say. The figures were that one in 12 Western Australian babies are born too early, and the proportion is one in seven 
for Aboriginal people. The funding provided by the federal government to the foundation is $13.7 million. This will 
allow it to expand its significant work to reduce the rate of preterm birth in Western Australia to the rest of the country. 
When we were in government in 2014, I had some involvement with the initial support from the government for this 
initiative. Back then I was the Parliamentary Secretary to the Premier, and I was encouraging, perhaps persistently, 
and persuading the then Minister for Health, Hon Dr Kim Hames, that he needed to hear more about the preterm birth 
prevention initiative that was being put forward by Professor John Newnham and others, and their request for funding 
for the preterm birth prevention clinic at King Edward Memorial Hospital for Women, which was part of this broader 
initiative to reduce the rate of preterm birth in this state. It was a little personal for me to push that. I do not intend to 
talk about my personal life, but there are members in this place who know that around 15 weeks into my second 
pregnancy, I had a premature rupture of the membrane around my baby. At the time, the chance of my baby surviving 
was around 15 per cent. The likelihood of preterm birth was very, very real, and the likelihood of my baby’s survival 
was very, very slim. It was pretty hard to take knowing that that was the case. Amazing support and care was provided 
to me by my obstetrician, and then the specialist obstetrician to whom I was referred, and by nurses and other health 
professionals. I did everything that I needed to do and was asked to do, which included me not being in this chamber 
for around six months. The maximum time I was able to stand was about an hour and a half to two hours—that was 
pretty much it—and I had to drink three litres of water a day, which is hard work for someone who does not drink 
a lot of water. I did everything that I needed to do—and despite all those challenges, Harry was born. 
Hon Sue Ellery: And survived to say that he didn’t want to attend an afternoon tea to celebrate his mother’s success. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: He did not want to attend the swearing-in. He had recess, which was very important. 
I will admit that today he did not want to dress up as a pirate—it was pirate day today—but I did get a bandanna 
around his head, so I got there in the end! He is a beautiful little boy.  
My personal circumstance really demonstrated to me the incredible work done by those who seek to reduce the 
number of preterm births. As Western Australians, we should be incredibly proud of the work that this foundation 
does in this state, and we should be incredibly proud to know that the initiative that was started in this state is going 
national. I hope that we will see a significant reduction over time in the number of preterm births in this country. 
In the 18 months that the initiative was operating in this state, and through the various work that the foundation 
has been doing around the broader initiatives, as well as in the clinic, the number of preterm births in the state has 
reduced by eight per cent, and I think it has been lowered by 20 per cent within the Perth region. That is significant. 
I raise this matter today because it is probably the best time for me to raise it, and to simply say that this is a great 
organisation that deserves everyone’s support. I am very pleased that it has received commonwealth support to 
enable its work to go Australia-wide. 
Finally, this government is very pleased with itself, but I remind members again that things can turn very, very 
quickly. Many Western Australians are hurting at the moment and many issues have not been addressed. I certainly 
look forward to working in my community of the East Metropolitan Region over the next four years and to continue 
to hold this government, who can no longer blame the Liberal Party for everything, to account. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Colin de Grussa. 
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STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES 
Standing Orders Review — Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [2.50 pm]: I thank members for the opportunity to continue my 
remarks this afternoon on this important motion. Before we were interrupted by other important business, I was 
talking about the consideration that members ought to give to the time frames that are contained within this motion. 
I have talked about the 11 business days that is suggested as the time frame for the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges to report on the speaking time limits. The third limb of the motion seeks a report by 
10 August 2021. That is only the second sitting week after the winter recess. That is an extraordinarily short period 
of time to enable the procedure and privileges committee to do a proper inquiry and report into the standing orders 
of the Legislative Council. What might assist this matter would be either a narrowing of the focus, or an extension of 
the time. Those are the only two ways in which we can deal with this. If members are inclined to support this motion 
as it stands today, I would really encourage them to speak to this motion and put on the record which of the orders 
within the 240-odd standing orders they believe are deficient. That will assist the committee and its members to 
focus their approach, if they are to provide something of meaning and substance by 10 August 2021. 
I had the opportunity during the lunch recess to reflect on the comments made by the Leader of the House. As I said, 
I was away on urgent parliamentary business during her contribution. I think it is fair to say that the contribution 
of the Leader of the House and mover of the motion went largely to the speaking time limits. I was not able to identify 
that anything more specific was articulated about orders that ought to be more urgently considered than perhaps 
other orders. The date of 10 August presents some significant challenges to the ability of the committee to report 
to the house on this matter. 
The other thing to contemplate, members, is that the procedure and privileges committee is not resting on its laurels. 
I draw members’ attention to a document that is published by the Department of the Legislative Council annually. It 
is entitled Work of the Legislative Council. My version of this publication relates to the work of the Legislative Council 
in 2019; the 2020 version has not yet been published. This is a good document to enable members to reflect on the 
activity of this committee. At appendix 5 at page 39 of the report, members will find two graphs. One shows the 
number of standing committee meetings held in that calendar year, and the other shows the hours of meetings for 
standing committees in that calendar year. In 2019—I am sure this will be replicated to an even greater extent in 
2020—the procedure and privileges committee was by far the most active committee of the Legislative Council. 
There were obvious reasons for that. If members reflect on a number of reports over the last couple of years, they 
will get a greater understanding of the significant matters that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges 
faced throughout the fortieth Parliament and will continue to face in the forty-first Parliament. We do not know 
what the future holds with respect to those matters, and I will not canvass those in detail because, as members would 
be aware, the procedure and privileges committee has tabled a report that is due for consideration potentially on 
the next sitting Wednesday of the house. I encourage members to look at that report. It shows that the procedure and 
privileges committee has been very active. When we look at the history of that committee over the last five years, 
the committee has met, on average, between five and 15 times a year. By comparison, in 2019, the procedure and 
privileges committee met more than 50 times. When the then President tabled the sixty-first report of the committee 
in May 2021, the President’s tabling statement reflected that 83 meetings of that committee had been held between 
June 2019 and May 2021. That culminated in the sixty-first report, which is due to be considered by this chamber 
at our next opportunity to deal with consideration of committee reports. 
Members ought to reflect on the fact that this is not a committee that simply sits and waits for a referral from the 
house. The committee has had, and continues to have, a substantial workload. That factor ought to be considered 
by members when considering the substance of this motion and the committee’s ability to meet what I think are the 
unreasonable and impractical time frames contained in the motion. 
I want to talk about the way in which standing orders are changed. Those members who were in this place in the 
last Parliament will recall that a bit of an issue arose. Prior to the last election, when the Liberals and Nationals were 
in government, there was an issue around the gold royalty. A campaign was launched by the industry and communities 
that had been built around the gold industry to prevent an increase in the gold royalty. I think it is fair to say that 
at the end of that campaign and prior to the 2017 election, there was bipartisan support to not increase the gold royalty. 
I tabled a photograph in this place of a cross-party compilation of members standing on the steps of Parliament, 
all wearing yellow hard hats with their names across the front, and saying, “We stand united with the gold industry.” 
Following the change of government, the new Treasurer, Treasurer Wyatt, put up the gold royalty. That was 
disallowed by the Legislative Council. He put it up again, and it was disallowed again. There was a concern leading 
into the summer recess of 2017 that whilst the Parliament was in recess, the government would sneakily try that 
a third time. That motivated me to bring to the house a notice of motion for what was proposed to be a temporary 
order to allow an absolute majority of members to recall the house to deal with that as a matter of urgency. I will 
not go into every detail, because I want to reflect on the debate that occurred on that day and not so much on the 
substance of what was being attempted. I think it is fair to say that on that day, I got quite a telling off from the 
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Leader of the House. I will refer to Hansard of 29 November 2017. It was, if not the last sitting week, the second-last 
sitting week before we rose for the summer recess. At that point we were considering a motion to suspend standing 
orders, so we were not dealing with the substantive motion. This is what the Leader of the House had to say. 
She said — 

That is why we have the process that has been in place in this place for a long time, irrespective of who has 
had the numbers, and I will talk about the man who put that most eloquently on the record—Hon Norman 
Moore—in a minute. That is why we have had a position irrespective of who had the numbers in this 
place that we would have a very deliberate and considered process for making changes to the standing 
orders. Normally, making changes to the standing orders would contain two components, the first of which 
is consensus. From time to time, we have made temporary standing orders by motion of the house, but in 
my time, which has been 16 years, that has occurred only when consensus has been arrived at. 

That is the first quote that I refer to from the Leader of the House, Hon Sue Ellery, on 29 November 2017. She 
went on to say — 

Newer members will not recall this, but I will talk about two years of my life that I will never get back. 
I refer to the twenty-second report of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges Subcommittee, 
“Review of the Standing Orders”, presented by Hon Barry House, MLC, chair, in October 2011. In 2009, 
the Legislative Council resolved that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges would be required 
to undertake a comprehensive review of the standing orders of the house with a view to modernising the 
procedures of the house. We undertook that. It took two years. As I said, that is two years I will never, ever 
get back—two years spent looking at every single standing order. I refer to a debate during the course of 
Parliament’s consideration of various changes, in Hansard of 20 August 2009, in which Hon Norman Moore 
said — 

Putting that to one side, there is no doubt that the standing orders need to be re-written. They are 
well and truly out of date. They need to reflect the modern requirements of a chamber of this nature. 
Therefore, I am hoping we can put in place some temporary orders between now and the end of 
this year that will enable the government to have more time to do its business and will avoid the 
old days when we had to sit beyond 10 o’clock to get our business passed. 

Hon Sue Ellery went on to say — 
What he was contemplating, in its structure, was not dissimilar to what we are being asked to consider 
now—that is, he was talking about a temporary change to the standing orders—but the way in which he 
did it was diametrically opposite to what we are being asked to do today. He went on to say — 

This set of standing orders can be changed only by an absolute majority of the house. At the 
moment that is a bit unusual, because the Liberal and National Parties do have an absolute majority. 
However, in the past it required the consensus of all parties before any change could be made. 
I have sought to reach consensus on these matters. If we cannot reach consensus, I do not intend 
to use the government’s numbers to impose a new set of sessional orders or temporary orders on 
the house; we will simply go back to operating under standing orders and I will have to take 
whatever action is necessary and available to me to make sure the government can get its legislative 
program through in a reasonably timely manner. 

Hon Sue Ellery returned to her speech, and said — 
He set out the principles he would apply in making changes even to temporary orders. If we could not get 
consensus, we would not proceed. Between the Liberal Party and the National Party, he had the numbers. 
He did not have to rely on the crossbenches or any other party. He had the numbers in government to 
achieve that himself, yet he chose not to. The reason he chose not to was out of respect for how we make 
the rules on how we do our business. Hon Norman Moore had a lot of interesting characteristics. I think 
perhaps once to his face and perhaps even once in the chamber I might have used the word “dinosaur” to 
refer to Hon Norman Moore. 

At that point, there was a flurry of colourful exchanges.  
In the last quote from the contribution of Hon Sue Ellery on 29 November 2017, she said — 

I do not see how anyone in my position, or, frankly, in the position of the Leader of the Opposition, could 
contemplate changing standing orders in this way—without consensus and without the government of the 
day even having the opportunity to read the proposition or the time to consider it. 

These are relevant comments. Some might say that they pre-empt the outcome of what might be recommended to 
the house. What I thought was absent from the contribution of the Leader of the House earlier today was any 
reaffirmation of the remarks of 29 November 2017 about the consensus approach that the house has taken over a long, 
long period of time to amending standing orders in this place. When I first came here, I found that most frustrating: 
change is slow. I must say that even as a member of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges, we 
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would make recommendations to the house that would never again see the light of day. That was because of the 
convention, if you like, that the house has always taken a consensus approach to amending the law of the chamber. 
A member of my party, Hon Colin Holt, and the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs made 
a recommendation about accepting e-petitions—this is something that I actually believe in. But it just gathered dust 
because there was not a consensus position in supporting e-petitions in the Legislative Council at that time. But that 
may well change, and I hope it does; there are good reasons for it to do so. But I would be interested to know whether 
it is still the government’s view that changes to standing orders should be pursued only when there is a consensus 
position amongst the parties and members of the chamber. As frustrating as that can be for me, the government, 
the crossbenchers and others, I think that is the best way to amend standing orders in the interests of everybody. 
As I said earlier, if the motion passes in this form, it is easy to form a cynical view about how it appears that this 
review would need to be rushed to report and meet the time frame set out by the order that would be given to this 
committee. Perhaps a cynical view would be that the government has significant plans in the next four years and 
the last thing that it wants is any significant level of scrutiny and, in fact, that it wants standing orders that will better 
facilitate the passage of its agenda. That has not been articulated—I do not think—in the Leader of the House’s 
moving of this motion, but there is a clear emphasis on speaking times. Reflecting on the earlier remarks of the 
Leader of the House, I noticed that she drew criticism from both sides of the house about how speaking times have 
been used over time. I reflect on the thirty-ninth Parliament when I first came to this place. My first seat was over 
where Hon Jackie Jarvis now sits. I sat through many, many long days and nights, listening to every member of 
the then Labor opposition speak in the second reading debate on a bill and then on a motion to refer the bill to 
committee, and they used every minute of the time—some of them did it better than others! I think it was a precursor 
to audiobooks. It was quite an experience to sit there and have The West Australian read to me on a daily basis so 
that the member could get to their 45 minutes’ speaking time! 
On the issue of speaking times, some in this place have said that not having the clock running delivers a better 
outcome. Members usually get up, they often do not know how long they have spoken for, they say what they need 
to say and they sit down. Often it is said, and I tend to agree with this view, that if members have 10, 30 or 60 minutes, 
they tend to speak to the time that is remaining on the clock, so it would be interesting to see, to the extent that we 
could analyse any data that exists, whether that rings true or whether it is more productive to have constrained 
speaking times and have everyone speak within those constrained speaking times. How, then, would we structure 
a system that allowed for those debates? The Leader of the House put forward some arguments around other 
jurisdictions having shorter speaking times. I cast my mind back to the debate on the voluntary assisted dying 
legislation. If we all accept that we cannot say what we need to say in 30 minutes, that is not good enough. I think 
about the contributions that were made during that debate and other debates. Sometimes the argument around 
speaking times can be used as a tactic; but how do we design a system that also reflects that at appropriate points 
in time during debates on contentious and difficult matters and matters of conscience, members need the time that 
they need to contribute to the substance of the motion before the chair? Those are the challenges that the Standing 
Committee on Procedure and Privileges will need to grapple with should this motion pass. It will also need to 
reflect on the standing orders of other jurisdictions. As I said, I do not envy the 17 new members of this place, 
most of whom have delivered one untimed first speech to this place, who will be asked to make a considered 
contribution as a member of the committee or because they have had experience in dealing with a bill or some of 
the other business that has been transacted. Reflecting on the 2011 report and the length that it took to consider 
each and every one of the standing orders, and given the significant change in membership of this house, members 
would be far better served if the motion offered a more realistic reporting time frame. 
Those are my key points in asking the house to consider the substance and time frame of the motion. I say to members 
who support this motion in its current form that it greatly assists committees—whether in discharging a bill to the 
Standing Committee on Legislation or dealing with another referral—when members contribute to motions because 
those contributions help to guide them and their considerations. When the committee meets to say, “This is the time 
frame the house has given us. How on earth are you going to meet it? We need to narrow our focus and body of 
work”, committee members can go back to the contributions of members of the house who made the order that the 
committee do this investigation. If members think that matters ought to be canvassed or prioritised by the committee, 
I encourage them to rise and make a contribution. 
HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [3.12 pm]: It is with some disappointment that I am speaking 
on this issue. I am a new member—one of 17 new members in this place—and I am disappointed that I have barely 
had an opportunity to understand the standing orders and now I am being asked to make a decision on whether 
they should be reformed. I value the integrity of this place very highly. I listened to Hon Kim Beazley, AC, Governor, 
give us a stern warning about our important role as members of this place in this democracy. Virtually the first 
item that we have to deal with is the fundamental rules by which this place operates, which I find disconcerting. It 
is not only disconcerting; I have a deep sense of scepticism about the motivations behind this so-called reform. 
I am particularly sceptical — 
Hon Sue Ellery: Honourable member, will you take an interjection? 
Hon Nick Goiran: He doesn’t need to take an interjection. 



1252 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 3 June 2021] 

 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: No, I do not. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Order, members! Hon Neil Thomson, continue. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you. 
Stepping back for a moment, and without impugning the motivation of any member of this place, why has this reform 
been put forward? It reinforces, I suppose, my huge concern about the other reform that relates to this place, which 
was suddenly dropped into the sphere of policy, being the Ministerial Expert Committee on Electoral Reform. I stood 
alongside Hon Stephen Dawson at the polling booth. I respect Hon Stephen Dawson; we had long conversations 
as we stood in the heat in Broome, drinking copious quantities of water and trying to win votes as people walked 
through the door. I can assure members that the complete transformation of the way this place operates was not at 
the top of voters’ minds as they entered the polling booth. Many of the voters I spoke to said that they were there 
to support Mark McGowan. A lot of people said, “Mark McGowan has kept us safe.” In fact, Hon Mark McGowan 
from the other place presented himself as a very conservative figure, someone who might be referred to by some 
as “Daddy McGowan”, a paternal figure. I am quoting what I heard. That is what people were telling me; I am 
reporting to this place what people said. I think he was quite happy to be called “Daddy McGowan”. 
Hon Dan Caddy: By his kids—otherwise it’s a bit creepy. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: For me, it was very weird, but that is what I was told. 
The sentiment out there was “He’s keeping us safe” and “The instruments of democracy will continue”. I am 
paraphrasing because obviously people did not mention that when they came through the polling place. The 
mandate of the government, which is represented by members opposite, to completely change the basis on which 
we operate does not exist. I say that specifically in reference to electoral reform. I have colleagues from both sides 
of the parliamentary spectrum who are new members. Like me, Hon Wilson Tucker is a new member—I am sorry, 
Wilson—and when we saw this motion before Parliament, we suddenly had to scramble through what it is that the 
government is proposing to change because this matter is very broad. The Leader of the House moved — 

(1) That the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges be required to undertake a review of 
the standing orders with a view to — 
(a) modernising the procedures of the house; 

I love the way words are thrown into motions. The term “modernising” is very encompassing and can mean a lot 
of things. Members would have heard me say during my inaugural address that my background is in the public 
service. I entered the public service about the time Hon Alannah MacTiernan entered this house. There is somebody 
on the other side who has been around for a very long time. She understands the gravity of this place and the rules 
and procedures that govern this place. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I think I called for the house to be abolished, actually, when I started!  
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The minister is back here again. Clearly, it was obviously good enough to come back to 
after a very long road around — 
Hon Dan Caddy: A distinguished road.  
Hon NEIL THOMSON: It was a very long and distinguished road back to this place. Clearly, Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
enjoys this place and enjoys being part of this wonderful democracy that Western Australia is. 
The motion refers to modernising the procedures of the house. As a former senior public servant, I know that procedures 
are everything. Procedures are very important. Everything we do in this place is governed by procedures. The motion 
also refers to — 

reviewing and adopting best practice from other upper house chambers in Australian Parliaments, 
including the Australian Senate.  

Before committing to this motion, I would very much like to know and understand those other procedures, but this 
motion was suddenly presented to us as the very first thing that we had to deal with as new members. There are 
17 new members in this place. I would have thought that the 13 new members on the other side would be feeling 
very, very nervous, like me. They may not want to express that nervousness but I thought they would feel very 
nervous because it is very challenging to come into this place as a new member and realise that the very rules that 
they have signed up to will be pulled from under them and changed by the very dominant government that is currently 
in place. That is a concern. I have seen the exact thing happen with electoral reform. Electoral reform will completely 
change the configuration of this place. 
Not only are we going to change the rules that govern this place, but we also intend to change the configuration of 
this place and remove regional representation. I can say that with confidence because I have already had conversations 
with members opposite, members who represent the regions. They are quite blithe about the idea that we might 
have one-third regional representation and two-thirds metropolitan representation. Does Hon Kyle McGinn want 
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to retain 50 per cent regional representation? I ask that question rhetorically as part of my speech. It is a very important 
question. I know that the time will come when the truth will come out. The day will come in this place when a vote 
will be taken on representation in the regions. It currently stands at 50 per cent in the regions and 50 per cent in the 
metropolitan regions. That is very important because this is the house of review. We are going to reduce regional 
representation. The committee that has been established to carry out that review includes members who have already 
put out reports, which I have read, with options. We already know what the options are. All these options will see 
the reduction of regional representation in this place. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member, I know that we are dealing with order of the day 11 regarding the 
Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. I ask you to remain relevant. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am coming right back to that motion. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Please do. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am making a point about the standing orders. We cannot remove the issue of electoral 
reform and the standing orders because they work together. We have the composition of this place, and the standing 
orders that govern the conduct of this place. I was very pleased to hear that this motion was coming forward because 
I would see all the new members furtively reach down into their little cubbyholes and look at the standing orders. 
Hon Darren West is reading them now. I commend the honourable member for reading the standing orders. The 
proposed review will not just be about speaking times, as set out in the standing orders, as we heard from the 
Leader of the House earlier; it will be about all the standing orders. It will be unlimited. The speaking times issue 
was greatly laboured in earlier discussions, to make a point. Acting President, I wish to point to that issue of 
electoral reform. Just like the issue of the 98 votes was laboured upon as a pretext for reform—that was a complete 
furphy, by the way, because that is a separate issue relating to representation—the Leader of the House presented 
the issue of speaking times as the major issue that needs to be addressed. Speaking times only comes under standing 
order 21. I am getting to know the standing orders. This is a very good lesson on the standing orders for new members. 
I trust that over the next few days, in the gap between now and when this place next sits, I will spend time trying 
to understand the standing orders. As I said before, as a former public servant and someone who has had a role in 
that other part of government called the executive—I will have a lot more to say about that—which plays a vital 
part of our tripartite democracy, we have the legislature, and I can never say that word properly — 
Hon Nick Goiran: I think you did a good job. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I did not do too badly. I thank the member. We have the legislature, the judiciary and the 
executive. As someone who has spent nearly 30 years in the executive, I can only stress the gravity of standing orders 
and procedures. As I said, they govern everything we do. I have to circle back to this point because I am very 
concerned and have a great deal of scepticism about this review being so urgent that we have to deal with the issue 
of speaking times and provide an interim report on recommendations by 22 June. Maybe, and I am only surmising, 
a report has already been prepared. Maybe someone has prepared the recommendations. I do not know. An interim 
report needs to be provided by 22 June in order to deal with a matter, which is limited. Of more importance to me is 
that this other report needs to be presented to the house no later than 10 August 2021. While the 17 new members of this 
place are finding their feet and understanding how this place operates, suddenly a report requiring careful consideration 
of the very rules that govern our operations needs to be dropped on the table by 10 August. I want to reiterate my deep 
concern, my feeling of anxiety even, about this issue. I signed up and was preselected when I put my hand up to represent 
the Mining and Pastoral Region. By the way, members, it was not an aspiration of mine to be in Parliament; I was very 
content doing the things I was doing, but a series of events led to the point that I was preselected. I am very proud to 
represent the Mining and Pastoral Region, the people of the bush, who are now feeling betrayed by the McGowan 
government because of the sudden agenda that the Premier completely denied on many occasions. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Order! Member, I remind you of relevance. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I will get back to the issue about these rules. We are saying, “We are changing the 
fundamental rules of the way we are going to operate.” That fills me with great anxiety and great concern because 
I am wondering why. I need to understand these standing orders, like the other 17 new members, so that we can 
make a valid contribution. 
I have one last point before passing on to others in this place who want to talk. I refer to the integrity that we bring 
to this place. I believe that it would be reasonable for things to be done in a more measured way. If specific changes 
need to be made, I think they should be identified and there should be some discussion about that. I do not deny 
that there is always scope for amendment, but we should take a cautious approach. It is through caution and care 
that we can ensure that when so many big things need to be decided, we can do that in a measured way. I believe 
that is in keeping with the whole ethos of this place. The ethos of the house of review is caution and care. 
HON JAMES HAYWARD (South West) [3.32 pm]: This house has 17 new members and there are 240 standing 
orders. Most of us would fail a test in 11 days if tested on the contents of the standing orders. I do not think there 
is any question about that. Some members who have been here a lot longer than I have would also probably fail 
some tests on it because there is a lot of stuff to get across in those standing orders. 
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I want to pick up on a few points that have already been stated about how important these standing orders are. 
They are what drives this place. They determine how the business of the day will be run. Unless the opposition is 
able to provide the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges with a magic wand, I cannot see how it possibly 
could do a good job in the amount of time that would be available to it. Reviewing standing orders is actually 
a good idea, just as modernising standing orders is a great idea. I fully support that. I am sure that others on this 
side of the chamber support it, but it cannot be done in a rush. 
When a tradesman builds something, we are given options: quick, cheap or quality. A bathroom cabinet can be made 
quickly or cheaply, or it can be done properly. I think we all understand that when it comes to our standing orders, 
the things that drive this very place, we need to have a quality job. We have to have a bit of self-respect. I do not 
know whether other members have kids who are old enough that they might come home with a tattoo! The last 
thing we want our kid to do is to come home with a tattoo that they got while out partying that night and they wake 
up the next morning and say, “Hey, mum and dad; look at my new tattoo!” 

Hon Lorna Harper interjected. 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Does the honourable member have one that she got in a hurry? I have got a couple, 
too, hiding away! 

Where I am going with this is that it is about the quality of the workmanship. We do not want something that will 
be permanent. We would not want that for our kids, so why would we want it for this house? If this motion is not 
passed today—given the time, it may not be—it cannot be dealt with, of course, until we come back. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Really! 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I do not know; I am just asking. I am brand new here. I am happy for the interjection. 
Does the Leader of the House think we will be dealing with this today; that it will be voted on and dealt with today? 
If it is not, I understand it will not come back until we sit next, which is in a couple more weeks. That reduces our 
11 days down to only a handful of days. 
I think we all realise that it is not realistic to achieve that. Again talking about children, we would never set our kids up 
to fail. We do not give people jobs when we know that they cannot do it properly—it is unfair. Why would we do that? 
I do not think it is right for us to rush this through, although I support a review. I also respect the government’s right to 
lead these changes and to seek to bring about the changes it sees fit to manage its business over the next four years. I am 
respectful of that motivation. I am respectful of the position that the government holds, but we have to do it properly. 

We get what we pay for in life. If I were to give everybody $2 000 to buy a car, they would get a $2 000 car. The 
$2 000 car would probably run, although they may not want to put their family in it and they probably would not 
want to drive to Sydney in it! Some people will do it and it will go well, but the reality is that we all know a $2 000 car 
is cheap; it is not going to work as well as something that you pay good money for. When it comes to the quality 
of the future of this house, I think it needs to be a quality job and not one that is rushed through. 

A couple of speakers today have already touched on their concern about upcoming electoral reform legislation. If 
I could be quite frank, the fear is that the emphasis on time management is really a strategy to shut down regional 
members and the opposition from having their say on that particular issue. I am just being frank; that is exactly where 
the motivation is coming from on this side of the chamber. We have concerns about the government using new 
standing orders, after rushing them through, to silence the opposition during debate. I am certainly happy for the 
government to put its position about what might be the driver or the real need to get this done so quickly, but, honestly, 
we should be doing it properly. I certainly support the intent, but the time frames are unrealistic. 
I discovered in the men’s rooms in this building—I knew I would get some attention there!—there are shoe polishing 
boxes on the wall. I do not know; have other people discovered these things? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: We have them in the women’s as well. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I was not game enough to ask! 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I got them put in! 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Thank you, honourable member. That is very much appreciated. 
The point I am making is that most of us are brand new members. We are still learning. I understand that we are 
not on the committee that would be dealing with this—I understand that; the people on the committee are very 
experienced—but the reality is that the other 17 of us here who will have to deal with those recommendations when 
they come back have a lot to learn. I have just discovered shoe polish, and I am pretty excited about that! I am sure 
there are plenty of other things for us to learn along the way. I encourage members to support the motion to set 
a realistic time frame so we can do a good job for the house and the people of Western Australia and we can all 
continue on our way. 
HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [3.39 pm]: I rise to speak quickly on this item and bring the 
local government perspective on standing orders, timeliness and the like. I am generally in support of this motion. 
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I think there is value in looking at this. These are very long standing orders compared with what I am used to, but 
reviewing them will focus on best practice from other houses around Australian Parliaments, including the Senate, 
and that makes a lot of sense to me. 

The focus, of course, will be looking at speaking limits. I reflected on my 16 years in local government, where 
speaking limits are much more constrained. At the City of Fremantle, 10 minutes was the maximum anyone could 
speak for, and I found that within 10 minutes we could generally get our points across pretty well. Over lunch, 
Hon Peter Foster indicated that the limit was only five minutes in his local government. I am certainly not suggesting 
we should go anywhere near that extreme. This will always be a balance between hearing a range of voices versus 
how long people can speak for. Making sure we hear from a range of people in this chamber is one of the key things 
that can come through this. There is benefit in making people be relatively concise, whether speeches are 45 minutes 
or one-hour long. I am pretty sure I am not going to get anywhere close to the 43 minutes I have left, because I do 
not think that, generally speaking, we need those times. 

I will also make the point that when there is unlimited speaking time in this chamber, as in second reading debates 
and the like, I am yet to see anyone change their minds. There is certainly much more value in confining speaking 
times, noting that we really change our minds and come to a consensus, which is a really important point in this 
chamber, in committee, but it has not happened in second and third reading debates so far. 

Hon Nick Goiran: I can tell you that lot of people changed their minds on the surrogacy bill after it came back 
from committee. 

Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT: That is a really interesting point. It happened when it came back from committee; 
I think that is the key point. It came from a committee, not from speeches in second and third reading debates. 

The other point I would like to make is that we are all in this house to get some stuff done. One of the things I am 
really keen to do is get things through. I am pretty confident that all of us in this house would like to see things 
done well. There is always a balance here, but we also need to make sure that we are not the block. Thinking again 
about my local government experience, I am used to dealing with lots of items each week and getting them passed 
and moved off the agenda. One of my interesting learning experiences here has been realising that things move 
much more slowly in a place like this, and there is good reason for that. It is because we need to consider things and 
do them well. Again, I am not sure the balance is right in doing that. There is a lot we need to do in the years ahead 
and I hope that when this review of the standing orders comes back we do that. 

The other reason I support this is that it is a review. We are not making a decision. It is just asking what best practice 
is. We will see what comes back and make a decision when that information comes back to us. On that basis, I am 
inclined to support the recommendation before us. 

HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [3.43 pm]: I am one of those new people, of course. I would 
like to take a bit of a different tangent. Having heard all the discussions here, I quite agree with the member’s 
points of view, but I agree with many points of view. From my point of view, and I expressed this behind the 
chair yesterday, my role at this moment is to listen and learn. I am too new to have much of an opinion on what 
goes on here, but I can certainly listen and learn. There is something else beyond that. In the discussion we have 
been having today, I think one thing we need to be focusing on is recognising or remembering that each one of 
us has a title, which perhaps I do not feel I deserve. I am called the dishonourable Brian Walker by my friends, 
which is possibly well deserved! We are honourable members, and with that comes the obligation to remember 
that we owe a duty of integrity and honesty in all that we do at all times. To impugn or suspect the other side, 
whichever side that is, of doing the opposite I think reflects badly on ourselves. We need to assume that other 
members have a valid point of view expressed honestly and with integrity. When we do this, the level of our 
discourse will rise rather than being brought down, as in the public eye, to one of babbling, bawling children on 
the playground. 

I am also an old-fashioned person. I suspect I am one of the few people who still use a fountain pen on a regular basis. 
I detest ballpoint pens and similar things. I am not a modernist, so the idea of things being modern is not necessarily 
something I appreciate, because that which is brought down to us from the past has merit. Is that merit still valid 
today? Do we still want to use a semaphore when we have pretty good internet? We need to ask: Is the need for 
a modernisation there and shall we compare that with what we have? What are we going to lose? 

I think a review is a fine thing, and I intend to support this motion, but I point out that I will also be expecting to 
examine very closely what is being said such that we can then understand whether we are moving into a better 
state and whether we are going to be improving. If we are going to have shorter sessions—I fully approve of that—
I am reminded of the words of Mark Twain who said in a letter to a correspondent, “I apologise for the long letter; 
I did not have time to write a short one.” The intent behind that is that if we are going to say something that has 
value and merit, we are going to think about it. Logorrhoea is not something I appreciate. When I am sitting with 
my patients in clinic, if I were to babble on and on when I could have said the same thing in one sentence, my patients 
would find someone else very quickly. Once we focus on the words and give them the importance they deserve, 
we can say the same thing in shorter terms. That also means that if we are going to cut our times to a sensible limit, 



1256 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 3 June 2021] 

 

it also makes sense that we can also speak more than once, because points will be brought up that need to be 
addressed. This one-speech limit per session may need to be reviewed. I ask that this be considered if we are going 
to review the standing orders. 
That is all I am going to say. I know nothing. What do I know? I am a beginner. I commend this to the house. 
HON STEVE MARTIN (Agricultural) [3.47 pm]: I rise to speak on item 11 of the orders of the day, 
“Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges—Review of the Standing Orders”. This is my first contribution 
in this sort of debate, so be gentle! Like others, I think there is much that is worthy in the items in this motion. It 
is, of course, appropriate that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges reviews our standing orders 
occasionally. That is entirely appropriate. 
I was surprised to hear the Leader of the House earlier talk about a sense of urgency when it comes to this issue 
and the priority it has been given today. I will be heading home to the Agricultural Region on the weekend, and 
I will be asked by family and friends what I have been up to in my first couple of weeks in the Parliament. I will 
tell them about our sense of urgency, and they will obviously be keen to know whether that is about a planning 
approval being sped up or applying for a permit for something, and, sadly, I will not be able to tell them that that 
is the case. I will tell them it is about a standing order on how long we can talk for. I was surprised by the discussion 
about a sense of urgency. 
Following on with that theme, I asked a question in this place earlier this week of the Minister for Energy and the 
parliamentary secretary responded, giving himself a massive pat on the back regarding the victims of cyclone 
Seroja and how long it is taking to put the power back on. Well done to Darren West on his efforts in the area.  
Several members interjected. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: Hon Darren West, I apologise. There is no mention of a sense of urgency; in fact, there 
is some chance that this review of the standing orders will be completed before every single home in Northampton 
will have its power back on. I am sure those people will be interested in our priorities in this place as well. 
I have spent some time in local government and I am aware of what it is like to deal with state governments and 
the processes and the sense of urgency that applies to planning approvals and planning scheme amendments. It 
can take longer than a lifetime. Again, to anticipate that we can do a proper review of—Hon Nick Goiran, is it 
241 standing orders? 
Hon Nick Goiran: It is 243, I think. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: To anticipate that we can review 243 standing orders in a couple of weeks I think is quite 
laughable. Good luck to Hon Dan Caddy who, like me, is a new member. I believe he is on that committee. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Sorry, 241. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: It is 241. Hon Dan Caddy is a new member on that committee. He will have done what 
I have done with the standing orders—that is, flick quickly through them, get a headache and move on. I wish him 
the very best in reviewing this process. 
Members, I do not intend to make a long contribution; I know lots of other people do. My advice would be to hasten 
slowly. I spoke in my inaugural speech about the importance of the Parliament and all the things that go behind it, 
including our standing orders. Being a conservative individual, I think that change should be considered soberly 
and slowly so that we get a good result. I am not sure why we are doing this in such a hurry. An interim result by 
22 June and the full result by 10 August just seems a rush. In my brief time here, we do not appear to be in much 
of a rush on anything else in this place. Thank you. 
HON SOPHIA MOERMOND (South West) [3.51 pm]: I make just a small contribution to this debate. Yesterday, 
I thought that the average attention span of humans sat at 15 to 20 minutes. I have done some googling. It is now 
speculated that our attention span sits at eight seconds, which is less than that of a goldfish. I do not know whether 
that is useful to know, but maybe it is. Thank you. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [3.52 pm]: I was not going to contribute to this debate, if I am 
honest. I have been stirred into making a comment. I was going to make a comment on the extension of time, because 
I think it is an insult to this house to think that we can ask the Standing Committee on Procedures and Privileges 
to go out there and in 11 days come up with an interim report on changing the standing orders. That, to me, smacks 
of nepotism. What we will actually get is a predetermined outcome. 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes, exactly. Now the government is saying, “We want to condense everything so we 
can railroad through our legislation. It’s our way or the highway. We’re going to do it, and it’s going to be done 
anyway. We don’t need three months; we know what the outcome is going to be, anyway.” That is the optics of 
this motion. I am really sorry that the Leader of the House moved the motion in this form. I have been in that seat. 
I know what it is like to try to get legislation through. I had an absolute majority as well, and I did not yell and scream. 
We had to put up with the antics of the mob who are now on the other side. We had to sit here day after day debating 
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new legislation, innocuous bills, while every single opposition member stood up and made a contribution, and then 
when the last member had made a contribution, they moved to refer the bills to committee each time, and then they 
would all have another go. This self-righteous attitude that somehow the Tories are terrible people who have held 
up legislation for the last four years has absolutely no foundation. Let us not forget that in the last Parliament, we 
had nine members. We need—we do not need a calculator for this—18 members to win a vote. We had nine. What 
we had to do, and what I did, as Leader of the Opposition, as I said the other day in another contribution, was like 
herding goldfish, but I did it every single day. I went around trying to work with the government, the crossbench 
and the Greens to facilitate better legislation. 
I have more respect for this place than just to say, “Come on, guys, we’re just going to put it up to the government. 
Let’s just oppose it.” I would never do that, ever. For the government to come in and try this on is a stunt. I am 
really disappointed that the government would do this in this fashion. With all due respect, I do not have a problem—
I apologise to my guys, because we have not talked about this at great length—with some sort of assessment or 
analysis of the standing orders. If the government wants to have an appraisal of the standing orders, go for it. If 
we can improve the standing orders—some valid points have been raised by councillors and other jurisdictions—
have a look at them and talk about it. We could have chatted about it in the party room and worked out, ideally 
behind the chair, between the leaders of the parties what would facilitate a good outcome. If we had done that, we 
would have dealt with this motion by lunchtime. That is the way it should have been dealt with—not the “our way 
or the highway” approach that we have here. 
Does the government honestly want the privileges committee to respond with an interim report on 22 June? It has 
to be joking. That is absolutely insulting and shows the contempt the government has for this chamber. It shows 
absolute contempt for the government to say that we are going to change our standing orders. I am not going to hold 
them up like Hon Pierre Yang did, but I will say that the standing orders are sacrosanct. They are there for a reason. 
They have been constructed over years and years of experience. Successive governments that have come and gone 
have contributed to ensuring that the standing orders are better and improved. If there is a necessity to amend them 
to make them even better, let us do it properly. Let us not do it because the Labor Party was delivered a thumping 
majority on 13 March and has decided that everyone in front of it will just be napalmed. Those guys have the subtlety 
of a flamethrower: “It’s our way or the highway.” For goodness sake, I beg you, I plead with your inner respect 
for this house: stop this nonsense. It started before we had even started. This is absolutely unacceptable. 
I should have known, Madam Acting President (Hon Jackie Jarvis); sorry, Acting President. I have to get used to 
it—old habits. I have been through this before so many times. It is really frustrating because I have tried, as 
Leader of the House and as Leader of the Opposition, to work with either the opposition or the government. That 
is what we try to do all the time. We try to do it in a measured fashion. What happened, of course, as I said, is that 
it became blatantly obvious after the last election that things were not going to be quite as rosy for the government, 
even though it had a thumping majority in the other place. In Western Australia, as far as I know, we have 
a bicameral system of government. It is one of the checks and balances that we have in our system of government. 
Our electoral system is one of the checks and balances. We give the people of regional Western Australia a little 
more representation in this house because regional electorates are so huge; that is another check and balance. How 
can we possibly suggest that someone on a station in the Kimberley gets the same representation as someone who 
lives in Wembley Downs? We cannot. That is another check and balance—an electoral system that reflects the 
geographical structure of our great state. As I said, Parliament has the lower house, the Legislative Assembly, which 
is the so-called people’s house, and the upper house, the house of review. That is what this place is; it is the house 
of review. 
The last Parliament provides a perfect example of that. Bills came to the house of review. They were frequently sent 
off to the Standing Committee on Legislation for a look, and then those bills would come back, more often than not 
with unanimous recommendations, I might say, on ways to improve the legislation. In numerous bills, the committee 
found areas that were fundamentally flawed and would make the bills inoperable. The perfect example was the 
surrogacy bill. It was faulty. Everyone lambasted Hon Nick Goiran for talking ad infinitum about it, but if the 
government had got off its high horse and listened, and looked at the report, we would not have gone through that. 
Everyone here is on a committee. Most members would have already had their first meeting. The committee 
environment is very collegiate, not tribal. When legislation is sent off to a legislation committee, people want to 
actually improve the legislation. I tell members what, I would be really surprised if the Standing Committee on 
Legislation earns its extra bucks this term. I will be fascinated to know how many bills are going to be shunted off 
to the legislation committee. It will not happen because of the government’s “it’s our way or the highway” attitude. 
We are doing this not to be tribal; we are doing this to be reasonable. 
After the last election, as I said, the numbers were precariously close; it was 18–all. One member became the 
President, so that made it 18–17. I have been through this before. I know that this is a sensitive issue for the members 
opposite, but they wanted one of our guys—I mean men—to take on the presidency. By convention, the President 
comes from the majority party, but they were prepared to do that because they could not countenance the notion 
that really bugged them that they would actually have to negotiate through the Parliament. I do not know what it 
is in the red blood over there. Is that not a terrible thing that we actually have to listen to the upper house, the house 
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of review? It would be so much easier to bulldoze the legislation through. Would it not be wonderful if we could 
do just that? That is exactly what this government is trying to do now, and it really frustrates me. Members know 
that if this interim report, which is, quite frankly, an insult, comes back, all our speeches will be curtailed. They will 
not mind if some modifications have been made to the standing orders, but they have already worked out what they 
want. That interim report will come back into this place and our speeches will be constrained. When a really complex 
piece of legislation comes into this place, and government members might not be happy with it but they will have 
to agree to it, our speaking time on it will be constrained. We might be really interrogating a bill forensically and 
effectively, when all of a sudden we will have to stop because of the changes to the standing orders. That is what will 
happen. The checks and balances that currently exist, and have existed and worked effectively for years, are about 
to be shredded. We have the conventions of the chamber and the standing orders. The conventions can be shifted 
and changed no matter what. We had exactly the same thing happen with the gold tax. Members opposite did not 
have a mandate for the gold tax after the last election, so we did not support it; that is only fair. When the vote came 
for that gold tax, the Leader of the House cancelled pairs because the numbers were close. Straightaway, again it 
was a case of the government saying, “We can’t get our own way.” The government did not listen to the will of 
the house and it cancelled pairs. 
As I said, after that we had another convention of the house, which worked very effectively up until the end of last 
year. The leaders of the parties would talk behind the chair to facilitate legislation to get through by the end of the 
session. That worked really well. Some bills were complex and would take a little longer, but others could be 
passed through the house by constraining debate. That worked so well until the end of last year when, yet again, the 
rules changed. The government is changing the rules just because it wants to crash through with the legislation. It 
is treating this place with contempt. The upper house is going to become irrelevant under this government the way it 
is going. I ask the government, as individual members, to consider that. As I said, when I gave my Address-in-Reply 
speech the other day, this place is going to be here a lot longer than government members. If they change the 
standing orders yet again to facilitate one particular party, they must remember that the worm always turns. When 
it turns again and things have changed, they should remember that right now was when they planted the seeds of 
destruction around what this place stands for. 
Last year, we did the usual thing with legislation. We got a letter from the government that asked us to identify 
which of those pieces of legislation the government wanted to get through by the end of the year that we would 
agree to get through. That is what it said. I mentioned this in my Address-in-Reply speech the other day. It gave 
us a letter that said that it wanted to work out which pieces of legislation we could agree to get through. It had 
18 bills on it. They were not earth-shattering bills, but the 18 bills were the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020; the 
Work Health and Safety Bill 2019; the Road Traffic Amendment (Immobilisation, Towing and Detention of 
Vehicles) Bill 2020; the Environmental Protection Amendment Bill 2020; the Industrial Relations Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2020; the Criminal Law (Unlawful Consorting) Bill 2020; the Children and Community Services 
Amendment Bill 2019; the Dog Amendment (Stop Puppy Farming) Bill 2020; the Swan Valley Planning Bill 2020; 
the Births, Deaths and Marriages Registration Amendment (Change of Name) Bill 2018; the Mutual Recognition 
(Western Australia) Bill 2020; the Ticket Scalping Bill 2018; the Legal Profession Uniform Law Application 
(Levy) Bill 2020; the Criminal Law Amendment (Uncertain Dates) Bill 2019; the Agricultural Produce Commission 
Amendment Bill 2019; the Animal Welfare and Trespass Legislation Amendment Bill 2020; and then it added the draft 
Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Bill 2020 and the National Disability Insurance Scheme (Worker Screening) Bill 2020. 
The Leader of the House sent a list of those bills to all the leaders and said, “Which pieces of legislation can you 
facilitate?” I sent a letter back and the government asked whether we could sit an extra week. I said, “We’ll sit an 
extra week if you tell us what bills you actually want to get through.” That is the way it has always been. Members 
need to understand that 18 bills was an ambit claim. It was not just the Liberals; it was the other six parties as well. 
It was an ambit claim. It came down to the second last week and in the last week I asked and asked and asked. 
I have all the emails. With the leaders of the other parties, we sat out there in our leadership meeting and discussed 
this. I said, “Can we please have a list of the bills that you want passed?” We never got it. Then on the last Tuesday 
of the scheduled sitting week, the government tapped the mat and said that it was out of there. We got through a couple 
of minor bills, and the government got out of here. As I said, every single time the Premier, the Attorney General or 
whoever is asked about a bill, they say, “The Liberals wouldn’t sit longer” or “The Liberals wouldn’t have facilitated 
that through.” That is rubbish. It is manifestly wrong. That includes the bill that we have been dealing with in this 
chamber this week. It was not on that list. I want to make that perfectly clear, everyone. We would always have facilitated 
the passage of legislation if the government had given us a final list. That is what we would have done. We always did 
it, all the way through, and I challenge the government to identify an area where we did not, because we always did. 
If members like, I can table the emails; I can bring them in and table them. I have them all there and I have the 
government responses. I can tell members now that this is exactly what happened. I sent successive emails to the 
government asking and requesting it to give us a final list and it was not forthcoming. It was as simple as that. 
That is another convention. It does not have to happen; it is just what happens when we work together collegiately, 
cooperatively and collectively with the government. We get a good outcome. We would easily have done it, but the 
government knew that we were on a hiding to nothing in the election. It knew that it was going to win handsomely 
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and probably win both houses of Parliament, so it did not really matter. The government would win. Then it would 
come in and get the legislation through. That is what bothers me with this motion. Not only has the government won 
and won convincingly, but also now it wants to curtail the role of the Legislative Council. To me, it is unfathomable. 
Members opposite really cannot understand the role or respect the role of the Legislative Council. 
Another example of it was after the election, when negotiations were continuing with regard to the committees. 
I was quite willing to go on any committee I liked. I suggested that I might like to go on the Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations, potentially as chair. The reason I did that was because when we were on 
that side of the chamber, we had a similar discussion with Hon Sue Ellery. I said, “What about Hon Rick Mazza?”, 
who had just come into Parliament, because it has to be a non-government member. She did not like that at all. 
She suggested the then member Hon Ken Travers, and I said fair enough. Quite frankly, I saw it as an opportunity 
for the government to, number one, show some goodwill, but at the same time identify the fact that the government 
does not just have carte blanche in decision-making. It is a check and balance. I did it out of respect for the chamber; 
that is why I did it. This time, of course, we were told in no uncertain terms that I could not be chair. Hon Nick Goiran 
then moved his motion to establish a standing committee. I was ready to talk on that — 
Hon Nick Goiran: A select committee. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: A select committee, sorry. 
I felt a bit uncomfortable with it, I have to be honest, but at the same time I would have been very supportive of it 
and I would have spoken on it. That is because it would have been just one tiny, solitary, little check and balance. 
For a government that has a massive majority in the lower house and a massive majority in the upper house, does 
it not think that the optics of having just one committee that is widely perceived as being quite a powerful committee 
not in its control might have been—just perhaps—a positive thing for the government, for the Parliament and for 
the people of Western Australia? But, no. It is not in the government’s DNA. Its default position is “our way or 
the highway” straightaway, yet again. 
I am pleased to say that once again, through the art of negotiation that occurred with the leaders, reason came to 
the forefront. As a direct result of that, I am chair of the estimates committee, a position I am very grateful for, and 
I thank the house for its confidence—we met as a committee for the first time yesterday, and I think it will be 
a very, very good committee—and the select committee motion was withdrawn. That is what happens when we 
negotiate behind the chair. We work things through. We do not put a motion on the notice paper that says we are 
going to change the standing orders and the interim report has to be in at five minutes to midnight, which is about 
11 sitting days or something or other. That shows absolute contempt for this chamber, yet again. 
You guys won. We understand. The people of Western Australia understand. But I honestly do not think the people 
of Western Australia want the government to have unfettered power that is total and absolute control over everything. 
I honestly do not think that. Without a shadow of a doubt, the government did a very good job with regard to the 
COVID pandemic. The Premier did a very good job. As I said the other day in my Address-in-Reply contribution, 
it was most definitely a “Thanks, Mark” election, without a shadow of a doubt. I acknowledge that. But that does 
not mean that the government should have unfettered power, and particularly unfettered power for four years. 
The standing orders exist. They probably do need a bit of refinement. I have to be honest that as a long-term member 
of this chamber as a minister, shadow minister, Leader of the House and Leader of the Opposition, I think I have 
a bit of experience I would have liked the opportunity to have some input into those changes—I really would 
have—and I would have value-added. I can guarantee members that I will never, ever, ever sacrifice the integrity of 
the Parliament because of my party. It will not happen. Members will find that on the estimates committee. What 
I am saying here is that I am not being unreasonable. How can members opposite come in and say it does not 
matter? As members opposite know, ultimately when I shut up and we finish this debate, they are going to win. 
They are going to curtail the hours and do whatever they want to do, and that is fine. But it really is bigger than 
that. I really, really hope that members opposite can see beyond their own egos. I hope beyond hope that they can 
see beyond the fact that they have this thumping majority and they think that gives them the imprimatur for total 
control of both houses. As I said our, our bicameral system of government is a wonderful system. It has existed 
for over 800 years across multiple jurisdictions. It works very effectively. It evolves and changes with generations 
and jurisdictions. But it does not evolve and change in one jurisdiction in 11 days, or three months, until August, 
at the will of one party that happens to dominate the Parliament at one particular period of time. 
Can I just say to the members opposite: you have made up your minds. From all accounts, there is no appetite on the 
other side to extend these reporting times. I really wish they would. I implore members opposite to have some reason 
on this. They are going to win, but they need to understand what they are voting for now. They are asking this chamber 
and the people of Western Australia to give an imprimatur to a change in our standing orders in a matter of weeks. 
That is totally and absolutely unreasonable. It goes against the very vestige of what this place is and the conventions 
of this chamber. Please, members opposite, allow more time for us to consider changes to the standing orders. 
Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Pierre Yang. 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
IRON ORE SPOT PRICE 

231. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Treasurer: 
I refer to the 2019 to 2021 boom of iron ore prices. 
(1) What is the current spot price of iron ore as measured by Treasury? 
(2) What is the Treasury prediction for the iron ore price at the end of the 2021 calendar year? 
(3) Is an iron ore spot price of $US110 or more at the end of the 2021 calendar year highly unrealistic? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 
(1) It is $US209.55. 
(2) Treasury forecast annual average prices for the financial year. 
(3) A range of scenarios are plausible as iron ore prices are very volatile, a point that the previous Liberal–National 

government never understood nor budgeted for when in office, resulting in very large debt and deficits. 
FORRESTFIELD–AIRPORT LINK — SOIL CONTAMINATION 

232. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
At least we have gone from “highly unrealistic” to “plausible”. That is an improvement; well done. 
I refer to question on notice 3288 asked by the then Leader of the Opposition and now Premier in the 
Legislative Assembly on 17 February 2015 on contamination issues on the land at 777 Abernethy Road in Forrestfield. 
(1) Was the Premier concerned about contamination of soil and groundwater at that site in 2015? 
(2) Is the Premier now concerned that that site is now the repository of some 600 000 cubic metres of spoil 

from the Forrestfield–Airport Link tunnelling project that contains PFAS? 
(3) If not, why is additional chemical contamination at this site now of no concern to the Premier? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The question on notice and the date the honourable member has referred to do not align. The Premier 

assumes the honourable member is referring to question without notice 3228 asked on 26 November 2014. 
This question refers to the value, zoning and any known contamination issues at the aforementioned site. 

(2)–(3) I refer the member to Legislative Council question without notice 1083, part (5), asked on 4 October 2020.  
QUARANTINE ADVISORY PANEL 

233. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the Quarantine Advisory Panel. 
(1) Has the QAP now met to provide advice to government on quarantine and associated arrangements? 
(2) If yes to (1), please table the minutes of all meetings held since its inception. 
(3) Can the minister table the schedule of future QAP meeting dates? 
(4) Has or will the panel be asked to provide its expert advice to — 

(a) Healthcare Australia as the new private manager of hotel quarantine; 
(b) the Chief Health Officer; or 
(c) the minister? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) No. 
(2) Not applicable. 
(3) The first meeting is expected to take place in the week beginning 14 June 2021. Meetings will be held as 

determined by the QAP; however, the frequency of meetings will not be less than one meeting every 
calendar month. The chair will determine whether a meeting on an earlier date is possible in conjunction 
with the other members. 
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(4) (a)–(c) As per the terms of reference, the QAP reports to the chief executive officer of the Department 
of Health as the hazard management agency for human epidemic, as prescribed in the Emergency 
Management Regulations 2006. The QAP may, in limited circumstances, and if considered 
necessary and appropriate, or at the request of the Minister for Health or the Security and 
Emergency Committee of Cabinet, provide concurrent advice to the CEO of the Department of 
Health and the Minister for Health. 

CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2021 

234. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the implications that the creation of special purpose zones—cultural protection—as contemplated by the 
Conservation and Land Management Amendment Bill 2021 will have on pre-existing and lawful commercial 
operations. Will any consideration be given to grandfathering current commercial operations in affected marine 
parks or reserves; and, if not, why not? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Environment. 
Existing provisions in section 13D of the Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 recognise the validity of 
existing authorisations under the Fish Resources Management Act 1994 for commercial operations in marine 
parks, marine nature reserves and marine management areas. These provisions will not be affected by the passage 
of the Conservation and Land Management Amendment Bill 2021. Current operations are considered in marine 
reserve planning processes. 

GUARDIANSHIP AND ADMINISTRATION ACT — STATUTORY REVIEW — RECOMMENDATIONS 

235. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 
I note that it has now been more than 1 500 days since the Attorney General promised to expedite the enactment 
of amendments to the law surrounding enduring powers of attorney and guardianship. 
(1) Does the Attorney General recall telling the Select Committee into Elder Abuse on 26 April 2018 that a bill 

to amend the Guardianship and Administration Act 1990 was approved by cabinet in December 2017 and 
that it was anticipated that the amendment bill would be introduced in the spring session? 

(2) Is he aware that the select committee’s twenty-fourth recommendation was that the government introduce 
a bill to amend the Guardianship and Administration Act 1990 to implement the recommendations 
contained in the 2015 statutory review of the act as a matter of urgency? 

(3) Is he aware that the government’s response to that recommendation was — 
As per the McGowan Government election commitment, the Government has committed to 
expedite the enactment of amendments set out in the recommendations of the Statutory Review. 
It is anticipated the Amendment Bill will be introduced in the first half of 2019. 

(4) Does the government retain any intention to introduce these amendments? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. I provide the following response on behalf of the Attorney General. 
(1)–(4) The government has already implemented some of the recommendations of the statutory review as part 

of legislation urgently enacted in April 2020 in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. The Guardianship and 
Administration Amendment (Medical Research) Act 2020 expedited particular recommendations from 
the statutory review in relation to enabling and safeguarding decision-making processes to be carried out 
in respect of medical research. It was urgent that this be enabled for treatment of COVID-19, which only 
existed as an experimental treatment. As this indicates, all governments have had to adapt their legislative 
agendas to meet their overarching responsibility to respond appropriately to COVID-19. The government 
remains committed to introducing the remaining amendments to the act recommended in the statutory 
review, and these are being actively progressed. 

COMMISSIONER FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE — APPOINTMENT 

236. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the appointment of the next Commissioner for Children and Young People, which is being undertaken 
with the assistance of the Public Sector Commission. 
(1) Can the Premier confirm that the period to receive applications has closed? 
(2) If yes, how many applications have been received as at the closing date? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Yes. Applications closed on 31 May 2021. 

(2) As selection is underway, details of the number of applications are confidential to ensure integrity of 
the process. 

FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — OFFENCES 

237. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 

Will the minister provide the number of reported offences, for each of the following offence types, over the past 
five financial years, from 2015–16 through to 2019–20 — 

(a) homicides that were characterised as occurring in a family or domestic setting; 

(b) sexual assaults that were characterised as occurring in a family or domestic setting; and 

(c) sexual offences, by specific offence type, committed against children that were characterised as 
occurring in a family or domestic setting? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. 

(a)–(c) The Western Australia Police Force has more resources dedicated to preventing and investigating 
family violence and offences against children and encourages all victims to report to police. 
The following data from the Western Australia Police Force is provided at this point in time. 
If the honourable member wishes to place the question on notice, further data should be able to 
be provided. 

In terms of the number of family violence–related deaths in the financial years 2015–16 to 2019–20, 
there were 16 in 2015–16, 16 in 2016–17, 20 in 2017–18, 19 in 2018–19 and 15 in 2019–20. These 
figures are for family violence–related deaths as opposed to homicide. The deaths occurred in 
the context of a family relationship and involved offences that may include manslaughter, 
dangerous driving causing death, assault causing death et cetera. The data is provisional and 
subject to revision. 

WATER SUPPLY — DRYLAND AREAS — FUNDING 

238. Hon WILSON TUCKER to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 

I refer the minister to the recent announcement that federal funding through the National Water Grid fund will not 
be made available for Western Australian water infrastructure upgrade projects. I note the dams in Dalwallinu, 
Dumbleyung, Esperance, Kulin, Lake Grace, Morawa, Wagin, Yilgarn and Chapman Valley were among those set 
for upgrades. Given the upcoming state budget is expected to deliver a surplus of $5 billion, will the minister commit 
to funding the $258 million shortfall through state consolidated revenue? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

I thank the member for the question. The Minister for Water and I share the member’s chagrin at not getting that 
federal government funding. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for Water. 

The federal government handed down its budget on 11 May 2021 and it was disappointing to see that WA regional 
communities once again missed out on federal water funding. All funds announced under the National Water Grid 
were allocated to eastern states projects. 

The state’s $7.3 million agricultural area dam and community water supply project was not supported. This project 
proposes to upgrade and enhance 70 agricultural area dams across the dryland area and has received widespread 
support from Western Australian key industry stakeholders and agricultural communities, including 31 local 
governments. This important, shovel-ready project would have provided critical infrastructure to boost off-farm 
agricultural water supplies, especially during dry seasons when on-farm supplies are depleted. 

It is clear that climate change is having a real impact on rural communities in WA. The McGowan government 
remains committed to supporting rural communities and will continue to pursue National Water Grid funding and 
alternative federal funding opportunities to support this important work. With or without federal government funding, 
the McGowan government will invest $3.65 million in this important project. The government has commenced 
planning to upgrade agricultural area and strategic community dams with state funding alone. This funding 
commitment is in addition to our partnership with local government authorities to upgrade community water 
supplies and water carting for animal welfare needs when required. 
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CORONAVIRUS — VACCINATION PLAN 
239. Hon SOPHIA MOERMOND to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer the minister to the COVID-19 vaccination program currently underway across the state, and to the fact that 
emergency health management strategies have been implemented by the Australian Department of Health that do not 
actively promote secondary immunocompetency development strategies. Historically, health promotion and public 
education campaigns such as “vitamins and minerals” have reinforced the importance of a diet rich in vitamin D and 
vitamin B. However, zinc is another key to immunocompetency and, more specifically, respiratory health. 
(1) Does the government have any plans to combine the effective, culturally safe and appropriate delivery of 

vaccinations alongside any immunodeficiency awareness campaign, community education and clinical 
research? 

(2) Does the Department of Health concede that secondary immunocompetency training is necessary to support 
a holistic approach to harm minimisation associated with community transmission of COVID-19? 

(3) Will the minister ensure that informed consent extends to evaluating therapeutic alternatives to the 
commonwealth COVID-19 vaccination program, and does he intend to support Roll Up for WA with 
additional phases or campaigns beyond Think Mental Health’s “Be Positive. Be Connected. Be Active” 
campaign launched in April 2020? 

The PRESIDENT: Before I give the call to the Minister for Mental Health, honourable member, I might refer you 
to the statement I made yesterday in the chamber regarding the length of questions without notice and the standing 
orders that guide the development of those questions. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) WA Health fully supports and delivers key messages and campaigns around healthy lifestyle, including diet 

and exercise being a key component of health maintenance. The primary focus of the WA government’s 
COVID-19 vaccination program is to encourage uptake and awareness of COVID-19 vaccinations. 

(2) No. Healthy lifestyle is a key component of all health maintenance. 
(3) No. The focus of consent for vaccination is ensuring that individuals are aware of key risks associated 

with the vaccine. Informed consent should not be linked to program evaluation or future public health 
campaigns. At this stage there are no plans to combine the COVID-19 vaccination campaign with other 
health campaigns currently in the market. 
The WA government operates the COVID-19 vaccination program on the advice of the Australian Technical 
Advisory Group on Immunisation, which works closely with the Therapeutic Goods Administration. The 
TGA’s evaluation is also informed by the advice of an independent committee of external experts, the 
Advisory Committee on Vaccines. 

VOLUNTARY ASSISTED DYING — REGIONAL ACCESS SUPPORT SCHEME 
240. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the voluntary assisted dying scheme due to commence in Western Australia from 1 July 2021. 
(1) Will the minister please table the VAD access standard? 
(2) How will the regional access support scheme support access to voluntary assisted dying in regional and 

remote Western Australia? 
(3) How much funding and how many FTE have been allocated to implement the RASS? 
(4) How many practitioners by Western Australian region, including the metropolitan area, have — 

(a) registered to undertake training; and 
(b) completed training? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) I table the attached document. 
[See paper 256.] 
(2) The aim of the regional access support scheme is to provide support options that facilitate access in 

alignment with the access standard. The RASS may be utilised to enable access support for a patient in 
the following situations: travel, and accommodation if required, for the patient to access a practitioner, 
when no suitable practitioner is based locally and telehealth is not appropriate or allowable; travel, and 
accommodation if required, for the patient to access a telehealth appointment with a care navigator, 
coordinating or consulting practitioner, if travelling more than 70 kilometres one way; practitioner travel 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110256c4ab4279dcf6edad1482586e9003bab47/$file/tp-256.pdf
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to a patient, when no suitable practitioner is based locally, the person is unable to travel to the practitioner, 
and telehealth is not appropriate or allowable; escort, times one, to travel with the patient to access 
a practitioner when no suitable practitioner is based locally and telehealth is not appropriate or allowable, 
including accommodation if required; and interpreter travel when no local interpreter is available and 
telehealth or telephone interpretation cannot be effectively undertaken or is not appropriate to be undertaken, 
and this is not able to be accessed under another provider scheme. 

(3) The RASS has been allocated $200 000 per financial year for 2021–22 and 2022–23. Four FTE have been 
allocated to the WA VAD statewide care navigator service, which will manage the RASS. 

(4) (a) A number of practitioners have registered for access to undertake the WA voluntary assisted 
dyingapproved training by region. I have a table with the figures, which I seek leave to have 
incorporated into Hansard. 

[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 

Metro 32 
Peel 4 
Regional – Great Southern  5 
Regional – South West  3 
Regional – Wheatbelt 1 
TOTAL 45 

 

(b) Approved training will commence imminently. 
SYNERGY AND HORIZON POWER — PAYMENT PLANS 

241. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the minister representing the Minister for Energy: 
I refer to requested payment plans from Synergy and Horizon Power to help customers manage the payment of their 
power bills. 
For each year 2017 to 2021 to date, what was the total number of customers who — 

(a) were on payment plans; 
(b) requested total payment plans; and, subsequently, how many requests were rejected; and 
(c) were referred to financial counsellors? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for Energy. 
The answer to (a) is in tabular form and I seek leave to have that incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
Synergy 

(a) 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 to date 

Payment plans 167,098 234,429 175,756 148,959 57,710 

Horizon Power 
(a) 

 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 to date 

Payment plans 2,668 2,370 3,054 2,958 3,131 
 

(b) Neither Synergy nor Horizon record the number of payment plans requested that they do not approve. 
(c) Neither Synergy nor Horizon record the number of customers they refer to financial counsellors. 

BROOME COMMUNITY SAFETY FORUM 
242. Hon NEIL THOMSON to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the community safety forum held in Broome on the 7 December2020 attended by Hon Ben Wyatt and 
representatives from the Western Australia Police Force, the Department of Communities and the Department of 
Corrective Services, and over 300 community members. I also note the escalating social media commentary and 
concern in the community regarding property crime and threatening behaviour occurring in Broome. 
(1) What changes have been implemented since the forum? 
(2) Has the juvenile justice strategy, which was referred to at the forum, been released to the public? 
(3) If no to (2), when will the strategy be made available to the community? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. 
(1) Western Australian police officers are doing an outstanding job in Broome and should be commended for 

their work. Last year crime in Broome was down 8.5 per cent compared with when the opposition was in 
government. The McGowan government is recruiting 950 extra police officers, or 15 per cent more officers, 
which is the largest single increase in police numbers in Western Australia’s history. From this increase 
to police numbers, already 21 additional police officers have been allocated to the Kimberley district, 
including three additional officers to Broome—two youth policing officers and a district intelligence officer. 
Additional policing effort was also committed to Broome through Operation Heat Shield 2 with a focus 
on property related crime and high-harm offenders. The Broome police and community youth centre has 
also been actively engaging with youth in the Broome community. 

(2)–(3) As the juvenile justice strategy is a Department of Justice initiative, the honourable member would need 
to direct these questions to the Minister for Corrective Services. 

SYNERGY AND HORIZON POWER — ARREARS AND DISCONNECTIONS 
243. Hon STEVE MARTIN to the minister representing the Minister for Energy: 
Thank you, President. I apologise for the length of my question; it was submitted before your remarks yesterday. 
I refer to the cost of living pressures on vulnerable Western Australian families and the increasing percentage of 
household incomes being spent on housing. 
For Synergy and Horizon Power for the periods 2019–20 and 2020 to date — 
(1) How many disconnection notices have been issued? 
(2) How many households are in arrears? 
(3) What is the total value of outstanding electricity bills? 
(4) What is the median value of households that are in arrears? 
(5) What is the total value of household bad debt that has been written off? 
(6) How many customers have been referred to financial counsellors? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
The answers to parts (1), (2), (3) and (4) are in tabular form. I seek leave to have those incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
Synergy 

(1) 2019–2020 2020 to date 

Disconnection notices issued 19,099 3,389 

It should be noted that between 2011–12 and 2016–17, under the Liberal National Government, the number of Synergy's residential customers 
who had their power disconnected increased by 82.6%. 

(2) 2019–2020 2020 to date 

Average number of households in arrears 176,967 93,789 
 

(3) 2019–2020 2020 to date 

Average monthly value of outstanding electricity bills $61,864,574 $49,077,983 
 

(4) 2019–2020 2020 to date 

Median value of households in arrears $126 $140 

Horizon Power 

(1) 2019–2020 2020 to date 

Disconnection notices issued 15,461 8,285 

It should be noted that between 2011–12 and 2016–17, under the Liberal National Government, the number of Horizon Power's residential 
customers who had their power disconnected increased by 456.7%. 

(2) 2019–2020 2020 to date 

Average number of households in arrears 5,135 4,038 
 

(3) 2019–2020 2020 to date 

Average monthly value of outstanding electricity bills $4,388,420 $3,341,002 
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 (4) 2019–2020 2020 to date 

Median value of households in arrears $527 $512 
 

(5) It is not possible to provide the information in the time required and I therefore ask the honourable member 
to place this question on notice. 

(6) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 238.  
VOLUNTARY TARGETED SEPARATION SCHEME 

244. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
(1) What is the methodology applied to accurately calculate voluntary targeted separation scheme savings? 
(2) From the inception of the VTSS, how many new public service positions have been created in each agency 

and department that the VTSS has been applied to? 
(3) What is the cumulative wage liability, including superannuation and long service leave, for these new 

positions? 
(4) What is the anticipated net saving for the VTSS from the implementation date of the VTSS to the end of 

the 2022–23 financial year? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
(1) Modelling of the voluntary targeted separation scheme costs and savings has been based on gross savings 

of $1.547 billion to June 2023, minus the reduction in separation costs and savings retained by agencies; 
when a separation was funded from the consolidated account, retention of 20 per cent of the gross savings 
by the host agency for reinvestment in service delivery; and when a separation was self-funded by the 
host agency, retention of 100 per cent of the gross savings by the host agency for reinvestment in service 
delivery. There will be net savings of $524 million to June 2023. 

(2)–(3) This question should be directed to the ministers of the relevant agencies. 
(4) See the answer to part (1). 

CORONAVIRUS — PUBLIC HEALTH CAMPAIGNS 
245. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the Premier’s response to a question at a press conference on Wednesday, 26 May, which can be viewed 
on Facebook at WAtoday.com.au, “Premier Mark McGowan provides COVID-19 update” and in which he states 
at 16 minutes in, according to my notes — 

Well we have an arrange of awareness campaigns out there, and uh we’ve been spending a huge amounts 
of money on these sorts of things 

(1) What has been the expenditure to date for the SafeWA QR code system? 
(2) For each public health campaign currently underway, can the Premier please provide — 

(a) the name and target issue of the campaign; 
(b) the start and end dates; and 
(c) the total budget attributed to the campaign? 

(3) For all campaigns in part (2), will there be a review of each campaign and will the review be publicly available? 
(4) If any of the above cannot be answered in the time provided, can the Premier please explain why? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) It is $895 294, excluding health support services costs. 
(2) There are two COVID-19-related public health campaigns currently underway or in development. 

Roll up for WA — 
(a) is aimed at raising awareness, providing information and encouraging Western Australians to 

get vaccinated for COVID-19 when they become eligible; 
(b) began on 25 April 2021 and is expected to end on 3 July 2021; and 
(c) has a total budget of $1 514 375 to date. 
SafeWA — 
(a) is aimed at raising awareness and encouraging the public to download and use the SafeWA app 

when visiting businesses and venues to assist health contact tracers in the event of an outbreak; 
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(b) has been delivered over several phases: phase 1 from 22 November 2020 to 19 December 2020; 
phase 2 from 27 December 2020 to 30 January 2021; phase 3 from 31 January to 27 February 2021; 
and phase 4 is under development; and 

(c) an amount of $1 291 000 has been budgeted over the four phases. 

(3) Campaigns will be evaluated as per normal practice. 

(4) Not applicable. 

MENTAL HEALTH — LONG-STAY ADMITTED INPATIENTS 

246. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

I refer to patients currently identified as long-stay admitted mental health inpatients. 

(1) What constitutes a long-stay admitted inpatient and how many such patients are currently in the health system? 

(2) Of the present cohort of long-stay inpatients, how many have been admitted for periods of time of — 

(a) up to six months; 

(b) between six and 12 months; 

(c) between one and two years; and 

(d) longer than two years? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Health. 

I am advised that the Department of Health is not able to provide the requested information in the time required 
and I therefore ask the honourable member to place this question on notice.  

CORONAVIRUS — VACCINATIONS 

247. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

I refer to COVID-19 vaccinations in Western Australia. 

(1) How many people have received — 

(a) their first dose of a COVID-19 vaccine; and 

(b) their second dose of a COVID-19 vaccine? 

(2) Of those identified in (1), how many were administered in a regional location? 

(3) Currently, what stocks of each COVID-19 vaccine are held by the state for — 

(a) metropolitan use; and 

(b) regional use? 

(4) To date, how many doses of each COVID-19 vaccine have been wasted and/or disposed of, and for what 
reasons has this occurred? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

I have been advised that further time is required to answer this question. The information will be provided to the 
honourable member on 15 June 2021. 

ALBANY HEALTH CAMPUS — BED CAPACITY 

248. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

I refer to the Albany regional hospital. 

(1) Can the minister advise the total number of beds available at the Albany regional hospital in terms of its 
maximum capacity? 

(2) Can the minister advise the total number of beds currently available at the Albany regional hospital? 

(3) Is the minister aware whether ambulance ramping is occurring at the Albany regional hospital? 

(4) Can the minister advise whether there are any plans to expand capacity in terms of available beds at the 
Albany regional hospital? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
I have the answer but I have just noticed an error in it. I want to check on it, so I will provide an answer at the first 
available opportunity. 

WASTE LEVY 
249. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to efforts by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation to investigate claims of systemic waste 
levy avoidance. What specific series of steps were followed by DWER in response to allegations made by the 
Waste and Recycling Industry Association of Western Australia — 

… that levy avoidance in the C&D sector here in WA is large-scale, systemic, organized and long standing. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
In relation to allegations of illegal activity, the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation firstly 
crosschecks the veracity of all information received. This fundamental step independently establishes the facts and 
identifies any potentially vexatious complaints. The information provided by the Waste and Recycling Industry 
Association of Western Australia has been, and continues to be, followed up with inquiries by authorised inspectors 
using contemporary investigative techniques. Some of the inquiries involved direct, overt approaches to the entities 
named, including statutory notices being served requiring specific information to be provided. These investigations 
have also involved covert surveillance to gather further evidence. Investigations based on information provided by 
the Waste and Recycling Industry Association of Western Australia remain active and therefore providing further 
details at this time may compromise any potential outcomes. 

HOUSING — KEYSTART LOANS 
Question without Notice 207 — Correction of Answer 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.02 pm]: I wish to correct the answer to 
question without notice 207 asked by Hon Dr Steve Thomas on Wednesday, 2 June 2021, to me as the Leader of 
the House representing the Minister for Housing. The correction relates to part (5) of the question. The figures relating 
to mortgagee in possession sales were incorrect and therefore I seek leave to have incorporated into Hansard the 
correct version. I apologise to the house for the error. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
(1)–(3) The Shared Ownership Home Loan is one of the home loan products that Keystart offers. For the Shared Ownership Home Loan product: 

Financial Year Number of Applications Received Number of Formal Approvals Total Loan Amount $M 
2016–17 509 330 73.4 
2017–18 369 265 54.6 
2018–19 230 156 30.4 
2019–20 160 115 21.7 
2020–21 YTD 160 99 20.0 

(4) 

Financial Year Number of Accounts Mortgagee In Possession 
2016–17 39 
2017–18 39 
2018–19 54 
2019–20 41 
2020–21 YTD 30 

(5) Keystart works with customers to try and achieve the best outcomes, providing a financial hardship assistance program to assist 
customers through difficult times. Notwithstanding, Keystart and its customers are subject to the same market forces as other lenders 
and therefore mortgagee in possession sales still occur in line with those market forces. 

Financial Year Number of Mortgagee In Possession sales 
2016–17 21 
2017–18 41 
2018–19 62 
2019–20 50 
2020–21 YTD 25 
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ST JOHN OF GOD MIDLAND PUBLIC HOSPITAL — BUDGET 
POLICE — CANNABIS SEIZURE — LANGFORD 
Questions without Notice 190 and 214 — Answer Advice 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [5.03 pm]: I would like 
to provide an answer to Hon Donna Faragher’s question without notice 190 asked on Tuesday, 1 June, and also 
Hon Dr Brian Walker’s question without notice 214 asked yesterday, both of which I seek leave to have incorporated 
into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
Question without notice 190 — 
I thank the Honourable Member for some notice of the question. 

(1) 25 May 2021. 
(2) $10.6 Million. 
(3) $312 Million. 

Question without notice 214 — 
I thank the Honourable Member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for Police. 
The Western Australian Police Force advises: 
(1) 153 plants—49 mature, 32 semi-mature and 72 juvenile plants. 
(2)–(4) The investigation is ongoing. 19 personnel have been involved at various times. The operation is part of Police’s usual law enforcement 

role and the cost is met from the Police Force’s $1.5 billion budget. 
 

INDUSTRIAL HEMP 
Question without Notice 176 — Supplementary Information 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Regional Development) [5.03 pm]: Further to 
my answer provided to Hon Sophia Moermond’s question without notice 176 asked on 27 May 2021, I advise that 
the agribusiness innovation fund project report is now available online on the Department of Primary Industries 
and Regional Development website on the page “Industrial Hemp Grants Scheme—successful recipients”. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 
ATTORNEY GENERAL — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 

Questions on Notice 53 and 78 — Answer Advice 
HON MATTHEW SWINBOURN (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.03 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answers to questions on notice 53 and 78, asked by 
Hon Tjorn Sibma, MLC, on 5 May 2021, to me, the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General; 
Minister for Electoral Affairs, will be provided on 15 June 2021.  

ROYAL COMMISSION INTO INSTITUTIONAL RESPONSES TO CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE — 
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Question without Notice 229 — Supplementary Information 
HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.04 pm]: I would like to table 
a report for Hon Nick Goiran in relation to his question without notice 229 to me, Parliamentary Secretary to the 
Minister for Child Protection, that was not provided for tabling yesterday. On behalf of the Minister for Child 
Protection, I apologise to the house and the member for the omission. 
[See paper 257.] 

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE — EXTENDED SITTING HOURS 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.04 pm] — without notice: I move — 
That so much of standing orders be suspended so as to enable the Council to sit beyond 5.20 pm on this 
day’s sitting and take members’ statements at a time ordered by the house. 

I am reluctant to do this but I am doing it for the purpose of finishing the debate on the motion to refer the review 
of standing orders to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. How long beyond 5.20 pm we sit is 
entirely within our hands. How long we take to debate this motion is within our hands as well. If this motion is 
passed before to 5.20 pm and we can continue on, my understanding is that there is possibly one speaker left. 
I understand that there will be an amendment, and that will be debated in due course, and the house will make the 
decision that it wants to take. I hope the suspension of standing orders motion can be put to the vote before 5.20 pm 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110257ceb8abead0b92dae9482586e9003bab4c/$file/tp-257.pdf
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today. If it is not, there is another option available to me, which I will exercise if I have to. I hope, though, that we 
are able to pass this suspension of standing orders motion to enable the house to sit beyond 5.20 pm. It is my intention 
that the only business the house will be dealing with beyond 5.20 pm is the motion to refer. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [5.06 pm]: These are unusual times in 
which we find ourselves. It is not the first time we have had an extension of the sitting of the house, and I do not 
imagine it will be the last. It is my intent to move an amendment to the motion before the house to refer a review 
of standing orders to committee. I think most members have now spoken to the initial motion so there will not be 
too many left to speak. I hope that my amendment might ease the progress of the initial motion before the house. 
I think a compromise is available, but we shall see what happens when the amendment goes forward. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [5.07 pm]: We are indeed in extraordinary times. It has been two weeks 
since the Leader of the House gained total control of the Legislative Council. We started with the Leader of the House 
moving a supposedly urgent motion to bring in a temporary standing order. The purpose of that temporary standing 
order is to allow the Leader of the House to apply the battering ram whenever she decides it should be used—
because something is called a COVID bill. We end that fortnight with the Leader of the House making it very clear 
to us earlier today that the most important piece of business is this particular matter, which is a referral of the 
Legislative Council’s standing orders to the Standing Committee on Procedures and Privileges. We now end the day 
with the Leader of the House taking an extraordinary measure. I know that the Leader of the House no longer cares 
about the conventions of the house because she made it very clear during the swearing-in ceremony that this will be 
her last term. The Leader of the House is quite happy to tear up the same processes of the house that she was quite 
happy to exploit when in opposition. But now apparently the rules have changed. That is incredibly disappointing. 

In the last few Parliaments we have had sitting in the Leader of the House’s chair either Hon Norman Moore or 
Hon Peter Collier, and in the last Parliament Hon Sue Ellery. We have had those various people sitting in that 
chair. Those people who sat in that chair always had respect for the processes of the Parliament. Today the Leader of 
the House is saying to members to ignore the standing orders book, which as Hon Peter Collier mentioned earlier 
Hon Pierre Yang has some fondness of, for the purposes of this afternoon. The Leader of the House is saying, 
“We don’t care about this anymore. Once upon a time, we cared about it, when the Leader of the House was sitting 
over here, but now we do not care about it anymore.” It is childish beyond belief for the most senior member opposite 
to spit the dummy and behave in this fashion.  

We could have a sensible compromise here, because it is clear that the Leader of the House has already started to 
have some conversations behind the chair. As Hon Peter Collier mentioned in his contribution earlier this afternoon, 
that is the normal process here. The normal process is that these types of things are negotiated behind the chair. If 
the Leader of the House already knows, either through gazing into her crystal ball or through some other type of 
mechanism, that there is a prospective amendment, might she indicate whether she agrees with the amendment. 
That might facilitate the passage of things. Or is that asking too much? Is the arrogance at such a high level that we 
cannot even have the Leader of the House, the most senior member opposite, explain to the opposition in a courteous 
way whether the government will agree to the proposed amendment? No, we cannot have that. As I say, that is 
unconventional, because in the time I have been here, if Hon Peter Collier had been sitting in that chair, it would 
not have happened, and if Hon Norman Moore had been sitting in that chair, it would not have happened. They 
would have treated the place with respect. When I say “the place”, it is the Parliament of Western Australia, the 
Legislative Council, and that means all the members here. That is how these types of matters have been dealt with 
before. However, in this situation the Leader of the House has chosen not to take that course of action.  

What troubles me is that if the Leader of the House were to suspend standing orders, it would be important for that 
type of emergency action to be explained. That type of emergency action requires some form of justification—in 
other words, that there is some kind of problem with the existing rules that would justify this type of emergency 
action. We have not heard anything about that from the Leader of the House. In the contribution made earlier this 
afternoon, shortly after the taking of questions without notice, the Leader of the House indicated some rationale 
for why the amendment needs to be put at this time—that is, for the suspension of standing orders. In none of that 
contribution was there an explanation of the justification—simply just to say, “This is what I want to do.” Then these 
veiled threats were put forward as part of the justification; in other words, “If I do not get my way with option A, 
I will proceed with some unspecified option B.” That has never happened, Leader of the House. The Leader of the 
House has been here longer than most. In actual fact, I am not too sure, but there is maybe only one other member, 
Hon Kate Doust, who has been here as long as the Leader of the House, but there would be no-one who has been 
here longer. I would like the Leader of the House to indicate to me on how many occasions in that time she has 
found that this would be a customary practice. This seems extraordinary to me. It is already extraordinary that she 
has decided this is the top priority for the government. As I said earlier, it has troubled me that if we are talking 
about suspending standing orders, the Leader of the House did not look at dealing with the Building and Construction 
Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021. I am told that there was a rally earlier today dealing with that. We might 
not have agreed on whether that was an emergency, but I could actually understand it. This matter is incomprehensible. 
What makes it all the more incomprehensible is the fact that she has not provided any rationale for it. 
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It is ironic that the substantive motion that has been put by the Leader of the House is for a review of the standing 
orders, and in order for that to be reviewed, the Leader of the House is resorting to a suspension of the standing 
orders. In one breath, she says she wants the standing orders reviewed but in the next breath, she says she wants 
them torn up. Which is it? Does the Leader of the House want them reviewed or does she want them torn up, or does 
it just depend on what hour of the day it is? Does it depend on her mood, and her mood at the moment is to tear 
them up because it is her last term in the Legislative Council? The Leader of the House has a greater responsibility 
than that. She has a duty to the people of Western Australia. She took the oath like everybody else to act in their 
best interests, and this type of approach is doing the exact opposite to that. She might not care about the conventions 
of the Parliament anymore just because she has decided that she is on retirement street, but the rest of us who have 
an intention to continue on do care about these things. The Leader of the House knows full well that if I had been 
sitting on the other side of the chamber and we were in government, I would be saying the same thing. Fair enough, 
I might not be saying it with the same force, because as I have explained to some of the new members, it is a pain 
to be a pain, particularly to your own team. But I would like to have thought that at least somebody, some cooler 
head in government would have talked to the Leader of the House today and said, “What we’re doing is not right.” 
Nevertheless, it appears that as long as the Leader of the House says something, everybody else complies. It is 
quite an extraordinary set of circumstances. 
The motion that is currently before the house indicates that it requires an absolute majority. The Leader of the House 
has indicated that she wants so much of standing orders to be suspended so as to enable the Council to sit beyond 
5.20 pm on this day’s sitting and take members’ statements at a time ordered by the house. 
I will say to members that in my time here, we have sat beyond 5.20 pm on a Thursday. There is nothing extraordinary 
about that. I have said to this Leader of the House and to previous members in previous parliaments, no matter 
who is in government, that I am prepared to sit as long as we need on any day of the week. I am prepared to do the 
work. Nothing has changed. If the government wants to bring something substantive that is in the best interests of 
Western Australia, let us do that. I have asked the government time and again to deal with the outrageous situation 
whereby victims of child sexual abuse have to continue to face their attacker at school every day, yet it continues 
to do nothing about that. That is a matter of urgency. I have asked the government once; I have asked it a thousand 
times for that. I would be quite happy for it to suspend the standing orders and we might actually address something 
on that. Instead, the government wants to address today the referral of the standing orders to the Procedure and 
Privileges Committee, which, as I have said earlier today, in principle, is not wrong. The manner in which it is 
being done is outrageous and, worse, it is disrespectful to the members who serve on the Procedure and Privileges 
Committee and the staff. But the Leader of the House seems to have no regard for that whatsoever. 
Once upon a time, when she was co-opted onto a similar type of review, I can well imagine at the time the Leader of 
the House would have been very keen for some courtesy and respect to be shown, with some consultation. She 
would have been pleading with Hon Norman Moore or Hon Peter Collier to make sure that the proper processes 
were followed. But, all of a sudden, ever since the March election, a change has happened. This is not the same 
Leader of the House as we saw in the fortieth Parliament. This one in the forty-first Parliament is taking a different 
attitude, and that attitude is wrong. The fact that she is going to retire should have nothing to do with this whatsoever—
absolutely nothing. We do not care. That is a matter for her, the caucus and whoever else she deals with. She is entitled 
to her retirement and I wish her well, but that does not mean that we should trash the Legislative Council and its 
procedures and processes. That is what she is asking us to do right now; she is asking us to tear it up. 
Earlier today, we asked the Leader of the House to make a priority of the Building and Construction Industry 
(Security of Payment) Bill 2021, and her actions have again indicated that the government does not care about 
that. This is the most galling part of all: we have been criticised at length by members opposite, including the 
Minister for Regional Development, on this particular point. I draw to member’s attention what was said by the 
Minister for Regional Development on 25 May this year in response to a question posed by the Leader of the 
Opposition. In respect of the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021, Hansard records 
that the Minister for Regional Development said — 

We are introducing the Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2021 today. The 
Building and Construction Industry (Security of Payment) Bill 2020 passed through the Legislative Assembly 
in November 2020, but, unfortunately, did not make it through to the Legislative Council due to the opposition 
members’ refusal — 

Hansard then records that several members interjected, before Hon Alannah MacTiernan states — 
— to sit beyond the scheduled 2020 parliamentary year to consider the bill. 

If the Minister for Regional Development was present when Hon Peter Collier recently gave his Address-in-Reply 
speech, she would now know that the answer she gave at that time to Parliament was false. No such thing happened. 
There was no opposition refusal to sit beyond the scheduled 2020 parliamentary year to consider the bill. That is false. 
Since that time, no apology has been provided and there has been no retraction of the false remark. Yet, it is plain 
for Western Australians to see that today’s notice paper lists the Building and Construction Industry (Security of 
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Payment) Bill 2021 as order of the day 7, and buried below that, by the choice of the Leader of the House, is order 
of the day 11, “Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges — Review of the Standing Orders”. Despite the 
fact that chronologically order of the day 7 comes before order of the day 11, the Leader of the House has decided to 
elevate the latter order of the day to come first. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL CHAMBER — BREASTFEEDING 
Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) [5.22 pm]: Members, I rise to provide clarification to members on the 
ability for members to provide for the immediate needs of their infant children in the Legislative Council chamber. 
As members know, working in this place has its challenges, none more so than the hours that this Council sits. 
Recently, the Parliament has implemented measures to support parliamentarians with their child-caring commitments, 
including the provision of a family room. However, circumstances can and do arise whereby a member with 
child-caring responsibilities is required for urgent parliamentary business and may feel constrained from participating 
fully in debate due to their needs as a new parent. Although members have been able to care for their infant children 
in the Council chamber since 2012, it has always been subject to the discretion of the President or member presiding 
under standing order 97. This may have served as a barrier for members to care for their infant’s immediate need. 
This hesitancy could be the result of an interpretation of the standing orders that treats an infant of a member as 
a stranger for the purpose of the standing orders. In my view, such an interpretation is not correct. It is my ruling that 
an infant of a member is not a stranger for the purpose of the standing orders. Standing order 4 provides that in cases 
that are not provided for in the standing orders, the President is to determine a matter with reference to the custom 
and practice of the Council and may refer to parliamentary practice in other jurisdictions. In the absence of any 
standing orders, custom or practice relating to an infant of a member requiring care, and with reference to the practices 
in other Australian jurisdictions, I rule that a member may bring their infant onto the floor of the Council when 
providing for their immediate care. An infant being fed or otherwise requiring the care of the member is not required 
to leave the chamber during a division. Further, despite standing order 24, it is not disorderly for a member to 
leave the chamber with their infant at times when the President rises and speaks, if the need arises. My ruling does 
not affect my discretion or that of any other member presiding to maintain order in the chamber. I have consulted 
with the Deputy President and Deputy Chairs of Committees in relation to this matter, who will preside in accordance 
with this interpretation. 

MABO DAY 
Statement 

HON ROSIE SAHANNA (Mining and Pastoral) [5.25 pm]: Today is a very important date for Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander people around the nation. Today we welcome Mabo Day. Mabo Day marks the anniversary 
of the High Court decision in the famous Mabo case. The case is named after proud Torres Strait Islander man 
Eddie Koiki Mabo. Eddie was an activist for the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander community. He took part 
in the 1967 referendum and co-founded one of Australia’s first black community schools. He quickly became 
a prominent leader for the Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in Queensland. Unfortunately, Eddie passed 
away just five months before the High Court handed down its decision after a 10-year battle in the courts. On 
3 June 1992, the High Court overturned the myth that at the time of colonisation, Australia was claimed on the basis 
of terra nullius, a land belonging to no-one, and recognised the land rights of the Meriam people, the traditional 
owners of Murray Island, which include the islands of Mer, Dauar and Waier in the Torres Strait. The Mabo decision 
acknowledged the traditional rights of Indigenous people to their land and waters and paved the way for native 
title in Australia. It also recognised that Indigenous people occupied Australia for tens of thousands of years 
before the British arrived in 1788. Following the Mabo decision, the Australian Federal Parliament passed the 
Native Title Act 1993 that established a legal framework for native title claims throughout Australia by Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander people. 
Today we celebrate and remember Eddie’s fight for the recognition of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders’ 
ownership and rights to the land on which we stand. This year marks 29 years since the Mabo case decision and 
although we celebrate this great victory, it is hard to ignore the fact that our people are still fighting for recognition 
of our rights to land. Just last year in WA, we saw the destruction of the Juukan Gorge caves and we are still yet to 
pass the Aboriginal heritage bill. We still have a long way to go with native title; however, I can proudly stand here 
and say that it is from the hard work of Eddie Mabo and his peers that the many successful native title claims around 
the nation have flowed. Eddie’s fight highlights the struggle that we First Nations people face to defend our place and 
acknowledgement in this country. Eddie fought for his people’s rights right up until his death. His journey also shows 
how almost every aspect of his life was spent fighting for his people’s rights. This is a story that all First Nations 
people can relate to, as it is a path that all of us First Nations people end up having to take at some point in our lives. 
Today we acknowledge Eddie’s legacy. We thank him and his peers for taking action and we promise to keep 
fighting the good fight in ensuring true recognition of our rights to our traditional lands. 
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LOTTERYWEST GRANTS — VICTORY LIFE CENTRE 
Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [5.28 pm]: I have a couple of comments to make. I will be 
really, really disappointed if what I think is going to happen to this house after this is finished actually happens. If 
the Leader of the House takes us down this road, she will be taking us even lower than I ever, ever, ever imagined 
she would. 
Hon Donna Faragher: Two weeks in. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Yes. I just cannot believe it and I just despair where this chamber is going. I will not 
take too long. I must say that I will be away on urgent parliamentary business, unfortunately. I have committed to 
a police graduation at Joondalup, and I really want to be there. I cannot believe that the Labor Party is taking the 
Legislative Council down this path. 
Hon Dan Caddy made some comments last night with regard to my comments on Lotterywest. I would like to 
respond, and that is only appropriate, because I feel that my comments were worthy and justify a response.  
First, I do not recant one word of what I said on Tuesday night. Every single thing that I said on Tuesday night 
was completely factually accurate. It was based on answers to questions that I have received in this chamber and 
on FOI documents, so it was completely accurate. The honourable member also alluded to a couple of issues with 
the Lotterywest issue. I would like to point out to him that in addition to Lotterywest, I spent a considerable amount 
of my time talking about the lack of professionalism coming from the Premier’s office, particularly with regard 
to the response to questions. The member conveniently forgot to mention that. There was an insinuation in the 
member’s comments, and I hope he did not mean this, that somehow my motivation in the process that I have 
taken on the Lotterywest issue was sexist and I was doing it because Susan Hunt is a woman. If that is the case, 
that is completely factually incorrect. I would have taken this action if Paul Andrew were the CEO. It has nothing 
to do with Susan Hunt as an individual, as a woman, a man or however she identifies. It has nothing do to with 
that. I want to make that perfectly clear. 
I also point out that the honourable member mentioned that, from the goodness of his heart, he tried to get through 
to me to name any CEO from organisations that have a similar view to those of Margaret Court, and I could not 
name anyone. There are problems here. As I said at the time, he thought that that was somehow a smoking gun in 
my argument. I can say to the member that it is not. I say two things. First, the member perhaps needs to acquaint 
himself with standing order 50, which states that interjections are unparliamentary. Quite frankly, I did not understand 
what the member was saying at all, but it has no foundation with regard to the fact that I did not know the names 
of any CEOs from other organisations, as though that somehow diminishes what occurred with Margaret Court 
Community Outreach. 
I will go through that very briefly. I am sure members have better things to do with their time, but I suggest to 
members that if they want to go back and look at my speech, they will see that I went through the entire issue, and 
through all the questions I have asked and the number of the FOI documents—there are piles more; I can assure 
the member there are plenty more to come. 
On 25 May, I asked a question in this house of the Leader of the House representing the Premier. I was trying to 
work out whether there were other issues. I said in part — 

I refer to the Premier’s response to question without notice 117 asked on Thursday, 13 May 2021. 
(1) I refer to the following comment … 

When organisations complete their application are there guidelines that they get to 
review and can we point to the fact they don’t meet the guidelines as outlined in the 
application process as well? 

Do such guidelines exist in the application process; and, if so, where in any of the documentation 
is it required to be completed? 

The answer from the Premier’s office was — 
(1) Yes. The requirement is outlined on the Lotterywest website under “Grants”, “Supporting the 

Most Vulnerable”, “Crisis and Emergency Relief Assessment Criteria”, and then item 4, 
“Organisational capacity”. 

As I said on Tuesday, we need a street directory to actually find it. I challenge anyone to try to find whether there 
is anything that identifies that people have to adhere to a particular standard or to the attitudes of the Lotterywest 
board. It does not exist. Lotterywest simply got caught out. Look at all the FOI documents. Guidelines do not exist. 
It comes down to one sentence. Lotterywest’s whole argument is based on this one sentence. After twenty minutes, 
I actually found this line. It is the third dot point under item 4, “Organisational capacity”, which states — 

How will your organisation provide services according to good practice principles (for example, offering 
dignity, choice and ensuring services are inclusive and non-discriminatory)? 
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That does not say that an organisation will not get a grant if it does not adhere to Lotterywest values. Sorry; I am 
a little confused as to what the honourable member was talking about. But by his own assumption that means someone 
can have views that are contrary to the Lotterywest board but they cannot speak about them publicly. I could not 
quite work out the member’s logic there. My point in identifying this is that one person was identified, one person 
solely, and that was Margaret Court. If members saw all the FOI documents, they would understand why I would 
come to that conclusion. I can assure members that if I felt there was not anything there, I would not have pursued 
it. With due respect to the honourable member, his claim was without foundation. The guidelines just do not exist 
anywhere on the Lotterywest website. 
The second issue that I have is with the Premier’s office. I have had this issue for the last four years. As Leader of 
the Opposition, I asked a multitude of questions and I got some of the smug and juvenile responses we get from that 
office. It really makes you wonder. It makes you shake in disbelief. I asked a number of questions trying to work out 
from the Premier’s office what happened with this issue. The very first question I asked was whether any church 
had applied for Lotterywest grants et cetera. The response was — 

Decisions on grant applications from LotteryWest are made by the LotteryWest board, which is independent 
of Government. 

That was after, as I mentioned on Tuesday night, Lotterywest provided the Premier’s office with a response, but 
the Premier’s office then decided to give me the response that it is independent of the government, which is wrong. 
It is manifestly wrong. I pointed out to the Premier the next day that it was wrong according to—I will not go through 
it again because I read it in on Tuesday—the Lotteries Commission Act. He can have access to that information 
to answer parliamentary questions. I asked again why the Margaret Court Community Outreach operated by 
Victory Life Centre application was rejected. This is after another two questions, because they were trying to be 
too smart by half. The response was — 

The board expressed concerns about Lotterywest being associated with the public statements … by the 
organisation’s founder on gay and lesbian issues and on marriage equality. 

That was the response in its entirety. After I got all the FOI documents, as I mentioned on Tuesday, they referred 
to other issues again. When I asked the Premier again whether it was only one issue, he came back with — 

The proposal was rejected for a number of reasons, including concerns about Lotterywest being associated 
with these public statements. 

That is completely contrary to the first response I got. That is my point. The issue that I spent a significant amount 
of time on with my contribution regarded the professionalism of the Department of the Premier and Cabinet. The 
honourable member worked in that department. I do not know him very well at this stage; initial impressions are 
quite positive, but I am really disappointed with this. I really hope he was not responsible for any of these questions 
because if that is the standard he is going to bring into this chamber, he is not going to last long. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Where do you think he’s going to go? 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Look, those responses — 
Hon Dan Caddy interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: You were responsible for the answers. 
Hon Dan Caddy: I did not say that. I said I was not responsible for the questions. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: If the member was responsible for those answers, quite frankly, they were absolutely juvenile. 
If they came from the honourable member or some of his colleagues, he is not the one who has to answer for them 
because, of course, whose signature is on the bottom of them? It is the Premier’s. Who answers them in this place? It 
is the Leader of the House. The Premier agreed to it, so I can assume that the Premier thinks that is appropriate. 
The final thing Hon Dan Caddy said was that this bashing of Lotterywest has to stop. It will not stop. When 
Lotterywest stops this politicisation and when the Premier’s office becomes more professional, it will stop. Before 
that, it will not stop. As I said, I just felt I needed to respond to that. I appreciate the member’s comments but I simply 
do not agree with them. 

CURTIN WESLEY FOOTBALL CLUB — PINK TIGER DAY 
Statement 

HON STEPHEN PRATT (South Metropolitan) [5.38 pm]: On Saturday, 15 May, I was happy to join the 
member for South Perth, Geoff Baker, MLA, at Curtin University Wesley Football Club’s annual Pink Tiger Day. 
The event raised a phenomenal $61 000 for the McGrath Foundation. These funds place McGrath breast care 
nurses in communities like ours and across Australia. They greatly assist individuals, families and communities 
experiencing breast cancer. I congratulate Curtin Uni Wesley Football Club for their fundraising efforts, especially 
club president, Jesse Wilson, event organiser, Mark Hayter, and myriad wonderful volunteers who helped on the 
day. It was also great to run into some of their past and present star players like Andrew and Scott Harman and the 
rest of the Harman Family. 
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The club has also recently established an integrated team and a new women’s team. That is a fantastic opportunity 
for community development and the benefit that those new teams has brought to the club was evident on the day. 
Over the past 10 years, Curtin University Wesley Football Club has raised $372 000. They should be very proud 
of their efforts and community spirit. I look forward to attending and supporting this event in future years. 

FORMER MINISTERS AND STAFF — PRIVATE ENTERPRISE APPOINTMENTS 
Statement 

HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [5.40 pm]: As members heard in my inaugural speech, climate 
change is an issue that I care deeply about. As I said, this decade is critical to the reduction of emissions and for 
addressing the climate crisis. That is not just my view, but the view of the best climate scientists around the world, 
from the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change to NASA, and the CSIRO and the Royal Society. Here in WA, 
of course, we are already feeling the effects of climate change and we need to get moving on this issue. 
This is not a controversial or political statement; it is just a scientific one. There is a tipping point on climate change 
and, unfortunately, WA is probably doing more than any other state in Australia in catapulting us towards that tipping 
point. We still do not have a legislated new energy target or a legislated net-zero emissions target, yet our emissions 
are set to grow quickly. One key reason for that will be Woodside’s $16 billion Scarborough LNG project in the 
north west of WA, which, as reported today, will be Australia’s biggest fossil fuel project and more polluting than 
the Adani mine and which is before our government for approval. 
For those who do not know much about this, it is a project that will access a resource lying beneath the seabed, 
435 kilometres offshore between Exmouth and Karratha. Woodside proposes to drill to release the gas so it can be 
taken via a pipeline to the Pluto plant on the Burrup Peninsula to be liquefied for export. This will double Pluto’s 
size and extend the facility’s life to 2055, and take us well beyond our target of reaching net-zero emissions. 
A decision on this final component is expected any day now from Amber-Jade Sanderson, Western Australia’s 
Minister for Environment and our first Minister for Climate Action. I am very pleased that we have a climate action 
minister, but as the minister deliberates this week, over at Woodside, Ben Wyatt has just been appointed to its board, 
only three months after stepping down as WA’s Treasurer. Let me repeat: the person who was the Treasurer less 
than three months ago has now moved on to the Woodside board just as the government is making decisions about 
Woodside’s controversial Scarborough project, Australia’s biggest fossil fuel project. 
I am not sure whether this kind of practice increases the trust that Western Australians have in their democracy. I want 
to be very clear: in no way am I attacking Ben Wyatt. I like Ben and I have worked closely with Ben over the years 
on many things, and taking on this role on the Woodside board is entirely lawful. Instead, I am making a statement 
about how our laws in this regard should and must be better. 
My friend and former MLC Alison Xamon has long called for a mandatory two-year waiting period for when 
former senior government officials and staff can work for industry groups and vice versa. I am continuing her work 
of raising the issue in this place. 
I appreciate that Perth is a small town and that it can be hard to find local expertise, but problematic conflicts of 
interest emerge when former government ministers take positions on major corporates in our community, and it needs 
to be managed. They managed to do this all around the world. For example, in New South Wales former ministers 
are required to take a mandatory two-year break before working for any organisations involved in major planning 
and development issues. In Canada, public officials must wait five years before they can work on behalf of 
a corporation that frequently lobbies government. Nearly every state legislature in the United States has a mandatory 
cooling off period for state officials of at least one year. In Florida it is actually a six-year break. A mandatory 
waiting period between senior government roles and senior industry ones is just the first of a long list of necessary 
reforms to increase transparency in WA politics. If the community is to feel confident that decisions are genuinely 
being made in the interest of people and our planet, WA must also establish a reasonable waiting period between 
holding office and moving into senior positions in industry—I would add: especially when it concerns Australia’s 
biggest and most polluting fossil fuel project. Thank you. 

PARLIAMENTARY QUESTIONS 
Statement 

HON DAN CADDY (North Metropolitan) [5.45 pm]: I will speak very briefly. No-one will be surprised to know 
that it is in response to the contribution from Hon Peter Collier. I wish he had stayed in the chamber because — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon DAN CADDY: He did say that he is out on urgent parliamentary business. He did say that he was happy to go for 
the jugular and then have a cup of tea with me later. I hope that does happen. That was in his speech the other night. 
I want to say a few things. First off the bat, I was not in any way accusing and would not ever accuse the honourable 
member of being sexist. That was not my intent, so I want to put that on the record. The honourable member spoke 
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tonight about the responses from the Premier’s office and I want to reflect on what he said the other night about 
the Premier’s office and the responses he was getting. The issue I have—for new members who have never been 
involved, this is how the process of answering questions works—is that he talked about an answer he got in which 
the Premier said, quite rightly, that the board of Lotterywest is independent. He then referred to a copy of an email 
he had in which the agency had provided an answer and the answer he received in this place was different from 
the answer provided by the agency. 
I urge members not to be taken in by this attempt to conflate these two processes, which have absolutely nothing 
to do with each other. Hon Peter Collier is extremely experienced and he understands perfectly well the process 
I am talking about. When any minister is asked a question they will, generally, get advice from their agency on 
how to answer that question. This is how it works. To be completely clear, the answer provided in the chamber—
Hon Peter Collier said this himself—is to Parliament and from the minister. It is up to the minister to decide how 
he or she chooses to answer that question. I would say that it would be a dereliction of duty of any minister if they 
simply signed off on an answer that arrived from the agency without looking at it. This is not how our system of 
government works. One of the cornerstones of our system of government is ministerial accountability and that is 
one of the very important parts of that. If it were the case that that simply happened, they would not be called 
“parliamentary questions”, they would simply be called “agency questions” and ministers would not be required 
to review them. I take issue with him conflating those two very important but very different processes. 
I will simply finish by saying that I appreciate that the honourable member just said the bashing of Lotterywest 
will not stop. Nor will the defence. 
Hon Nick Goiran: I don’t think he said that. 
Hon DAN CADDY: He did say that. 
Hon Nick Goiran: He said “bashing”? 
Hon DAN CADDY: Yes, he did say that. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Honourable member, you can check the Hansard at a future date 
Hon DAN CADDY: I will finish by saying that neither will defence of this hardworking agency stop. 

TAMIL LADIES CLUB OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA 
Statement 

HON KATE DOUST (South Metropolitan) [5.49 pm]: I rise tonight to put on the record my thanks to the 
Tamil Ladies Club of Western Australia. This organisation has been in place for over 20 years. During my time 
as a member of Parliament, particularly in the South Metropolitan Region, I was very pleased to have had a long 
relationship with this group of amazing women from a variety of countries around the world who represent the 
Tamil community. The club was set up to provide support to a range of other organisations in our community that 
were in need. On a regular basis, it has organised some amazing events to raise money for those communities. The 
club has held two events this year, one of which I was very pleased to sponsor, on 27 March. It was held at the 
South Perth Community Hall. A couple of hundred people attended. It was classed as “A night of elegance”. 
A number of young women got together and organised, as is very popular now, clothing from a range of op shops 
around Perth. To put it into context, the whole idea was to repurpose and re-use clothing that people ordinarily cast 
aside. It was a lovely evening. The club raised a significant amount of money—more than $10 000—that night. 
The beneficiary of that event was the Haven Centre in Victoria Park. The Haven has been in Vic Park for a couple 
of years. It is run by an amazing woman named Joan Sutherland. The Haven provides food and other services to 
members of the homeless community in and around that area. It puts together a significant number of prepped 
meals—it was particularly busy during the COVID-19 pandemic—to provide to those families. At a recent event, 
Joan was saying that more than 200 families were the beneficiaries of their hard work. 
The event on 27 March organised by the Tamil Ladies Club was a fashion parade. It was very interesting, with not 
only women presenting, but also a number of men. It was very clever to source the garments and send out the 
message about repurposing clothing. It is similar to other events run by the Tamil Ladies Club over the years, when 
they have repurposed saris and involved fashion students from Bentley TAFE. The ladies need to be acknowledged 
for the work they have done. In the past, their support has been aimed at the St John of God Murdoch Community 
Hospice, the Royal Perth Hospital burns unit, the Autism Association of Western Australia, the Women’s Council 
for Domestic and Family Violence Services WA and, in 2019, Alzheimer’s WA. 
There is a pattern of outstandingly positive behaviour from this group of women who are always thinking outside 
the box about how they can do something different and give back to the community. I know that they are very active. 
A significant number of women have taken roles in that voluntary organisation over the years. I want to acknowledge 
a couple of those women who have continued to maintain their engagement for a long time. We all know how 
difficult it is for volunteers to give up their time freely and to continue their engagement over an extended period. 
Women such as Pushpa Subramaniam, Ambiga Selvendra, Ambiga’s daughter Asha and a number of other women 
have continued to be involved and come up with great ideas to give back to the community. I want to acknowledge 
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the contribution of a number of women on the current executive because I know how much effort they put into 
this very significant event that was held in South Perth. I acknowledge current president Prema Nair, vice president 
Maha Arulsingam, and the secretary of the Tamil Ladies Club, Jagatheswary “Jaga” Namebeley. On this occasion, 
because it was also their twentieth anniversary, all past presidents were in attendance and there was a significant 
acknowledgement of their contribution to the organisation. 
The club held another function, which was held more recently on 22 May in Brentwood in the south metro electorate. 
Joan Sutherland from the Haven was acknowledged for her hard work and contribution to that event. On that occasion, 
Joan gave a briefing to the participants on the very valuable and important work that the Haven does for the 
community. That is something that we can all support. I hope we do support it because its work is becoming more 
and more challenging. Members of this chamber provide ongoing support to the Haven and certainly value the 
contribution it makes.  
Members, I wanted to put on record tonight the longevity of the Tamil Ladies Club of Western Australia and to 
acknowledge the value and contribution that they continue to make in supporting organisations by raising money 
to assist charities. They always do it in a very constructive manner. They are a creative group of women. They try 
to do things a little bit differently and to get a whole range of people involved in their events. Their events are very 
positive and uplifting. I know that members will appreciate this—not only new members but those members who 
have been around for a while—but whenever members attend these events, particularly the Tamil Ladies Club 
events, they can expect a fantastic feed. Good food is a great way of celebrating and this is always attached to their 
events. This event also contained a significant musical event. 
I just wanted to say thank you very much to that group. I am very pleased to be able to support them. I look forward 
to their next event and to their ongoing community contribution. They are an organisation that we can be very proud 
of. Certainly, they are well regarded in the Tamil community, and we should say thank you very much to them for 
the great work they do for all of us. 

SUNDAY ENTERTAINMENTS REPEAL BILL 2021 
Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Regional Development), 
read a first time. 

Second Reading 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Regional Development) [5.57 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
Today I introduce the Sunday Entertainments Repeal Bill 2021. The bill will repeal the Sunday Entertainments 
Act 1979, which restricts the keeping, opening or use of premises for paid public entertainment or amusement on 
Sundays, Christmas Day or Good Friday unless the minister has issued a permit or granted a general exemption to 
allow a place to open on those days. 
Since 1979, ministers of successive governments have granted permanent exemptions for paid entertainment on 
Sundays and short-term permits on Christmas Day and Good Friday. Permanent exemption notices published in the 
Government Gazette and permits issued in writing allow cinemas, sporting events, live music performances, carnivals, 
festivals and the like to operate. Requests for exemptions or permits are not contested and are granted as a matter of 
routine. In recent years, most applications for short-term exemptions are to allow cinemas, ice rinks, snooker centres, 
cultural festivals and sporting events which charge for entry to operate on Good Friday. In 2019, a permit was granted 
for an AFL match featuring the West Coast Eagles to be held on Good Friday with over 40 000 spectators in attendance. 
Through Streamline WA, the McGowan government has made a commitment to improve the quality of regulation 
and remove regulation that is no longer relevant. The process of having to apply for an exemption places an 
unnecessary administrative burden on businesses. Government agencies costs are also incurred in the process; for 
example, there is a requirement to publish exemption notices in the Government Gazette and issue permits in writing. 
The Sunday Entertainments Act is out of step with contemporary community practices and attitudes towards 
holding paid entertainment, sports events and amusements on those days. In summary, the act is no longer relevant 
and should be repealed. Some members may recall that legislation to repeal the act was previously brought before 
Parliament. On both occasions, the repeal bills lapsed due to the proroguing of Parliament before the state elections 
in 2017 and 2021. 
Pursuant to standing order 126(1) I advise that this bill is not a uniform legislation bill. It does not ratify or give 
effect to an intergovernmental or multilateral agreement to which the government of the state is a party; nor does the 
bill, by reason of the subject matter, introduce a uniform scheme or uniform laws throughout the commonwealth. 
I commend the bill to the house and I table the explanatory memorandum. 
[See paper 258.] 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110258c0ad2bbf7f5176c53482586e9003bab50/$file/tp-258.pdf
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ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [6.00 pm] — without notice: I move — 
That the house at its rising this evening adjourn until a date and time 60 minutes from the time the 
Council rises. 

To explain that motion to the house, the proposition, if it is agreed to, will mean that when we rise we will adjourn 
for 60 minutes. That will give the staff time to prepare a notice paper for us to resume. The purpose of resuming 
is to deal with the motion before the house on the review of the standing orders. As I said before, as I understand 
it, there is one speaker left to speak on the motion to refer. I am advised that there are two amendments that might 
be moved as one amendment. I know what those amendments are; they go to extending the period of time within 
which the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges should report. It is possible for us to deal with this in 
a sensible and timely fashion and get away at a reasonable hour. That is in the hands of the house, so I put the 
motion before members. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [6.01 pm]: I earlier asked the honourable Leader of the House 
whether she could indicate to us two things. Once again, arrogantly, neither has been provided. I asked earlier whether 
the very experienced member opposite could indicate whether she had seen this kind of thing happen before. There 
was no response—arrogant as usual. The second thing I asked was for the government and the Leader of the House 
to adhere to the normal process, which is to go behind the chair and have a discussion about an outcome. 
Hon Darren West: You’re not the leader. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Sorry? I did not think so. The member is welcome to contribute to the debate. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, member. Continue to focus on the debate rather than to potential interjections, or invite 
interjections. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: You know what will happen, the — 
The PRESIDENT: Order, member! 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The second thing I asked the Leader of the House to indicate was whether we could go 
behind the chair, follow the normal processes and have a discussion so that there can be a sensible outcome. The 
Leader of the House instead keeps talking about things happening in a proper process, but does not indicate whether 
the government agrees with the proposed foreshadowed amendments. I agree with the Leader of the House that 
we would be able to wrap this up pretty quickly. In actual fact, we would already have been able to do it. All the 
Leader of the House would have had to indicate to the Leader of the Opposition is whether there is agreement on the 
amendments, yet we still have this arrogant attitude from her. It goes to the very heart of the way this forty-first 
Parliament is going to be conducted. The matter before the house at the moment is a motion without notice for 
a special adjournment. By the end of this process, members will become quite expert in the standing orders. I draw 
their attention to standing order 5(5)(c) because that is where we are at the moment. Members opposite, who seem 
very enthusiastic about this matter, especially Hon Darren West, might want to familiarise themselves with the 
very standing orders they seek to review on an urgent basis. That particular standing order provides — 

(5) At the conclusion of Members’ Statements, — 
Which we have just had — 

no further business shall be transacted by the Council, except — 
Three different things are then listed. As it happens, two of those three things have occurred. The one that has not 
is (a), which states — 

at the discretion of the President, a further 10 minutes of Members’ Statements, during which a Member 
who has not made a Member’s Statement may respond to a matter raised by another Member during 
Members’ Statements; 

That is a little bit like Hon Dan Caddy, who wanted to respond to a statement that had been made by Hon Peter Collier. 
Had time run out, he might have been able to avail himself of that opportunity. As it happened, there was ample time 
and there was no problem with the member making a statement in the ordinary course, but that would have been 
available to him under standing order 5(5)(a). 
The President kindly read a message to the house stating that a new bill has been provided. No doubt the government 
will let us know at particular moments in time, when it suits the McGowan government, whether this bill, like 
others, is urgent and what level of priority it should get. It is not as urgent as this particular matter in which we are 
taking extraordinary measures. Pursuant to standing order 5(5)(b), we are able to receive messages in this particular 
instance. It states — 

the receipt of Messages and, in the case of a Bill received from the Assembly, the moving of its second 
reading by the Member in charge of the Bill … 
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That is exactly what the honourable Minister for Regional Development has done for us. 

Lastly, there is this opportunity under standing order 5(5)(c) — 

a motion for the Council to adjourn until a date and/or time different than provided for by (1). 

Again, I encourage members to become familiar with suborder (1), since it is one of the various orders that members 
are seeking to review on an urgent basis. It states — 

Unless otherwise ordered and subject to Standing Order 6, the Council shall meet for business on the days 
and at the times as follows — 

Tuesday   2.00pm 

Wednesday  1.00pm 

Thursday  10.00am 

In other words, the ordinary course would be that as soon as members’ statements have concluded, no other business 
is to be transacted and the next occasion the house would sit would be the next scheduled sitting Tuesday at 2.00 pm. 
That particular Tuesday would be in accordance with standing order 6, which sets out the annual sitting schedule. 

There is a reason why all that is done, particularly for regional members, but the arrogant Leader of the House 
does not care about that. She does not care about the processes of Parliament and she does not care about the restraints 
on regional members. She is quite happy to go home to Southlands or Willetton, or wherever else it is in the South 
Metropolitan Region—Victoria Park. She is quite happy to wander down the road, but for the regional members—
do not worry about them. That is notwithstanding the fact that the Leader of the House’s party currently has 
absolute control of Parliament, both chambers, and that in due time, following the ordinary rules of the Parliament—
as has been the case for years and years and years, including when the member opposite was on this side—she will 
be able to get exactly what she wants. But not today; instead, the Leader of the House has thrown all her toys out of 
the cot and said, “I’ve had enough. I’d like to come back later on Thursday.” What a joke! 

The Leader of the House has been here for, what is it, 20 years? Tell us: how many times has the Leader of the House 
seen this happen? After members’ statements, we have seen bills read in—yes, we have—and we have seen, of 
course, messages taken. We have seen some members needing to stand to respond to something else. But have we 
seen, in the ordinary course of events, a government so arrogant that it cannot have the patience to wait a little longer 
for the ordinary processes to take place? Have we seen that? Have we seen a situation in which the government 
said, “Let’s come back in an hour on a Thursday; stuff the regional members”? Have we heard a government do 
that? I have been here 12 years; I have not seen that. But maybe with the honourable member’s additional eight years, 
she can let us know whether she has had that experience and relied upon it to say, “This is a great idea. This is 
a great new convention that is going to take place.” In the fullness of time it will be called the “Ellery provision”. 
That will be the nickname for this particular new provision. It is the provision that throws away the standing orders 
and says, “Don’t worry about regional members; we will just ask them to stay back.”  

Members who have not been here for long might be interested to know this particular member, as I recall vividly, 
one morning decided to, once again, get the toys and throw them out of the cot—metaphorically speaking—
because it was too early in the morning. She proceeded to tell us that a family member had contacted her saying that 
if the debate was going to continue, they were going to contact WorkSafe, because according to her the conditions 
were unsafe. She told us that after all the toys had been thrown out of the cot! Here we are again, on 3 June 2021, and 
it is a different story. While she is getting ready to set off to the departure lounge, to the retirement lounge, she 
does not worry about the processes. She does not worry about Hon Pierre Yang who wants to have a long career 
here. She does not worry about that young ambitious man or note that these particular processes will affect his 
long career. The Leader of the House does not worry about that because she is off to the departure lounge; that is 
her attitude. 

It is so disappointing. When Hon Peter Collier spoke before, one could hear the heart of his message. He could not 
believe that this was happening. I am talking about a very honourable man who for years has worked cooperatively 
and constructively with the member opposite. The work of governments of different persuasions has always been 
facilitated in due course in accordance with the rules. Think of it this way, honourable members: you have the 
strongest football team ever to be assembled in the AFL and the rules allow you to have more players on the ground 
than the other team, so you know you are going to win the game, but you say, “You know what? That’s not good 
enough. I would still like to change the rules further.” That is what is going on here. For those members who 
understand a little bit about football and maybe not so much about the standing orders, that is what is happening 
at the moment. And it is all because a very experienced member opposite has decided to throw all her toys out of 
the cot. No wonder Hon Peter Collier said what he said earlier. It is regrettable that a very experienced member cannot 
contribute to this debate because he is away on urgent parliamentary business. Why would he not be away on urgent 
parliamentary business? He, like the rest of the members of this house, would have planned his time in accordance 
with the standing orders that Hon Pierre Yang loves so much. That is not unreasonable. 
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As is the case of the staff of the Legislative Council. While the Leader of the House is on her phone, she might text 
her friends at WorkSafe to let them know what is going on and report herself. I do not think she will because her 
arrogance is so great. It is appalling. Consequently, President, in the future, as a result of the actions taken by the 
Leader of the House, any government at any particular time and on any particular day, after members’ statements, 
can play a stupid game and say, “Let’s come back in an hour’s time.” 
I am unaware of the level of consultation that has taken place, but past history tells me that the level of consultation 
with this particular member is close to nil, and today has been an excellent demonstration of that. For members 
who have not necessarily been briefed, inevitably at the conclusion of this debate, the Leader of the House will 
dictate to all the compliant members opposite—they are compliant because they do not want to end up like 
Hon Adele Farina—that they pass this motion. Once they have been whipped up by the Leader of the House and the 
motion is passed, we will have a little adjournment. Members will have a nice time while they wait for 60 minutes. 
Actually, they will probably wait for about 55 minutes, because in about 55 minutes, they will hear those bells ringing, 
and in the quaint tradition of the Legislative Council, unlike the other house, our bells go for a full five minutes and 
members will get to hear them for a full five minutes until those 60 minutes have expired, and then we will all come 
back again. We will continue with the farce and pretence that it is a new sitting day—a new sitting session. 
I would like the Leader of the House to indicate some things to us before we conclude this matter; otherwise, I suspect 
we might have a range of other speakers from the opposition. She who is so keen to have this matter dealt with in 
a timely fashion might want to courteously respond to some of these basic matters. What matters on the ordinary 
order of business will be transacted in this new session? Will it include an ordinary 30 minutes for question time? 
I have questions I did get not a chance to ask today because the Leader of the House decided that she wanted the 
ordinary business of the house to be resumed, as is her right and the normal custom. The Leader of the House did 
not do anything wrong, strange or uncustomary there. Just after five o’clock she decided she had had enough. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Maybe we could do the jobs motion. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is indeed an interesting point, Hon Martin Aldridge, because, of course, today is 
Thursday and normally on Thursday we would get an opportunity for non-government business. Does that apply 
today, Leader of the House? Has she given any of this any thought whatsoever or is the arrogance so high, so great, 
while she gets ready for the departure lounge, that she just does not care about any of this anymore? Is that what is 
going on? I am grateful that the Leader of the House has at least given us the opportunity to have 60 minutes, because 
members who are interested may want to start drafting some notices of questions. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: Notices of motion. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: No doubt, the Leader of the House will have already instructed some of her colleagues to 
continue to launch more notices of motion on the notice paper, so I look forward to staying here until midnight 
while that happens. 
While the Leader of the House respectfully sits there in silence, as she should, because it would be unruly to interject, 
I say to her that what has happened today is entirely her decision. I am not blaming any of the other colleagues here. 
It is entirely at the Leader of the House’s feet. She has trashed the traditions of this place. I know that for new 
members this will all be a bizarre, bizarre introduction to the Legislative Council, and I understand that. I would be 
exactly the same if I were them. How peculiar this might be. But I know that some members who have been here 
long enough know better in their heart of hearts. Even though they cannot express it, they know that this is a disgrace 
and that there is one person to blame and that person’s name is Hon Sue Ellery, the member for South Metropolitan 
Region, the most experienced, senior member opposite. That is what we are dealing with. 
When we come back in the fullness of time, President, I look forward to you reading the prayers. We will once again 
do an acknowledgement of country, as we did earlier today, and then we will proceed with the ordinary business. 
I suspect that there will be no condolence motions, but I also suspect that if Hon Peter Collier were here, he might 
be inclined to move a condolence motion for the privileges of the Legislative Council that have been absolutely 
trashed and killed by Hon Sue Ellery today. Regrettably, I will not have time to deal with any petitions. I imagine 
the Minister for Regional Development must be getting really wound up by now. We know she is right on the edge; 
she is ready to boil. Bear with us, Minister for Regional Development; you are going to have a short, 55-minute break 
any moment. I imagine, in the usual way, she will stand and give one of her statements. She is quite a prolific reader 
of ministerial statements, and I say that in a congratulatory tone; she is doing her work, informing the house of her 
business. I do not know whether the hardworking, long-suffering—now I think long-suffering—parliamentary 
secretary to the Attorney General will finally table the report that we are waiting on that was prepared in May last 
year. We have been waiting all week for it. Every time there are papers for tabling we wait for it, but it is nowhere 
to be seen. It is not his fault; it is because the Attorney General has obviously not instructed him to do it or has 
instructed him to sit on it. Maybe that is another good reason the Leader of the House’s motion should be supported, 
so that we can attend to that before midnight tonight. We certainly would not want to go on into the wee hours of 
the morning, because we know how he feels about that. There is also an opportunity for members to take advantage 
of the other notice provisions in the ordinary order of business. 
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I certainly hope that if the arrogant Leader of the House refuses to provide answers to some of these basic questions, 
the President, in her capacity, will provide guidance to the house on exactly what type of business will be transacted 
when we return later this evening, and, in particular, whether there will be any non-government business and how 
that might be transacted in circumstances in which there has been an inability to give notice. I do not have the 
roster at my ready disposal, but I do know that the members from the Legalise Cannabis WA Party were rostered 
today on non-government business. I have a funny feeling that the next party rostered is actually the Liberal Party, 
and I do not want any nonsense from this Leader of the House—the arrogant member opposite—suggesting that 
somehow the Liberal Party is going to miss out on non-government business because it has not provided anything 
within the requisite period of time, in the next 55 to 60 minutes. We need to know the answer to that. We do not 
expect to miss out on non-government business due to this obscene trickery from the master of shiftiness, the 
Leader of the House. It is not right for the opposition to miss out on non-government business just because the 
Leader of the House wants to play these really pointless games. The numbers of the house sweeping around here 
speak for themselves. They mean that if the government wants to change the standing orders at some point in time, 
it is going to be able to do it. If it wants to have the matter referred to the Standing Committee on Procedure and 
Privileges, it is going to be able to do it, but it is going to have to do it in accordance with the normal rules. The 
normal rules are not good enough for the member opposite. 
President, as I conclude, I ask that if the arrogant Leader of the House is unwilling to provide guidance on what 
might be on the order of business for the second session that will supposedly take place on Thursday, 3 June, that 
you, as President, in your capacity of maintaining the order of the Council in accordance with standing order 4—
another standing order that members might want to familiarise themselves with, given they are so keen to have them 
reviewed as urgent business—might provide some guidance to the house on what will be transacted. In particular, 
from my perspective, I am interested to know about non-government business and question time. 
Question put and passed. 

House adjourned at 6.24 pm 
__________ 



 

 

Legislative Council 

Thursday, 3 June 2021 
             

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) took the chair at 7.24 pm, read prayers and acknowledged country. 
BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE 

Motion 
On motion without notice by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House), resolved — 

That the Council proceed forthwith to orders of the day. 
ORDERS OF THE DAY 

Motion 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [7.27 pm] — without notice: I move — 

That orders of the day 1 to 6 be taken after order of the day 12. 
Point of Order 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The motion that has just been moved, albeit on face value successfully by the Leader of the 
House, is a suspension of standing orders. I accept that that can be moved at any time, but it is not in accordance 
with the standing orders for us to have a motion of that sort. The normal process would be to proceed with petitions. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, the honourable member has moved a point of order. I draw members’ attention to 
standing order 14(1), which states — 

Unless otherwise ordered, the Council shall proceed with formal business each sitting day … 
The Council has been otherwise ordered through the motion that has just passed the house. There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Question put and passed. 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES 
Standing Orders Review — Motion 

Resumed from 3 June on the following motion moved by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House) — 
(1) That the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges be required to undertake a review of 

the standing orders with a view to — 
(a) modernising the procedures of the house; and 
(b) reviewing and adopting best practice from other upper house chambers in Australian 

Parliaments, including the Australian Senate. 
(2) The committee make recommendations for new and amended standing orders. 
(3) The committee is to report to the house no later than 10 August 2021. 
(4) The committee is to provide an interim report on recommendations for speaking time limits by 

22 June 2021. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [7.30 pm]: Thank you, President, for 
the opportunity to make a few brief comments on the motion before the house. I will just go through this motion, 
which states — 

(1) That the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges be required to undertake a review of 
the standing orders with a view to — 
(a) modernising the procedures of the house; and 
(b) reviewing and adopting best practice from other upper house chambers in Australian 

Parliaments, including the Australian Senate. 
They may or not be best practice, but the opposition has no problem with that. The opposition agrees that looking 
for best practice is always a good thing. The opposition agrees that we should always be prepared to review the 
things that we do. The opposition has never had a problem with the first parts of this motion. Paragraph (2) states —  

(2) The committee make recommendations for new and amended standing orders. 
Could I be bothered trying to seek an amendment to that, I would suggest that it should read that “the committee make 
recommendations for new or amended standing orders”, because the way it is written suggests that there is obviously 
an issue that will be fixed. Perhaps we might consider the opportunity that the standing orders cannot be materially 
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improved in the way that the government thinks it can. I would have actually preferred that. Those things make some 
sense, President. The problem that confronts us, though, and it is a problem of the convergence of trust and agenda, in 
my view, comes to us because of the way it has been presented in paragraphs (3) and (4) of the motion, which state — 

(3) The committee is to report to the house no later than 10 August 2021. 

That is for the entire report on all the standing orders — 

(4) The committee is to provide an interim report on recommendations for speaking time limits by 
22 June 2021. 

That is just under three weeks away. It has been said by various members in this house that the last time the 
standing orders were looked at in some degree of depth was about 10 years ago, and the entire process to review 
the standing orders of the Legislative Council took two years. I would have said that it was immensely optimistic 
to suggest that we could go through the entire process in a couple of short months, because by the time this review 
gets together, it would have the rest of June, July and perhaps a smidgen of August in front of a particularly busy 
committee that may have many other things to examine. But to suggest that the interim report about speaking times 
be done in three weeks is frankly unbelievable. 
I go to the comments in the introduction and I must say that most of the comments by the mover of the motion related 
to seeming to want to restrict time frames. I would have thought that in the first instance, the debate should have been 
much more about making this the best set of standing orders the house can have—that should be the focus—and, as 
a part of that, potentially looking at the speaking time frames. I do not understand the urgency of that, unless it is perhaps 
that the government has some urgent bits of legislation that it would like to deal with under a new set of standing 
orders. I know that it has been brought up before by various members, but could it be the case that the government 
might like to rush through some legislation in relation to electoral reform of the upper house, for example? 

It might be the case that the government would want to rush that legislation through without giving the opposition 
the full amount of time available in which to prosecute the argument on behalf of, let us say, the regional community 
of Western Australia. I can well imagine that that could happen. I was in the other house—the house that shall not 
be named—back in 2005 when the first piece of legislation we debated was to take eight seats out of the regional 
areas in the lower house and place them in the metropolitan area. I suspect that one of the things I will be doing very 
soon is debating a very similar piece of legislation in the Legislative Council. 

In my view, it would help the progress of this motion if the focus of the mover of the motion, the Leader of the House, 
was on improving the standards of the house rather than, quite obviously, a bent agenda, if you will, of reducing 
the speaking time frame. I listened fairly carefully, as I tend to do, to the Leader of the House. To support that agenda 
of reducing the time frame, the Leader of the House gave us a demonstration of the relative performance, I guess, 
of various upper house chambers around Australia. I think she thought that would be in support of her cause. I stopped 
to think. In 2017, yes, the New South Wales and Victorian upper houses passed 69 pieces of legislation each, and 
this house passed 22. I remind members that 2017 was an election year. I remember that election very well, because 
that is when I came into this place. That meant that, effectively, not much happened before the middle of May, which 
is normal for an election year. I think the Parliament came back on 10 May. The time we had in which to operate 
was two-thirds of a normal year. We might argue that we could perhaps have done a bit more than pass 22 bills in 
that period of time, but it was two-thirds of a normal year. 

In the following year, 2018, according to the minister’s own numbers, the Western Australian Legislative Council 
passed 44 pieces of legislation, compared with 49 in Victoria. I would not have thought that was a crisis, to be honest. 
New South Wales did particularly well with 93 pieces of legislation. I presume that the New South Wales’ Liberal 
government was immensely effective in that period of time and probably came up with some very good legislation 
that did not require significant amendment. In 2019, New South Wales fell back. It got off that higher level and 
dropped back to 24 pieces of legislation, which matched Western Australia’s 24 pieces of legislation, and Victoria 
jumped up to 50. What happened in 2019, members? We had the voluntary assisted dying legislation. Do members 
know what? That took a fair bit of time. That was a fairly important piece of legislation. That took a few weeks for 
us to get through. I make no apology on behalf of the Legislative Council for doing proper scrutiny of legislation, 
which is our job, and getting through that legislation not as quickly as the government would prefer. Funnily 
enough, the VAD legislation took a fair bit of time. I note that in 2020, according to the Leader of the House, this 
house got through 50 pieces of legislation, which was the highest number of any of the groups. In 2019, we had 
24 in Western Australia and New South Wales, and 50 in Victoria. That was great for Western Australia, considering 
we had the VAD legislation. In 2020, guess what? We matched Victoria from the year before. 

I find offensive the supposition that this Legislative Council is not doing its job and is simply holding up legislation. 
That is not the fact. It is not the truth. This Legislative Council has in the past been doing the job that the people of 
Western Australia expect it to do. They expect this house to provide proper scrutiny. It is not as though the legislation 
that we are presented with is perfect. There are lots of things that need to be fixed. It always amuses me—perhaps 
someone who has been around longer than me can remember—but I thought that the record for making a speech 
in this house was still held by Hon Ken Travers. No, not Ken Travers? Perhaps it was Hon Tom Stephens. Does 
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anybody remember the longest speech by Hon Tom Stephens? I think the record is actually held by members of the 
Labor Party in opposition. It is not unusual. I am not averse to giving a reasonably long speech myself, as members 
who have been around for a while would know. 
The poor old Minister for Mental Health, who represents the Treasurer in this place, has had to sit through most 
of them so he probably deserves another gold star, but I think that those are very important speeches. I will give 
members a hint. I do not actually write speech notes; I write the things that I think are important in dot-point form. 
It can take a fair while to get through them; particularly if I think this government is doing the wrong thing in a budget, 
I fully expect to take the time to drag out those issues. That is the job that I do for the state of Western Australia. To 
suggest that there is an issue with holding up legislation in this chamber is rubbish. I am sick to death of government 
members in the other place running around putting out in the media that all this legislation would have been passed 
if only the opposition and the Legislative Council had done its job. What absolute garbage. We passed 50 pieces 
of legislation last year and that equalled the best of the year before. We did it because the COVID legislation was 
important and, in fact, we probably curtailed some of our examination and gave the government the opportunity 
to get its legislation through in a timely manner. The Legislative Council did its job properly. 
We are not going to rubberstamp what the government does. We have no intention of rubberstamping what the 
government does. It makes far too many errors. I am sure the Minister for Mental Health is aware of this example 
because we will debate the Supply Bill in the not-too-distant future. The first day the Premier, who is also the Treasurer, 
stood up and read a bill into the Legislative Assembly a few weeks ago—guess what? In a four-clause bill with 
a half-page explanatory memorandum, the explanatory memorandum was wrong. I pointed out in the briefing that 
the government had made an error. It was a mistake with where it put things. It was only $15 billion in the wrong 
year, but that is not bad for the government. A $15 billion error is pretty close! It is a rounding error. This year’s 
and next year’s iron ore royalties will probably cover it so we will be okay. 
Do members know what the Treasurer did? We were also discussing the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill and 
we had asked for additional information to shorten the time frame. Precisely what I said in that briefing was that the 
best thing the advisers could do to assist the passage of this legislation was to give the opposition as much information 
as they were willing to give. The more information that they gave us, the less we would have to search for. The 
advisers said that is a great idea and we should do that. Government members will have a spreadsheet that has everything 
in it in detail. No doubt when we considered the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill the minister’s advisers 
had it in detail and could pull it out, and members on this side could ask key, important, localised questions and the 
information was sitting in that Excel spreadsheet, which is fantastic. That is what is supposed to happen. The more 
the government gives us in advance, the better we can operate and the faster the legislation goes through. That bill 
went through the lower house in a couple of hours and the upper house in about three. That gave the opposition and 
the crossbench the capacity to jump up and ask important questions about issues in their electorates and in portfolios 
about which they cared. That is working. That important piece of legislation had two hours in the lower house and 
three hours in the upper house—gone, done. How on earth is it that this house is holding up legislation? 
I am sick of hearing about all the bills that we have apparently held up because do members know what? None of 
the ones that the government is talking about was on the list of a dozen that were important pieces of legislation 
the government wanted to get through at the end of last year. Absolute rubbish! Absolute garbage! This is the spin 
campaign in maximum gear. Frankly, every time the government starts to come out with that, we need to demonstrate 
and point out that we were effective as an opposition but also facilitated the passing of legislation. If this government 
could not get its act together to the extent that perhaps the New South Wales government could in 2018, which was 
the stand-out year in all the numbers read out by the Leader of the House today, that is not our fault. If the government 
cannot manage the business of the house well, that is not our fault. If it cannot manage its legislation and answer 
questions and if it makes us ask the same question over and again because it does not want to answer it, guess what? 
That is what happens. We will not abandon ship on this legislation. For new members, there is an old saying in 
Parliament and in government: the opposition will have its say and then government will have its way. We know that 
the government will have its way, but we will have our say. We will not put up with the government removing our 
say as a part of that process. It is an important role for the people of Western Australia. 
What frightens me the most about this, and I do not think it has been mentioned tonight, is that this government 
will most likely curtail the amount of time that we can spend on our contributions to the second reading of bills. I do 
not think that curtailing the time of contributions to the third reading of bills matters so much because on occasions 
they are important, but most of the time they are just a time in which we thank everybody, find points of agreement 
and move on. However, in our contributions to the second reading, we outline the things that we think are wrong 
or that are right about bills. The government will probably seek to curtail our second reading contributions, and that 
will be an absolute shame and I will resist it. But what frightens me is that I think government has every intention 
of impacting on the committee stage of bills, and I would find that absolutely appalling. 
Let me take members to examples of this happening around the world. Do members realise that there are 
jurisdictions in which individual members can seek the call three times on a particular clause and no more. Just 
imagine, honourable members, particularly those on the crossbench who want to hold this government to account, 
being on the first clause in the Committee of the Whole stage, and the government recommending that members be 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 3 June 2021] 1285 

 

limited to three five-minute contributions or three 10-minute contributions—three rounds of questions! That is the 
sort of thing that frightens me, because I often stand up—I know that honourable members across the board stand 
up—and ask 20 or 30 questions on the first clause because that is where we get a generalised understanding of the 
bill and specific information. It frightens me severely that we could not do that—it truly does. However, despite the 
fact that I am frightened by the intention of this government, which was outlined in the speech of the Leader of 
the House when she presented this motion, that it is almost exclusively based on speaking times, I fear for the 
committee stages of bills—I truly do. I think that that will be a disaster for the state of Western Australia. 
Even though I am terrified about the potential outcome of this motion, I still support the motion’s intent to review the 
standing orders, because we should never be frightened of reviewing what we do. My apologies to Hon Tjorn Sibma 
and Hon Martin Aldridge, and members of the government, led by the President, who will have to pick up the 
workload. Apologies to you, President, for the workload that you are about to embark on during what will probably 
be a very busy time. I am sorry that this has been inflicted upon you, but I do not think that we should be afraid of 
reviewing the standing orders. However, if it is to be a proper review—a review that comes back demonstrating 
and convincing all of us of the benefits—then we should not be frightened of it. 
Historically, leaders of government have always been of the opinion that changes to the standing orders should be 
done by consensus. I understand that consensus is the normal way in which that is done. It might be said that when 
there is a hostile upper house, we have to work by consensus. I understand that Hon Norman Moore had an absolute 
majority after the 2013 election and that in relation to the standing orders the house always operated by consensus. 
It appears that for the first time that consensus will be lost tonight. That is a terrible shame. 
One thing we potentially could do to make this better is to simply take a small breather and give ourselves more time 
to assess precisely what we want out of this process, because this motion proposes a monumental change to the way 
in which we do business. As I said, I am frightened about the outcome but I hope that the negotiation goes back to 
being one of consensus. I hope that we will have proper scrutiny of legislation in particular during the committee stage 
of bills, which, as I said, frightens me. I could probably curtail most of my contributions to the second reading stage 
to four or five hours, if I worked really hard at it! The work done during the committee stage of the bill, however, gives 
every member an opportunity to contribute and to get information that is critical. I hope that is not on the agenda, but 
I think that it might be. I think that immediately after we face that, we might be facing some legislation that seeks to 
change the standing orders that will change representation in this place and limit our ability to do anything about it. 
For that reason, I have developed an amendment to the motion. I would like to see a reasonable time frame put in 
place that will allow us to have a proper and formal review, because I struggle to see how the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges will get its work done in time. Perhaps they can meet every day, because it will not 
be me doing that work. 
With those few words, I think we would like to try to make this better. The opposition will support a motion that 
looks into the issue of privileges to make sure the standing orders are effective and functional. As I said, we have 
hit an issue between agenda and trust. Right now, the government is asking us to take on trust its agenda, and that 
meeting of trust and agenda is not one in which we have a lot of faith. We are missing that trust and agenda; the 
trust has gone out of this process—it has disappeared. So, let us try to put trust back into this debate. Let us have 
a proper review, in the fullness of time, to look at all those things. I have no doubt that, at some time in the future, 
we will have a debate about curtailing our access to debate bills. 
The funny thing is that we are debating sending a review off to a committee, and that should really have been a very 
short debate. We should have put parts (1) and (2)—maybe including “or” in (2) and a different reporting process. 

Amendment to Motion 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I move — 

(a) In part (3) of the motion, to delete “10 August 2021” and insert — 
  3 June 2022 
(b) In part (4) of the motion, to delete “22 June 2021” and insert — 
  3 December 2021 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [7.51 pm]: I indicate that the government will 
not support the amendment. I outlined the reasons that the motion was in two parts and contains a much shorter time 
frame for the element that looks at speaking times. I do not think it is complex to make a recommendation about how 
we adjust speaking times. I accept that it is more complex to come up with recommendations that might look at other 
areas of the way the house conducts its business, and that is why I put in the motion two different time frames. 
I think it is selling the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges short to think that it cannot deal with 
a comparison of limits on speaking times in other jurisdictions and produce an interim report to this house. A lot of 
things have been said in the course of the afternoon and this evening that I think might be characterised as revisionism—
rewriting history. I will not go into all those elements—maybe I will at another time—other than to say — 
Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: Other than to say — 
Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Other than to say, President — 
Hon Nick Goiran interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Thank you, President. What I will say is that a fair bit of revisionism has gone on in the 
description of how things have occurred over the last four years. What has been disappointing and intensely ironic 
about this debate is that it has demonstrated why we need to review the standing orders. If members do not get the 
irony of what has happened in here today, that is part of the problem. 
In any event, we will not be supporting the amendment. It is possible for the committee to do the work relating to 
the fourth element, which relates to speaking time limits. It is not unreasonable to ask the Standing Committee on 
Procedure and Privileges to undertake this task in a timely fashion. It is not about, as somebody said, “Getting rid 
of the pebble in the shoe that is the opposition.” 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: That was me. I’ll claim it. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It is not about getting rid of the opposition. 
Hon James Hayward: Just shutting them down. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: And neither is it about that. It is about what is a reasonable time to prosecute an argument. 
If people listened to what I said when I moved the motion, I said that the most effective way that this house scrutinises, 
reviews and creates better legislation is by the use of two tools: first, by referring a piece of legislation to a committee 
so that — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! The member shall be heard in silence. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: — experts can be called to give evidence, stakeholders can be consulted and all of those 
things. The second way is going through legislation clause by clause in the Committee of the Whole, including, as 
I referred, expansive clause 1 debates. That is pretty quick revisionism, given that I said it earlier today. That has been 
translated into me saying that I intend to stop the committee process and clause 1 debates. In fact, I said the opposite, 
but that does not suit the narrative here. The narrative is all about bad government choosing to impose its will on 
everybody else in a way that is unreasonable for democracy. That is nonsense. I do not think anyone in this house, 
other than the small band of brothers and their sister, actually believes it. 
HON COLIN de GRUSSA (Agricultural — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.57 pm]: I indicate support 
for the amendment for a number of reasons, not the least of which is that the time frames provided in the motion 
moved by the Leader of the House, especially looking at speaking time limits, is unworkable in my view. We might 
be able to do some google searches on what other jurisdictions do but as a member of this place, I would like to 
be consulted on what I think about speaking times, as I am sure other members would as well. 
I am sure that the Procedure and Privileges Committee and members, given their busy schedules between and during 
parliamentary sitting weeks, do not have much time for that consultation. To expect that to be done effectively by 
22 June is simply not achievable. Moreover, the previous report took two years. I would be the first to say that I do 
not think a report should take two years, especially since there was a review in 2010. I understand it was the first 
review since 1952, so no wonder it took two years. If these reviews were made a standing order that was done at the 
beginning of every Parliament, they certainly would not take that long and we might expect results in a reasonable 
time frame, but that is not the case.  
We have not had a review of standing orders for some years. It is simply not achievable to do that review in such 
a short time frame. Let us remember that we do not just gasbag, wave a couple of bits of paper around and talk in 
tongues that people may not understand in this place. We are considering legislation for this state. We are doing what 
we do to make Western Australia a better place. All members in this place come here for various reasons, with their 
different ideologies, to do the same thing—to make legislation to take our state forward. That legislation must be 
debated properly. We must have appropriate time to debate legislation. We must have the appropriate scrutiny of that 
legislation. I am not going to suggest for a minute that I know what recommendations the committee will make about 
various aspects of debating that legislation. Nonetheless, the role we have in this place is incredibly important.  
The role of the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges in reviewing the standing orders of this place 
is incredibly important and must be done properly through consultation with not only all members here, but also, 
in my view, certainly other Parliaments, not just in Australia but perhaps around the world, because there is nothing 
wrong with seeing the practices in other places such that we make ours better, if we need to. That is the point: 
everyone who has stood on this side of the house has supported a review of the standing orders. No-one is speaking 
against a review of the standing orders. We want it done properly. For that reason, I conclude my remarks simply by 
saying that I support an extension of the time as indicated in the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition. 
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HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [8.00 pm]: I do not intend to make an extensive contribution, but 
I want to sum up the essence of this latest dimension of the motion. First, I indicate that I am speaking in support 
of a very sensible amendment moved by my friend and colleague, Hon Dr Steve Thomas. 
Today we had occasion to make two prayers and two acknowledgements of country. I listened intently to the words 
in that prayer. Sometimes one can gloss over the words, but there is a particular passage in which we are enjoined 
to demonstrate honour, wisdom and integrity for the role we have been chosen to fulfil. It is in that spirit, and also 
with the acknowledgement that I am a member of the committee to which this referral will be made, that I feel 
encumbered at a personal level from being able to fulfil with honour, wisdom and integrity a task that I know is, 
effectively, unreasonable in its time frame. 
I went about my business in this chamber in the previous term with a measure of integrity that I hope is acknowledged 
by all members present. Some might question my wisdom, and the “honourable” attributed to my name is exactly 
that, an attribution, but I hope to demonstrate that I am somewhat worthy of that appellation, through counselling 
this chamber tonight and saying, “Let’s just cool our jets a little bit and provide this committee with sufficient time 
to discharge the job that the Leader of the House wishes to refer to it.” 
I cannot understand what is so objectionable about the very modest amendment put by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. If the 
Leader of the House can be taken at her word and she thinks that the procedures and standing orders of this place 
should be subject to some review, modification and modernisation, and perhaps that we might scrutinise speaking 
times, that is fine. There has not been a single member of the opposition who has said that that is a fool’s quest and 
we should not subject ourselves to that review. Every single member who has stood up has said that is an appropriate 
thing for this chamber to do and for this committee to be charged with. We object to the process and the absolutely 
belligerent attitude to accepting even a modest moderation in the time for the committee to undertake that job. 
It is very interesting for me to note that I have in front of me business program 14 of Thursday, 3 June, 7.24 pm, 
and its counterpart document, Daily Notice Paper 13, Thursday, 3 June, 7.24 pm. Why do I make that obvious point? 
Sometimes we miss historical moments as they occur. I make the observation that this is a historical moment. It is 
worth timestamping because today was the day that the mask slipped from the government. Today was the day that 
it committed to opening a new front in the war it has been waging against this house for the last four years. Today 
was the day when the Leader of the House demonstrated a disgraceful disregard for not only the new President and 
every single member of that committee, but also the Clerk, all the staff and every single member in this chamber. 
She has told them that it is her way or the highway. She will not even give the members of this committee the courtesy 
of some additional time to undertake a fundamentally important review. I do not think that that disgraceful disrespect 
can go unmentioned; it cannot and it should not. The government’s agenda is as clear as day. I advise it to hasten 
slowly, because it is sowing the seeds of its own demise. The other thing that it has successfully sown here today 
is the seeds of discord in this chamber. From this moment onwards, nobody on this side of the chamber trusts the 
Leader of the House, her government or her government’s agenda. If she has any shred of self-respect and respect 
for this chamber, she will at least agree to this modest amendment in the terms it is put. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [8.06 pm]: I will be brief because I have said more than my fair share 
about the disgraceful conduct of the Leader of the House and the management of the business program in these 
two extraordinary sessions that have occurred today. I stand by everything I have said over the course of the day. A very 
interesting contribution was made a little earlier, and I ask members to reflect on this. Hon Sue Ellery was co-opted 
onto the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges and attributed her name to the twenty-second report of that 
committee, tabled in October 2011, and this passage from that report will be of interest to members. It states — 

Upon the initial reference from the House, the Committee called for submissions from current Members 
of the Legislative Council and a number of former Members. Twelve submissions were received by the 
Committee (see list at Appendix 1). Further correspondence was received by the Committee from Members 
during the course of the inquiry and was duly considered by the Committee. 

When the honourable member was co-opted onto this particular review, she agreed that there would be an 
opportunity for submissions to be received by not only current members of the Legislative Council, but also, indeed, 
former members. 
I turn quickly to the other report that I referred to earlier today, which is the twenty-fourth report of the same 
committee. It was tabled in September 2012 when I was on the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges. 
Interestingly, at page 2, paragraph 3.1, it states — 

Since the commencement of sittings in 2012, the PPC has kept the operation of the Standing Orders under 
general review, and has retained an ongoing record of Standing Orders–related matters that have arisen 
in the House and its committees. The PPC has also received informal feedback from a number of Members 
over this period, and has included those matters amongst its deliberations. 

Paragraph 3.2 states — 
On 12 September 2012, the PPC circulated a paper to all Members in the House. As noted in the Deputy 
President’s statement to the House at that time, the purpose of this paper was to inform all Members — 
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I insert at this point, including new members — 
of the specific matters under review by the PPC, and seek further feedback from Members. 

There are two examples—the first from when the honourable member, the Leader of the House, was on the 
committee and the second from when I was on it—in which the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges 
went out of its way, quite correctly, to seek submissions from members of Parliament. In actual fact, when the 
honourable Leader of the House was on the committee, it sought submissions from former members of Parliament. 
I thank members for their earlier contributions, and indicate quickly that of course I support the amendment moved 
by the Leader of the Opposition. The point is this: those things cannot be done overnight. Some basic decency and 
courtesy should be given to the President, the Deputy President, the other three members of the committee, all the 
hardworking staff on it, and, importantly, every member of this chamber, and, according to the precedent set by 
the Leader of the House when she was co-opted onto the committee, also former members, who might have one 
or two intelligent remarks to make about standing orders. 
This second sitting that we are having on 3 June could only happen in a world constructed by this Leader of the 
House. We have had two days in one, but that is where we are at under this dictatorship. All I can ask, irrespective 
of the outcome of these particular proceedings, is that the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges does 
exactly the same as it did when the Leader of the House was co-opted onto it—that is, seek submissions from 
members of this chamber and former members and give them a fair and reasonable time to provide feedback. 
How the procedure and privileges committee constructs and does that under the President’s stewardship in 
a two-and-a-half-week time frame, I do not know, but unfortunately, as members know, the Leader of the Opposition 
is trying to facilitate a fair and reasonable program. We have already heard from the Leader of the House that 
under no circumstances will that happen under this particular dictatorship or regime. 

Point of Order 
Hon PIERRE YANG: I have been listening to Hon Nick Goiran the whole day. He has been using colourful language, 
but I take exception when he uses the word “dictatorship”. I think it is very unparliamentary to use such a word. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: Would you accept “autocracy”? 
The PRESIDENT: Thank you, honourable member. 
The word, as I understand it in this context, can be taken broadly, but I would request that the honourable member 
consider the use of his language in a more general sense. There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand the outrage that the honourable member feels about the sense of a dictatorship—
I do understand that. That is exactly the point that honourable members have been making over the course of today—
that the behaviour of this government under the leadership of the Leader of the House is exactly that. It has never 
been like that before. Since long before they were members of this place, it has never been like that. It was not even 
like that in the previous Parliament. It was not like that under the leadership of Hon Peter Collier and it was not 
like that under the leadership of Hon Norman Moore. I share the member’s outrage. 
I thank those members who made a contribution earlier. Despite the interjection and interruption, I conclude on 
this point: I simply say, and I think it is a valid point, that submissions ought to be sought from members and 
former members. If the committee is going to seek submissions, it should be done in the ordinary way, as has been 
done in the past, by giving people a fair and reasonable time to do that. How that can be done in this period of time 
is beyond me. The amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition would facilitate that. Clearly, the government 
has already said that that is not going to happen. The outcome is self-evident; nevertheless, we will see what gets 
produced in the fullness of time. 
HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [8.13 pm]: I will not detain people any longer than is necessary. 
I reconfirm the points I made earlier in the debate. I would like to speak for a very short moment on this amendment, 
which I support as a new member to this place. I do not look at the chair that I sit on as a chair of the Liberal Party 
or the chair of Neil Thomson; it is a chair of the voters of my region, and I believe that as a member representing 
that region I come to this place with a very serious attitude about the procedures of this place. We have very good 
staff here. We spent a whole day or longer in this place getting instruction on the standing orders, which was given 
to us with great gravitas. I reiterate: the very least that can be done by the committee is for it to carefully deliberate 
on the standing orders. I do not object to a review of the standing orders, but I think the time frames that have been 
laid out are unseemly and cannot result in a good outcome for this place. 
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [8.15 pm]: I was resisting seeking the call, but I was provoked to make 
a short contribution by the Leader of the House’s comments. 
When I spoke to the substantive motion, I did not do it in an overtly political way. I was pointing out the practical 
difficulties that the committee would face in doing a fair and reasonable job on what the house is asking it to do. 
As the Leader of the Opposition has made very clear, no-one should ever be afraid of reviewing our standing orders, 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 3 June 2021] 1289 

 

procedures and all the other things that make up the law of this chamber. The Leader of the House has oversimplified 
it. She has said that it is something that can be easily done in 11 business days. All the committee has to do is look 
at what happens in all the other upper house chambers and the Australian Senate and report to the house. If the job 
is that simple, why do we need to refer it to the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges? Members can 
jump on Google during their lunchbreak and make up their own minds and stick up their hand when the Leader of 
the House tells them to—which will happen shortly, I am sure. Why do we need the PPC to do this? This motion is 
asking the committee to review and adopt best practice from other upper house chambers. Just because a chamber 
is practising something, it does not make it best practice. If the government is going to do justice to the task that 
this house will set the committee via the passage of this motion, it needs to engage with those jurisdictions and say, 
“We understand that you have this standing order; Google tells us so. But how does it work in practice? What are its 
advantages and disadvantages?” The government might even want to engage with members of those other houses. 
Is it as simple as the Leader of the House claims? Members might as well make up their own minds now because 
I think the government has made up its mind. It is clear that the Leader of the House has on several occasions this 
afternoon and this evening not affirmed her previous position that the standing orders should be amended only by 
consensus. That statement has not been heard today. She believed it very strongly just a few years ago, and loved 
reciting to this place the experience and teachings of Hon Norman Moore. I ask all members who are looking at 
the motion and the amendment before us to please consider extending the reporting period. It is the only way that 
we are going to get something of quality. The other options, which I referred to earlier this afternoon, are to either 
extend the time frame or make a considered contribution today to allow the committee to focus its work. So far, we 
have heard from one member of the Labor Party. Clearly, one of two things has happened: Labor members have 
all been gagged or they do not agree with the Leader of the House that this is the most pressing and important matter 
that this chamber and the procedure and privileges committee should proceed with forthwith. No-one else from 
the Labor Party has made a contribution. Unless, of course, they are waiting to make a submission to the committee. 
If that is the case, I look forward to every single member who has not contributed to this debate today making 
a very fulsome and considered contribution to assist and guide the committee so that it can achieve what the house 
wants it to achieve in a very, very constrained time frame. 
I really hope that members see fit to support the amendment moved by the Leader of the Opposition. It is certainly 
not unreasonable. We have a four-year term ahead of us. There is plenty of time to make all of these decisions. I will 
finish on this point: the Leader of the House has claimed that this afternoon’s and tonight’s proceedings are the 
exact reason that the standing orders need to be changed. I contend that what has occurred this afternoon and evening 
is the exact reason that we should take a very cool, calm and sober approach to reviewing and potentially amending 
our standing orders. 

Division 
Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 

Ayes (9) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon James Hayward Hon Dr Steve Thomas  
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Steve Martin Hon Neil Thomson  
Hon Nick Goiran Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller)  

 

Noes (24) 

Hon Klara Andric Hon Peter Foster Hon Shelley Payne Hon Matthew Swinbourn 
Hon Dan Caddy Hon Lorna Harper Hon Dr Brad Pettit Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Sandra Carr Hon Jackie Jarvis Hon Stephen Pratt Hon Wilson Tucker 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Dr Brian Walker 
Hon Kate Doust Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Darren West 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sophia Moermond Hon Rosie Sahanna Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 

            
Pair 

Hon Peter Collier Hon Ayor Makur Chuot 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Motion Resumed 

Question put and passed. 
House adjourned at 8.24 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

MINISTER FOR FINANCE — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 
42. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Finance: 
As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 
(a) four weeks or less; 
(b) four to five weeks; 
(c) five to six weeks; 
(d) six to seven weeks; 
(e) seven to eight weeks; and 
(f) eight weeks and more? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
The Department of Finance advises: 
(a)–(f) As at 30 June 2020  

Accrued Annual Leave Balances $ Number of Staff 
(a) 889,137 643 
(b) 766,714 80 
(c) 847,182 75 
(d) $64,808 63 
(e) 1,099,335 67 
(f) 1,888,333 76 

(a)–(f) As at 31 December 2020  
Accrued Annual Leave Balances $ Number of Staff 

(a) 1,530,764 507 
(b) 899,644 100 
(c) 987,323 87 
(d) 1,092,169 81 
(e) 1,292,037 83 
(f) 5,115,976 218 

MINISTER FOR LANDS — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 
43. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 
As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 
(a) four weeks or less; 
(b) four to five weeks; 
(c) five to six weeks; 
(d) six to seven weeks; 
(e) seven to eight weeks; and 
(f) eight weeks and more? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
(a)–(f) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 57. 
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DevelopmentWA 
(1) As at 30 June 2020 

Accrued Annual Leave Dollar value of accrued 
annual leave balance 

Number of staff with total 
accrual balance 

(a) four weeks or less; 638 237 115 

(b) four to five weeks; 353 456 32 

(c) five to six weeks; 512 371 37 

(d) six to seven weeks; 266 663 17 

(e) seven to eight weeks; and 168 366 11 

(f) eight weeks and more? 1 572 503 42 

(2) As at 31 December 2020 

Accrued Annual Leave Dollar value of accrued 
annual leave balance 

Number of staff with total 
accrual balance 

(a) four weeks or less; 545 962 96 

(b) four to five weeks; 341 352 30 

(c) five to six weeks; 342 952 27 

(d) six to seven weeks; 479 058 30 

(e) seven to eight weeks; and 325 411 15 

(f) eight weeks and more? 1 589 341 42 

Landgate 
As at 30 June 2020 

Category Headcount Dollar Value 

(a) four weeks or less; 332 $1,067,173 

(b) four to five weeks; 47 $430,287 

(c) five to six weeks; 46 $503,302 

(d) six to seven weeks; 26 $362,495 

(e) seven to eight weeks; and 15 $228,681 

(f) eight weeks and more? 41 $1,046,585 

As at 31 December 2020 
It requires more time to obtain these figures, but I will table them in Parliament once they are available. 

MINISTER FOR SPORT AND RECREATION — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 
44. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 
(a) four weeks or less; 
(b) four to five weeks; 
(c) five to six weeks; 
(d) six to seven weeks; 
(e) seven to eight weeks; and 
(f) eight weeks and more? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries 
Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 52. 
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VenuesWest 

Jun-20 Dec-20 
Leave Bal Weeks Liability No. of Staff Leave Bal Weeks Liability No. of Staff 
4 or less $348,456.29 113 4 or less $274,132.08 91 

4 to 5 $201,703.70 35 4 to 5 $270,625.08 40 
5 to 6 $160,527.40 23 5 to 6 $160,966.54 24 

6 to 7 $243,958.13 26 6 to 7 $247,396.79 23 

7 to 8 $70,921.35 10 7 to 8 $180,692.21 16 
8 or more $254,661.87 19 8 or more $260,204.68 34 

MINISTER FOR CITIZENSHIP AND MULTICULTURAL INTERESTS —  
PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 

45. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Citizenship and 
Multicultural Interests: 

As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 
(a) four weeks or less; 
(b) four to five weeks; 
(c) five to six weeks; 
(d) six to seven weeks; 
(e) seven to eight weeks; and 
(f) eight weeks and more? 
Hon Samantha Rowe replied: 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries 
Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 52. 

MINISTER FOR COMMERCE — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 
46. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Commerce: 
As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 
(a) four weeks or less; 
(b) four to five weeks; 
(c) five to six weeks; 
(d) six to seven weeks; 
(e) seven to eight weeks; and 
(f) eight weeks and more? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
The Minister for Regional Development representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, Energy and Corrective 
Services provided a response on behalf of the Minister for Commerce in relation to the Department of Mines, 
Industry Regulation and Safety. 
I would direct the Honourable Member to the response provided in answer to Question Number 56. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 
51. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food; Hydrogen Industry: 
As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 
(a) four weeks or less; 
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(b) four to five weeks; 

(c) five to six weeks; 

(d) six to seven weeks; 

(e) seven to eight weeks; and 

(f) eight weeks and more? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(1) The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development is unable to provide data as at 

31 December 2020 due to limitations of the agency’s legacy systems, with data stored across systems 
from the former Departments of Agriculture, Regional Development and Fisheries. Closest available data 
as at 30 November 2020 has been provided. 

Accrued Annual Leave 
Balances 

30 June 2020 30 November 2020 

No. of Employees Value ($) No. of Employees Value ($) 

(a) four weeks or less; 1,080 2,000,934 1284 1,100,301 

(b) four to five weeks; 140 1,215,013 95 828,021 

(c) five to six weeks; 103 1,105,904 95 985,281 

(d) six to seven weeks; 93 1,187,329 66 871,255 

(e) seven to eight weeks; 
and 

77 1,167,750 60 904,143 

(f) eight weeks and more? 186 4,096,545 139 3,269,281 

This table includes the Chief Executive Officers of the Regional Development Commissions. 

MINISTER FOR POLICE — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 

54. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 

(a) four weeks or less; 

(b) four to five weeks; 

(c) five to six weeks; 

(d) six to seven weeks; 

(e) seven to eight weeks; and 

(f) eight weeks and more? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Western Australian Police including Road Safety Commission 

The Western Australian Police advises: 

30 June 2020 No of Staff $’000 

4 weeks or less* 5 287 $18 323 

4–5 weeks 902 $7 289 

5–6 weeks 755 $7 705 

6–7 weeks 512 $6 680 

7–8 weeks 334 $5 082 

More than 8 weeks 384 $7 865 

Total 8174 $52 944 

Note Police Officers accrue six weeks annual leave per year. 

* 988 employees had a zero or negative balance. 
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31 December 2020 No of Staff $’000 
4 weeks or less* 5 867 $18 033 
4–5 weeks 964 $8 003 
5–6 weeks 1 176 $12 765 
6–7 weeks 344 $4 572 
7–8 weeks 169 $2 711 
More than 8 weeks 223 $5 228 
Total 8 743 $51 312 

Note Police Officers accrue six weeks annual leave per year. 
* 547 employees had a zero or negative balance. 

MINISTER FOR DEFENCE INDUSTRY — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 
55. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Defence Industry; Veterans Issues: 
As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 
(a) four weeks or less; 
(b) four to five weeks; 
(c) five to six weeks; 
(d) six to seven weeks; 
(e) seven to eight weeks; and 
(f) eight weeks and more? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation: 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 40. 

MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF LEAVE BALANCES 
57. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Transport; Planning; Ports: 
As at 30 June 2020 and as at 31 December 2020, for each agency/department within the Minister’s portfolio, can 
the Minister please provide in tabular form the total dollar value of accrued annual leave balances and the number 
of staff to whom those balances apply, for leave balances of the following periods: 
(a) four weeks or less; 
(b) four to five weeks; 
(c) five to six weeks; 
(d) six to seven weeks; 
(e) seven to eight weeks; and 
(f) eight weeks and more? 
Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 

Accrued Annual Leave As at 30 June 2020 As at 31 December 2020 
Accrued Value ($) Number of staff Accrued Value ($) Number of staff 

(a) four weeks or less 1,582,596 449 1,490,648 432 
(b) four to five weeks 743,042 80 656,662 73 
(c) five to six weeks 741,891 64 710,397 62 
(d) six to seven weeks 840,208 61 909,690 68 
(e) seven to eight weeks 912,410 60 1,099,477 69 
(f) eight weeks and more 2,648,013 124 2,997,202 135 
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Department of Transport 
DoT – As at 30 June 2020 

Period Dollar value Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $3,297,639 1,301 

4–5 weeks $1,066,376 124 

5–6 weeks $771,753 73 

6–7 weeks $309,505 24 

7–8 weeks $229,029 14 

More than 8 weeks $217,126 11 

DoT – As at 31 December 2020 

Period Dollar value Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $3,469,559 1,346 

4–5 weeks $1,004,845 115 

5–6 weeks $709,042 61 

6–7 weeks $321,954 26 

7–8 weeks $167,557 11 

More than 8 weeks $488,579 20 

Main Roads – as at 30 June 2020 

Period Dollar value Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $2,167,685.75 511 

4–5 weeks $886,867.56 96 

5–6 weeks $1,123,112.06 98 

6–7 weeks $860,269.38 61 

7–8 weeks $849,503.72 51 

More than 8 weeks $7,907,362.93 311 

Main Roads – as at 31 December 2020 

Period Dollar value Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $1,954,569.55 512 

4–5 weeks $1,004,924.70 105 

5–6 weeks $891,322.82 78 

6–7 weeks $996,821.87 72 

7–8 weeks $823,951.58 53 

More than 8 weeks $8,740,827.22 341 

PTA – As at 30 June 2020 

Period Dollar value Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $3,600,994 972 

4–5 weeks $3,390,730 461 

5–6 weeks $2,681,107 295 

6–7 weeks $1,578,880 145 

7–8 weeks $1,158,858 89 

More than 8 weeks $3,282,849 164 
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PTA – As at 31 December 2020 

Period Dollar value Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $3,928,671 995 

4–5 weeks $2,359,935 320 

5–6 weeks $2,638,242 296 

6–7 weeks $2,308,695 212 

7–8 weeks $2,101,223 166 

More than 8 weeks $4,272,602 212 

Fremantle Port Authority – As at 30 June 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $670,224.23 127 

4–5 weeks $338,144.27 31 

5–6 weeks $489,122.69 37 

6–7 weeks $273,441.21 19 

7–8 weeks $182,706.24 12 

More than 8 weeks $2,165,797.18 82 

Fremantle Port Authority – As at 31 December 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less  $624,534.06 126 

4–5 weeks  $321,633.72 29 

5–6 weeks  $340,391.67 27 

6–7 weeks  $364,823.94 23 

7–8 weeks  $294,039.39 16 

More than 8 weeks  $1,936,753.18 75 

Kimberley Ports Authority – As at 30 June 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $161,494.92 20 

4–5 weeks $120,336.13 9 

5–6 weeks $86,699.03 6 

6–7 weeks $37,402.34 1 

7–8 weeks $47,102.45 2 

More than 8 weeks $376,265.43 10 

Kimberley Ports Authority – As at 31 December 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $124,733.57 13 

4–5 weeks $33,302.56 3 

5–6 weeks $42,244.01 2 

6–7 weeks $68,477.63 3 

7–8 weeks $156,525.56 6 

More than 8 weeks $381,395.22 9 
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Mid West Ports Authority – As at 30 June 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $361,293.72 59 

4–5 weeks $124,140.84 12 

5–6 weeks $135,747.63 11 

6–7 weeks $146,392.67 10 

7–8 weeks $146,309.12 8 

More than 8 weeks $865,582.84 30 

Mid West Ports Authority – As at 31 December 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $302,481.04 54 

4–5 weeks $187,123.78 17 

5–6 weeks $121,734.94 9 

6–7 weeks $172,463.25 12 

7–8 weeks $155,150.01 10 

More than 8 weeks $950,150.60 30 

Pilbara Ports Authority – As at 30 June 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $901,492.05 174 

4–5 weeks $172,526.96 16 

5–6 weeks $349,333.12 26 

6–7 weeks $210,088.89 12 

7–8 weeks $148,209.93 7 

More than 8 weeks $1,107,707.73 32 

Pilbara Ports Authority – As at 31 December 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $774,695.09 164 

4–5 weeks $208,053.06 20 

5–6 weeks $222,177.65 17 

6–7 weeks $384,008.51 22 

7–8 weeks $214,138.23 12 

More than 8 weeks $1,182,718.64 35 

Southern Ports Authority – As at 30 June 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 

4 weeks or less $493,937.74 108 

4–5 weeks $244,351.57 23 

5–6 weeks $270,980.76 21 

6–7 weeks $127,396.62 9 

7–8 weeks $203,915.93 12 

More than 8 weeks $1,030,963.26 29 
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Southern Ports Authority – As at 31 December 2020 

Timeframe Dollar value (ex GST) Number of staff 
4 weeks or less $503,739.63 93 

4–5 weeks $278,628.46 27 

5–6 weeks $297,453.61 26 
6–7 weeks $389,406.85 25 

7–8 weeks $309,394.33 14 

More than 8 weeks $1,125,656.41 36 
MINISTER FOR FINANCE — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 

67. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Finance: 
With reference to the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019, within each department/agency under the Minister’s control, 
please indicate the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff employed at each of the corresponding classifications: 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 
(ii) 9.2; 
(iii) 9.3; 
(iv) Class 1; 
(v) Class 2; 
(vi) Class 3; and 
(vii) Class 4; 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; 
(ii) Level 6.2; 
(iii) Level 6.3; 
(iv) Level 7; 
(v) Level 8; 
(vi) Level 9; and 
(vii) Level 10; and 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i) L4LG.3; 
(ii) L4LG.4; 
(iii) L4LG.5; 
(iv) L5LG.1; 
(v) L6LG.2; 
(vi) L6LG.3; and 
(vii) L7LG.1? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
The Department of Finance advises: 
(a) (i)–(vii) 

Level Schedule 2 General Division Salaries 
9.1 Nil 

9.2 1 
9.3 12 

Class 1 9 
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Class 2 Nil 

Class 3 1 

Class 4 Nil 

(b) (i)–(vii) 

Level Schedule 3 Specified Calling Salaries 
6.1 Nil 

6.2 Nil 

6.3 1 

7 Nil 

8 Nil 

9 Nil 

10 Nil 

(c) (i)–(vii) Not applicable. The Department of Finance has no employees with Legal Grade salaries. 
MINISTER FOR LANDS — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 

68. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 
With reference to the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019, within each department/agency under the Minister’s control, 
please indicate the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff employed at each of the corresponding classifications: 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 
(ii) 9.2; 
(iii) 9.3; 
(iv) Class 1; 
(v) Class 2; 
(vi) Class 3; and 
(vii) Class 4; 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; 
(ii) Level 6.2; 
(iii) Level 6.3; 
(iv) Level 7; 
(v) Level 8; 
(vi) Level 9; and 
(vii) Level 10; and 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i) L4LG.3; 
(ii) L4LG.4; 
(iii) L4LG.5; 
(iv) L5LG.1; 
(v) L6LG.2; 
(vi) L6LG.3; and 
(vii) L7LG.1? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 82. 
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DevelopmentWA 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: Number of FTE 

(i) 9.1; 0 
(ii) 9.2; 0 
(iii) 9.3; 1 
(iv) Class 1; 2 
(v) Class 2; 0 
(vi) Class 3; and 0 
(vii) Class 4; 0 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; 0 
(ii) Level 6.2; 0 
(iii) Level 6.3; 0 
(iv) Level 7; 1 
(v) Level 8; 0 
(vi) Level 9; and 0 
(vii) Level 10; and 0 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries:  
(i) L4LG.3; 0 
(ii) L4LG.4; 0 
(iii) L4LG.5; 0 
(iv) L5LG.1; 0 
(v) L6LG.2; 0 
(vi) L6LG.3; and 0 
(vii) L7LG.1? 0 

Landgate 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 2 
(ii) 9.2; Nil. 
(iii) 9.3; 1 
(iv) Class 1; Nil. 
(v) Class 2; 4 
(vi) Class 3; Nil. 
(vii) Class 4; Nil. 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; Nil. 
(ii) Level 6.2; Nil. 
(iii) Level 6.3; 1 
(iv) Level 7; 2 
(v) Level 8; Nil. 
(vi) Level 9; Nil. 
(vii) Level 10; Nil. 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i)–(v) Nil. 
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MINISTER FOR SPORT AND RECREATION — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 

69. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 

With reference to the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019, within each department/agency under the Minister’s control, 
please indicate the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff employed at each of the corresponding classifications: 

(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 

(ii) 9.2; 

(iii) 9.3; 

(iv) Class 1; 

(v) Class 2; 

(vi) Class 3; and 

(vii) Class 4; 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 

(i) Level 6.1; 

(ii) Level 6.2; 

(iii) Level 6.3; 

(iv) Level 7; 

(v) Level 8; 

(vi) Level 9; and 

(vii) Level 10; and 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 

(i) L4LG.3; 

(ii) L4LG.4; 

(iii) L4LG.5; 

(iv) L5LG.1; 

(v) L6LG.2; 

(vi) L6LG.3; and 

(vii) L7LG.1? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries 

Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 77 

VenuesWest 

Schedule 2 – General FTE 

9.1 0 

9.2 1 

9.3 4 

Class 1 0 

Class 2 1 

Class 3 0 

Class 4 0 

Schedule 3 – Specified N/A 

Schedule 4 – Legal N/A 
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MINISTER FOR CITIZENSHIP AND MULTICULTURAL INTERESTS — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 
70. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Citizenship and 

Multicultural Interests: 
With reference to the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019, within each department/agency under the Minister’s control, 
please indicate the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff employed at each of the corresponding classifications: 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 
(ii) 9.2; 
(iii) 9.3; 
(iv) Class 1; 
(v) Class 2; 
(vi) Class 3; and 
(vii) Class 4; 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; 
(ii) Level 6.2; 
(iii) Level 6.3; 
(iv) Level 7; 
(v) Level 8; 
(vi) Level 9; and 
(vii) Level 10; and 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i) L4LG.3; 
(ii) L4LG.4; 
(iii) L4LG.5; 
(iv) L5LG.1; 
(v) L6LG.2; 
(vi) L6LG.3; and 
(vii) L7LG.1? 

Hon Samantha Rowe replied: 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries 
Please refer to Legislative Council question on notice 77. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 
76. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food; Hydrogen Industry: 
With reference to the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019, within each department/agency under the Minister’s control, 
please indicate the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff employed at each of the corresponding classifications: 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 
(ii) 9.2; 
(iii) 9.3; 
(iv) Class 1; 
(v) Class 2; 
(vi) Class 3; and 
(vii) Class 4; 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; 
(ii) Level 6.2; 
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(iii) Level 6.3; 
(iv) Level 7; 
(v) Level 8; 
(vi) Level 9; and 
(vii) Level 10; and 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i) L4LG.3; 
(ii) L4LG.4; 
(iii) L4LG.5; 
(iv) L5LG.1; 
(v) L6LG.2; 
(vi) L6LG.3; and 
(vii) L7LG.1? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
As at 30 April 2021, the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD) employed the 
following full-time equivalent (FTE) staff. 
(a) (i)–(vii) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries:  

No. of Employees (Paid FTE) 
9.1 1 
9.2 0 
9.3 5 
Class 1 0 
Class 2 7 
Class 3 1 
Class 4 0 

(b) (i)–(vii) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries:  
No. of Employees (Paid FTE) 

Level 6.1 2 
Level 6.2 2 
Level 6.3 2 
Level 7 0 
Level 8 0 
Level 9 0 
Level 10 0 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
DPIRD does not have any staff who are employed under the Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries classification 
range. 

MINISTER FOR POLICE — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 
79. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
With reference to the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019, within each department/agency under the Minister’s control, 
please indicate the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff employed at each of the corresponding classifications: 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 
(ii) 9.2; 
(iii) 9.3; 
(iv) Class 1; 
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(v) Class 2; 
(vi) Class 3; and 
(vii) Class 4; 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; 
(ii) Level 6.2; 
(iii) Level 6.3; 
(iv) Level 7; 
(v) Level 8; 
(vi) Level 9; and 
(vii) Level 10; and 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i) L4LG.3; 
(ii) L4LG.4; 
(iii) L4LG.5; 
(iv) L5LG.1; 
(v) L6LG.2; 
(vi) L6LG.3; and 
(vii) L7LG.1? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Western Australian Police including Road Safety Commission 
The Western Australian Police advises 
(a) (i)–(ii) Nil. 

(iii) 2 
(iv) 4 
(v) 1 
(vii) Nil. 

(b) (i)–(iv) Nil. 
(v) 1 
(vi)–(vii) Nil. 

(c) (i) 1 
(ii) 1 
(iii) 4 
(iv)–(vii) Nil. 

MINISTER FOR DEFENCE INDUSTRY — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 
80. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the minister representing the Minister for Defence Industry; Veterans Issues: 
With reference to the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019, within each department/agency under the Minister’s control, 
please indicate the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff employed at each of the corresponding classifications: 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 
(ii) 9.2; 
(iii) 9.3; 
(iv) Class 1; 
(v) Class 2; 
(vi) Class 3; and 
(vii) Class 4; 
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(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; 
(ii) Level 6.2; 
(iii) Level 6.3; 
(iv) Level 7; 
(v) Level 8; 
(vi) Level 9; and 
(vii) Level 10; and 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i) L4LG.3; 
(ii) L4LG.4; 
(iii) L4LG.5; 
(iv) L5LG.1; 
(v) L6LG.2; 
(vi) L6LG.3; and 
(vii) L7LG.1? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation 
Please refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 65. 

MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 
82. Hon Tjorn Sibma to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Transport; Planning; Ports: 
With reference to the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019, within each department/agency under the Minister’s control, 
please indicate the number of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff employed at each of the corresponding classifications: 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 9.1; 
(ii) 9.2; 
(iii) 9.3; 
(iv) Class 1; 
(v) Class 2; 
(vi) Class 3; and 
(vii) Class 4; 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) Level 6.1; 
(ii) Level 6.2; 
(iii) Level 6.3; 
(iv) Level 7; 
(v) Level 8; 
(vi) Level 9; and 
(vii) Level 10; and 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i) L4LG.3; 
(ii) L4LG.4; 
(iii) L4LG.5; 
(iv) L5LG.1; 
(v) L6LG.2; 
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(vi) L6LG.3; and 
(vii) L7LG.1? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
(a) Schedule 2, General Division Salaries: 

(i) 0 
(ii) 0 
(iii) 4 
(iv) 2 
(v) 6 
(vi) 0 
(vii) 0 

(b) Schedule 3, Specified Calling Salaries: 
(i) 0 
(ii) 0 
(iii) 13.4 
(iv) 1 
(v) 0 
(vi) 0 
(vii) 0 

(c) Schedule 4, Legal Grade Salaries: 
(i) 0 
(ii) 0 
(iii) 0 
(iv) 0 
(v) 0 
(vi) 0 
(vii) 0 

Department of Transport 
(a) (i) 0 

(ii) 0 
(iii) 6 
(iv) 4 
(v) 2 
(vi) 0 
(vii) 0 

(b) (i) 0 
(ii) 0 
(iii) 2 
(iv) 0 
(v) 0 
(vi) 0 
(vii) 0 

(c) Not applicable. 
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Main Roads Western Australia 
Please note the numbers of full-time equivalent (FTE) staff provided below are with reference to the Main Roads – 
CSA – Enterprise Agreement 2020 (matched to that of the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019). 
(a) (i) 0 

(ii) 1 
(iii) 10 
(iv) 1 
(v) 5 
(vi) 0 
(vii) 0 

(b) Not applicable. 
(c) Not applicable. 
Public Transport Authority 
Insofar as the Public Transport Authority (PTA) is concerned: 
Only members of the PTA Senior Executive are covered by the Public Sector CSA Agreement 2019. All other 
salaried officers are covered by an industrial agreement with the Australian Services Union: 
(a) (i) 0 

(ii) 0 
(iii) 1 
(iv) 1 
(v) 2 
(vi) 0 
(vii) 0 

(b) Not applicable. 
(c) Not applicable. 

__________ 
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