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THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) took the chair at 2.00 pm, acknowledged country and read prayers. 

“DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITIES: HOUSING AUTHORITY REVIEW” 
Statement by Premier 

MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [2.02 pm]: I rise today to table the “Department of Communities: 
Housing Authority Review”. The review examined the adequacy of the governance, legal and administrative systems, 
as well as the integrity systems and controls at both the Housing Authority and the Department of Communities. 
It followed Mr Paul Whyte being charged with official corruption. From a broad perspective, the review highlights 
deficiencies in key systems, controls, policies and practices. There are a total of 56 recommendations to drive the 
changes needed to ensure proper governance, strong financial systems and robust controls are not only in place 
but also overseen effectively. The recommendations aim to strengthen, improve and build a culture of integrity 
and accountability. I am advised that the Department of Communities has already implemented 29 of these 
recommendations and a further 27 are in progress. The review also noted an improved focus and coordinated effort 
in the previous 12 months to implement improvement recommendations previously identified. This is a credit to 
the director general, Michelle Andrews, who has accepted the findings and is working hard to ensure that the 
department earns back public trust. 

The Department of Communities is responsible for helping our state’s most vulnerable and the public rightly 
expects it to operate with the highest standards of integrity. In December 2019, the government released the 
“Integrity Strategy for WA Public Authorities 2020–2023”. It sets out practical and achievable actions for public 
authorities and individuals—those appointed to, employed by and contracted to these authorities—including actions 
and controls to promote integrity and to help prevent misconduct and corruption. I expect every public authority 
to adopt the strategy and implement the actions. Every director general, chief executive and government board 
chair is responsible for ensuring integrity. I also expect each of them to immediately take any necessary steps so 
they do not find themselves in a similar situation. 

I now table the review. 

[See paper 3548.] 

“DANGEROUS SEXUAL OFFENDERS REVIEW COMMITTEE CASE REVIEW—
MR NICHOLAS RODNEY TROY FAULKNER (ALIAS McDONALD)” 

Statement by Minister for Corrective Services 
MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn — Minister for Corrective Services) [2.03 pm]: On 13 May 2020, the 
Department of Justice received a request to review a decision not to refer a Mr Nicholas Faulkner’s case to the 
Director of Public Prosecutions for consideration of a Supreme Court application under the Dangerous Sexual 
Offenders Act 2006 prior to his release from prison. Faulkner was assessed by the Department of Corrective 
Services’ Dangerous Sexual Offenders Review Committee on 19 June 2018, seven months prior to his eligible 
date for parole. The committee assessed Faulkner in accordance with the DSO act and determined Faulkner did 
not meet the criteria for referral to the Director of Public Prosecutions for consideration of a Supreme Court 
application for a DSO order. The committee’s decision was based on evidence put before it, specifically that 
Faulkner did not have any prior sexual offending, had completed multiple rehabilitative programs based on his 
treatment needs with multiple positive gains documented and did not have a demonstrated pattern of sexual 
offending behaviour or sexual deviancy. The departmental review found that the committee’s decision not to 
refer Faulkner to the DPP complied with all eligible factors for consideration according to the DSO act. Faulkner 
did not meet the criteria for referral to the DPP for consideration of a Supreme Court application for a DSO order. 
Ultimately, only the Supreme Court of Western Australia has the authority to classify someone as a dangerous 
sex offender. 

Prior to the completion of Faulkner’s nine-and-a-half-year sentence, the Prisoners Review Board imposed 
a post-sentence supervision order upon him. Faulkner’s PSSO will run for a two-year period until 4 May 2022. 

I now table the report “Dangerous Sexual Offenders Review Committee Case Review—Mr Nicholas Rodney Troy 
Faulkner (alias McDonald)” to Parliament. Please note that this report presents the findings in accordance with the 
terms of reference into the case review of Nicholas Rodney Troy Faulkner. Any information that might identify 
Faulkner’s victims and details of Faulkner’s rehabilitation and medical treatment or other personal information 
pertaining to him has not been included in this report. 

[See paper 3549.] 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013548a11d9a7beb551086e482585c10057c15b/$file/3548.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013549ac327c9443bf333f3482585c10057c180/$file/3549.pdf
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“REPORT OF THE INQUIRY INTO THE CITY OF PERTH” 
Statement by Minister for Local Government 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Minister for Local Government) [2.05 pm]: On 2 March 2018, I took 
steps to suspend the council of the City of Perth and announced the establishment of a panel of inquiry under the 
Local Government Act to investigate the city’s governance. I remind members of the very sad situation at the city 
that led to its suspension—poor leadership, division, infighting, self-indulgence and dysfunction. On 24 April 2018, 
Mr Tony Power was appointed to conduct the inquiry into the operations of the city between 1 October 2015 and 
1 March 2018. With the powers of a royal commission, Mr Power was provided with far-reaching terms of 
reference to conduct this inquiry. The inquiry undertook 30 lines of investigation, examined over 4.3 million records, 
conducted 125 days of hearings and heard from 104 witnesses. During its examination, the inquiry identified 
135 matters that required referral to other organisations, including the Western Australia Police Force, the 
Australian Federal Police and the Australian Taxation Office. 
The 2 000-page “Report of the Inquiry into the City of Perth” contains over 250 findings and 350 recommendations 
that have implications for both the city and the local government sector. The recommendations that apply to the 
local government sector are broadly supported by the government and together with the recommendation of the 
Local Government Review Panel released last week will feed into the Local Government Act review process. The 
report paints a picture of poor leadership by Lord Mayor Scaffidi, factionalism, dysfunction, poor government and 
interference in administration. There was a culture of self-interest and a lack of accountability and transparency, 
described as “fertile ground for greed, incompetence and mismanagement”. The report outlines cultural and systemic 
failings in both councillors and administration. Case studies and findings highlight that councillors and candidates 
using sham leases to become eligible to stand for election; decisions on planning matters were not based on 
planning considerations; a lack of disclosure of financial interests by most councillors; excessive use of the dining 
room by councillors; councillors using their position to advance personal business interests; a focus on specific 
events for the allocation of grants, sponsorships and tickets; and a range of issues with the city’s administration, 
including poor management, lack of financial management and planning, and procurement and contracting issues. 
An inquiry of this nature would normally make a recommendation about dismissal of the council or council 
members. Because at the time of reporting the city’s council did not exist, there was no requirement for such 
a recommendation. However, the inquirer confirmed in his statement that had this been an option, he would have 
recommended it. The report has been referred to the city, which has 35 days to advise what it has done or proposes 
to do to give effect to the report recommendations. 
I commend this report to any aspiring Lord Mayor or councillor to ensure that the new council does not repeat the 
city’s past mistakes or, to use Mr Power’s words, as — 

“an example of what can go horribly wrong in local government when it is poorly led, badly governed 
and grossly dysfunctional”. 

It was — 
“falling apart at the seams” and the decision to suspend it was “undoubtedly justified”. 

In closing, I would like to thank Mr Tony Power and his team for such a thorough, detailed and comprehensive 
examination of what occurred at the City of Perth during this period. I now table the report. 
[See paper 3550.] 

CORONAVIRUS — INTERSTATE BORDER RESTRICTIONS — HIGH COURT CHALLENGE 
Statement by Attorney General 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [2.09 pm]: On behalf of the government and the people of 
Western Australia, I rise to recognise the outstanding legal representation that has been on display in the Federal Court 
hearings in Brisbane in the last fortnight during the defence of Mr Clive Palmer’s challenge to our hard border. 
Led by the best Solicitor-General in Australia, Mr Joshua Thomson, SC, and instructed by the State Solicitor, 
Nicholas Egan, all Western Australians can be proud of the defence to Clive Palmer’s border challenge. Anyone 
who listened in to the recent Federal Court proceedings on the matters of law remitted to it by the High Court 
would have been utterly impressed with Mr Thomson’s forensic attention to detail in buttressing the constitutional 
validity of WA’s border settings. 
The team is now back in Perth and in isolation. The state government solicitors travelling with Mr Thomson were 
Joshua Berson, Maryellen Hipworth, Edward Fearis and Madeleine Durand, and assisting from Perth were their 
colleagues Fiona Seaward and Jennifer Perera. The legal team’s travel to Brisbane and their consequential two-week 
self-isolation from friends and families upon return is a significant sacrifice that each of them has made for the 
state. Of course, they remain in isolation today and will remain in isolation until next Monday. 
I would also like to acknowledge the broader COVID team from the State Solicitor’s Office who have been working 
tirelessly for months, putting in long hours and drafting numerous directions to keep the state functioning during 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013550a1d987d6580a2dc46482585c10057c1a1/$file/3550.pdf
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the emergency period. That team includes Craig Bydder, Kirsten Chivers, Michelle Lindley, Naomi Eagling, 
Caroline Chapman, Rachel Paljetak, Emma Salsano, Gemma Mullins, Liam Nicholls, and of course the State Solicitor, 
Mr Nicholas Egan. We owe them all a debt of gratitude. 
The state’s hard border has played a critical role in helping to minimise the spread of coronavirus and is supported 
by the overwhelming majority of Western Australians. I am sure the public will join with me in thanking our 
Solicitor-General, Mr Thomson, SC, and the staff of the State Solicitor’s Office for doing all they can to protect 
all Western Australians and the best interests of the state of Western Australia. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
CORONAVIRUS — QUARANTINE ARRANGEMENTS 

505. Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP to the Premier: 
I refer to revelations of multiple breaches at quarantine hotels, which are the front line of our protection in the 
fight against COVID-19. Given it takes only one mistake to result in a COVID outbreak, will the Premier now ask 
the commonwealth government to replace all private contractors with professionally trained and disciplined 
Australian Defence Force personnel? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Obviously, we have all seen what has occurred in Victoria and the difficulties being faced by the people of Victoria. 
All our thoughts and regards go to the people of that state and everyone who is going through a very traumatic 
time in Victoria. 
We put in place quarantine measures for people overwhelmingly coming back from overseas. It could be argued 
that is a commonwealth responsibility. People are coming back from overseas, that is a commonwealth responsibility 
technically, but obviously from the beginning we worked cooperatively with the commonwealth and took on the 
responsibility of putting people into hotels on the basis that we share the cost with the commonwealth. At this point, 
we have had about 10 500 people quarantine in our hotels and at Rottnest Island. It has cost in excess of $20 million. 
I am advised that over that time, we have had four breaches out of 10 500 people in quarantine. The breach the other 
day was a security guard who went to the wrong room to collect an item. The wrong door was opened—a human 
error was made. If any person was put at risk, it was actually the security guard and not the people in the room. 
I think the people in the room had come back from Victoria. People coming to Western Australia from Victoria 
are now required to quarantine. 
Some weeks ago, I saw the Prime Minister being interviewed by Leigh Sales on the 7.30 program. I heard him say 
in that interview that ADF personnel were available for quarantine purposes. Once I heard him say that, I instantly, 
the next morning, said, “If he’s going to offer, we will take it up.” We put in a request to the commonwealth for 
ADF assistance. After some considerable negotiation, we have been provided with 50 personnel, which we are 
grateful for. But that is 50 personnel for five hotels 24 hours a day, seven days a week. When they are shared out 
over that length of time and over that number of hotels, it is not many people at any given point in time per hotel. 
If the commonwealth wanted to take over all responsibility for quarantining, obviously that would be something 
we would welcome. If the Prime Minister wanted to make that offer to Western Australia, that is something we 
would welcome. At this point in time there has been no such offer made. 

CORONAVIRUS — QUARANTINE ARRANGEMENTS 
506. Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Given the revelations of these multiple breaches at quarantine hotels, will the 
Premier support the opposition’s calls for a public and independent review of our COVID protocols and processes 
to evaluate potential gaps in our COVID defences and our state’s ability to respond in the event of an outbreak? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
As I said to the member, there have been 10 500 instances of people quarantining for two weeks. That is a lot. 
Health advises me there have been four breaches of quarantine out of all of that, including one whereby someone 
went to the door of the wrong room to get a remote control. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: No; let me answer your question. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, you have had two questions! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Do not politicise this; stop politicising it. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, I call you to order for the first time. You have had two goes, if you 
cannot get your answer. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Stop politicising! 
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One security guard went to the door of a hotel room, and stood in the doorway, and sought to get a remote control. 
There is currently what is called the Holton review by Jane Holton. She will be here this week, if she is not already, 
as part of her inquiries. As I am advised, the Public Accounts Committee did some sort of investigation into these 
matters. I do not know whether they are going to report or what they are going to do. I think it is best at this time 
that we allow our lawyers, our health officials, our Chief Health Officer and our police officers to get on and do 
their job. At this point, and over the last six months, they have done an outstanding job. 

CORONAVIRUS — ECONOMIC RECOVERY 
507. Mr M. HUGHES to the Premier: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s $5.5 billion WA recovery plan. 
(1) Can the Premier outline to the house how this comprehensive plan will help drive the state’s social and 

economic recovery from COVID-19? 
(2) Can the Premier advise the house how this plan will support local jobs by not only creating a pipeline of 

work for Western Australians, but also by cutting red tape? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I thank the member for Kalamunda for the question. 
(1)–(2) Obviously, the last six months has been the most difficult period in Western Australian economic history 

since the Great Depression, which was virtually 100 years ago. A great many jobs have been lost and 
many businesses have suffered across the state. COVID-19 is not over. We are guarding against its return 
and our hard border with the east has been critical in defending the health and wellbeing of the people of 
Western Australia. It has also allowed us to open our economy within Western Australia, more than any 
other state. We are seeing evidence of that in all sorts of sectors, whether it is retail, housing, car sales, 
and the growth in payroll. 

Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman, it is not a chat-fest. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We have seen massive growth in many of those areas, including — 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Seriously, member for Bateman! 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman, I call you to order for the first time. You do not have to comment on everything. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Member for Bateman, you have been demoted; please.  
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: He has been. He has been demoted. The Leader of the Opposition took away from him his 
cost-of-living portfolio. That has been one of the political stories of the break—that is what he did—and he lost 
finance. If the member for Bateman wants to interject, we will point these things out. 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman, I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: As a consequence of what has occurred, we have launched the $5.5 billion WA Recovery 
Plan—this document here. That is $5.5 billion of initiatives to support industry and business, communities, and 
jobs across Western Australia. The plan has 21 priority areas, including local manufacturing, growing food industries, 
investing in renewable energy and new technologies, capital works, industrial land assembly, and defence—you 
name it. It is a comprehensive plan to support the Western Australian economy.  
One of the things that we have done as a priority is green jobs. We launched this a couple of weeks ago. That will 
see more than $60 million of investment, in particular 1 000 conservation jobs across the state, ensuring that we 
have native vegetation rehabilitation schemes and estuary rehabilitation schemes, ensuring we provide employment 
opportunities in fencing, seeding and planting, and supporting native habitat for fauna such as Carnaby’s cockatoo 
and the like. As we know, conservation can be a big job generator for many people.  
At the same time, we have worked with the commonwealth to streamline environmental approvals to remove 
duplication, not to remove protection. I wrote to the Prime Minister in December of last year seeking a bilateral 
agreement for the state to manage these matters and not have one set of approvals under the EPA act and then you 
go to the EPBC at the commonwealth level and you have to go through the same thing again. Removing duplication 
is very important. I am pleased to say the Prime Minister has agreed, and we have reached an agreement that will 
reduce delays and result in approval time frames being reduced by an average of six months. This will help us deal 
with approvals but at the same time not reduce standards. We hope and expect this will result in significant additional 
investment in an environmentally friendly way for Western Australia. This has been an important initiative the 
state has taken. But, as I said, we want to have balance in these things. Our green jobs plan is about providing balance. 
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Our renewable energy plan, and our expansion of the conservation estate and marine park estate—all these things—
are about protecting the environment. At the same time, we have reached agreement with the commonwealth to 
remove duplication, so it is a win all around. 

WESTPORT TASKFORCE — AUTOMATED OUTER HARBOUR 
508. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Premier: 
At the upcoming election, the automated outer harbour, and the inner harbour, with the job-creating Roe 8–9 project, 
will be major points of difference between the parties. Will the Premier, in an open and transparent way, outline 
to the community how many local jobs will be lost under the two scenarios for the outer harbour? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
We outlined the Westport Taskforce plan yesterday, and it is a very significant investment, and a very significant day 
for Western Australia. We actually have to work towards long-term visions for these things, long-term infrastructure, 
making sure we deal with bottlenecks, making sure we actually provide world class twenty-first century infrastructure 
for freight and trade for Western Australia. That was the position of both sides of politics for decades. Troy Buswell 
came in here during the term of the last government and lauded it. That was the future. We would have a modern 
container port in Kwinana to deal with the container and freight needs of the state for the future—for centuries to come. 
That was what Troy Buswell had to say. Richard Court had the same thing to say. It was a bipartisan position. What we 
find now is the Liberal Party in Western Australia just wants to play politics with these things. I mean, honestly, having 
trucks running into the centre of the city to a boutique and very old port that is going to fill is not the way of the future.  
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: You need to actually look bigger and better and brighter than what you are. What is more is 
that to keep Fremantle as the port for Western Australia, with the road freight and rail infrastructure required to be 
built, the upgrades to Fremantle port will be double the cost of building a new port in Kwinana. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The Liberal Party just wants to play politics. We are about providing a long-term future for 
freight and trade that will create thousands of jobs for Western Australia. I will tell members what. When we go 
to cities around the world, they have modern infrastructure, and ports that take the traffic out of the heart of the 
city. When you go to European cities or advanced Asian economies or advanced American cities, that is what they 
do. What we have with the Liberal Party is troglodytes. They are ignoring what Troy Buswell had to say and what 
Richard Court had to say and what was a bipartisan position for many, many years. 

WESTPORT TASKFORCE — AUTOMATED OUTER HARBOUR 
509. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question.  
A member interjected. 
Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Pardon? 
Can the Premier confirm that under both scenarios for his automated outer harbour project, all the local jobs in the 
inner harbour will be lost; it is just a matter of how quickly? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
No. Kwinana is around 20 kilometres away from Fremantle, and the port there will be 15 or 20 kilometres away. 
People will live in Rockingham, Cockburn, Fremantle and Kwinana. They will live in Mosman Park and in 
Winthrop and other suburbs around the area. They will live in Bicton. They will work at a modern port facility. 
You do not take all the jobs away. You create jobs. You create jobs when you can cater for the bigger ships of the 
future. You create jobs when you provide a better port that provides a better service for the exporters and importers 
of Western Australia. That is what you do.  
These glib lines you come up with! I mean, this state embraces technology. We actually have technology in our port. 
We will have technology in a new port. That is what we do. We do not have dockers carrying around stacks of 
wheat on their backs anymore, which is apparently what members opposite want to see happen. We want to have 
a modern and efficient port that will take the traffic down through Anketell and Tonkin Highway and away from the 
city centre and allows for it to be properly designed for the twenty-first and twenty-second centuries, not a boutique 
port that will cost twice as much to manage as a new facility. Go and ask Nicole Lockwood. Nicole Lockwood is 
an expert on these things, and she has come up with a brilliant blueprint — 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected.  
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Bateman is laughing at that, is he?  
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman, you are on two calls. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Bateman has no right to say anything. He has been demoted.  
Nicole Lockwood has come up with a great way forward for this state. That is what we are going to now take 
forward to ensure that we have a modern and efficient transport and freight network for the future of this state. 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Just before we go on, member for Bateman, I do not want to hear your comments on every issue. 
You are on two, and you are very likely going home very early. 

WESTPORT TASKFORCE — AUTOMATED OUTER HARBOUR 
510. Mrs L.M. O’MALLEY to the Minister for Transport:  
I refer to the government’s decision to endorse the recommendation of the independent Westport Taskforce for 
Kwinana to be the site for a new long-term container port.  
(1) Can the minister advise the house how a new port in Kwinana will ensure Perth has a modern uninterrupted 

freight corridor that takes trucks away from built-up suburbs like those in my electorate? 
(2) Can the minister outline to the house what will be the financial and economic consequences of not 

planning for a new port at Kwinana? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
(1)–(2) I thank the member for Bicton for that question, and of course her commitment to the Westport vision and 

strategy. We took this policy to the last election—a policy to plan for a new outer harbour—and also a number 
of short-term measures. We welcome the recommendations from the Westport Taskforce report. I would 
like to put on the record my thanks to Nicole Lockwood and her whole team for the work they undertook, 
the consultation, and the stakeholder engagement. It was absolutely excellent. Can I thank that team for the 
work that they did. I heard the member for Vasse questioning the independence of Nicole Lockwood, again 
willing to criticise everything that this government does. This is a plan for Western Australia’s economic 
future. It will secure our role as Australia’s major trading state and will make sure that generations of 
Western Australians can benefit from the most modern and efficient transport and port infrastructure in 
Australia. The final report has recommended a land-backed port to be built in the Kwinana industrial area 
connected to a freight corridor via Anketell and Tonkin Highway. The recommended container port at 
Kwinana will include upgrading Anketell into a freight route that will connect directly to Tonkin Highway 
to Muchea in the north and down to the south west. It will also be supported by an enhanced rail network 
and new intermodal terminals. That is what the community demands and deserves from a government—
a government willing to plan for the future and to deliver on its commitments. This report now allows the 
government to get on with the planning involved and protecting the road and rail corridors, and, of course, 
the environmental assessments and the further work that needs to be done as part of the business case. In the 
meantime, we will continue to do the work of getting freight onto rail. As the member for Bicton knows, we 
have already increased the amount of freight onto rail, which was down to 11 per cent under the previous 
government, to 20 per cent, and that represents 110 000 truck movements per annum. 
What is the Liberal Party’s view of it all? Again, it appears that it has a unity ticket with the Maritime Union 
of Australia on this issue. Let us go back to its policies in government. Its policy in government was to 
privatise Fremantle port. It now stands up and talks about automation when the plan was to privatise 
Fremantle port. That is why it wanted to build Roe 8 and 9—to maximise the value of the port. We 
understand that. I quote the member for Riverton. Dr Nahan said — 

… the sale of Fremantle Port would solve the government’s future problem of having to expand 
capacity in 10 to 15 years, which would require a $2 billion to $4 billion investment. 
“There is a need to build an outer harbour, logically in Kwinana, and a lot of work has been done 
on that,” he said. 

It appears that the former member for Vasse was on board. We know that former Premier Richard Court 
was on board and former Premier Colin Barnett was on board, and of course the member for Riverton. It 
is logical—it makes sense—to build an outer harbour. Let us get on with it. Let us be bipartisan on something 
that had a bipartisan approach for decades until the Liberal Party scrambled together the Perth Freight Link 
project. This is a project for Western Australia’s economic future. I am proud that we have delivered this 
report to ensure the economic prosperity of generations to come. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN 
511. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Premier: 
There is growing concern and urgency to source skilled and unskilled workers to support critical industries in 
regional Western Australia. Why has the government’s $5.5 billion recovery plan failed to address the issues and 
what will his government be doing in the short term to ensure that tourism businesses can keep their doors open, 
farmers can complete their harvest and shearing can be managed over the coming months? 
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Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
My goodness, Mr Speaker; we had the same MP some time ago saying “shut the area off”. I do not have the 
stickers. I think he was putting up stickers and signs around the place. I remember a newspaper article showing 
him hammering in a sign at some point, saying, “We don’t want you; stay out.” That is what he was doing a couple 
of months ago. Now he has done a complete flip. I will tell members what we are doing. We have a hard border in 
place that the Liberal Party and the Nationals WA want to tear down. That is what we have done. That means that 
we are able to get our economy up within Western Australia to a far greater degree than other states across this 
nation can. If we look at the retail figures, the payroll figures, the land and sales figures and the car sales figures, 
we will find that Western Australia is doing at least as well as any other state in the country. 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That is because our economy is more functional and more operational than other states 
across Australia. That is because we have managed to keep rates of infection very low—in fact, non-existent—in 
Western Australia at this point in time. There is always a risk, and we say this constantly. We have a whole range of 
measures in place to protect the people of the state, but there is still risk out there, as we have seen in New South Wales, 
Queensland and South Australia, where the virus has spread from Victoria. We know there is still risk, but we are 
doing everything we can to protect people and get our economy up. That is providing tourism businesses with support. 
I went to various parts of the regions four or five times over the break, and there were huge tourism numbers in the 
places I went to. People from Western Australia were out there holidaying at home because of our Wander Out 
Yonder campaign. We promoted the state. We had people out there holidaying all over Western Australia. It was 
a good outcome for tourism businesses. Go to a tourism business in New South Wales and Victoria and ask them 
how they are going. We are not going to give in to the National Party’s plans to bring people in from overseas. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member should wait and see. What we are going to do, which we have announced 
already, is set up a massive training program for Western Australians. The member for North West Central asked 
about the regions. I advise him that I was in Albany the other day announcing a $17 million upgrade to the TAFE. 
Alannah MacTiernan was in Northam, announcing an $8 million upgrade to the Muresk Institute. In South Hedland, 
$22 million will be spent on Pundulmurra TAFE. 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I was in Kalgoorlie, Broome and Roebourne. Places all over Western Australia will have 
major upgrades to their TAFEs—in fact, $79 million worth of upgrades to TAFEs around the state in regional WA. 
There will be a major upgrade to Mandurah TAFE, which is much appreciated by the people of the Peel region. 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, you will get a chance to have a question. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: On top of that, we have dramatically cut course fees around the state. 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: When the opposition was in office, it put up course fees by 500 per cent. We have cut course 
fees by more than 70 per cent for multiple courses around the state, and 15 courses — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member, you will get an opportunity for a supplementary. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I hear you are not doing too well in your electorate, in Carnarvon. Maybe they have worked 
you out. The other day some people in your electorate told me that you were not well received. I know the Leader of 
the National Party is not too happy with you. 
Ms M.J. Davies: You’re not answering the question. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I am answering the question. I am talking about cuts to fees in regional TAFEs all over 
Western Australia. That is what he asked me about. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members, let the Premier finish his answer. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: What is more, as I outlined the other day, very soon we are going to launch a major campaign 
to get Western Australians from the city to work in regional WA, because we need to get people from the city out 
into regional communities to work. There are jobs out there in agriculture, tourism and mining. We are doing all 
of that whilst at the same time we are getting our economy more open than that in any other state in Australia. 
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CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN 
512. Mr V.A. CATANIA to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. What is the Premier doing about small businesses in regional WA now that they 
are closing their doors as they are at breaking point due to lack of workers? 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I call the Minister for Tourism and the member for North West Central to order. 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
What I outlined to the member a moment ago, in answer to both questions, is a $5.5 billion recovery plan, payroll 
tax cuts across the state, assistance with electricity costs for small businesses around Western Australia, the waiver 
of fees for those that have licence fees from the state, the waiver of rent for those that rent from the state and grants 
of $10 000 a month for Lotterywest kiosks. The state has provided all sorts of benefits. For the first time in history, 
we have seen a cost reduction in the household basket of goods and services all over Western Australia. At the same 
time, we have seen the biggest shovel-ready infrastructure set of projects that anyone can remember, including all 
over regional WA, improvements in TAFE colleges and apprenticeships, plus changes to the local purchasing 
policy to ensure greater preference for regional businesses all over the state. We are cutting TAFE fees all over 
Western Australia to allow Western Australians to access those jobs, plus we have opened up the economy within 
the state so that businesses, particularly tourism businesses, all over Western Australia have opportunities that 
those in other states of Australia do not have. We are doing all those things, plus a major campaign to get people 
from the city to go to the country and work. 
I just say to people that we are in a pandemic. It is not the most perfect of situations. The world economy is in 
turmoil. Other states are in turmoil, yet Western Australia is in this position. Although members opposite complain 
and whinge all the time, that is the position that we are in, and it is a stronger position than that of other states of 
Australia and a stronger position than that of virtually anywhere else in the world at this time. We intend to continue 
on this course and we intend to keep the virus out of Western Australia as best we can by maintaining our hard border. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN 
513. Ms E. HAMILTON to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s $5.5 billion recovery plan. 
(1) Can the Treasurer outline to the house how this plan will support businesses, get Western Australians 

back to work and strengthen our economy? 
(2) Can the Treasurer advise the house whether this comprehensive economic driving plan would have been 

possible without this government’s strong and disciplined financial management? 
Mr B.S. WYATT replied: 
I thank the member for Joondalup for that very good question. 
(1)–(2) I must say, in reflecting on the comments of the Premier just a moment ago, that there really is not a place 

on this planet that we would want to be other than Western Australia. When I look at the national response, 
I suspect that Australia is leading globally, and certainly within Australia, Western Australia is leading the 
nation. Despite some of the rhetoric coming from the opposition, there is not another place we would want 
to be. 
We are, I think, dealing very effectively with the health and economic challenges that the coronavirus has 
put upon us. When I became Treasurer—I have reflected upon this many times in this place—I said that 
we must always govern and manage the balance sheet for the future. I was often very critical of the former 
Liberal–National government about how it took it upon itself to consume the capacity of the balance sheet 
for years ahead. For the first three years of this government, great effort went into restoring strength to 
our balance sheet. That is because at no point can we just assume that good economic times are here to 
stay. Admittedly, at the time, I was thinking about the normal economic contractions through the cycle, not 
the impact of a global pandemic. Nonetheless, the health crisis has certainly now given a global economic 
crisis that I think Western Australia is leading. Because of those efforts, we have worked very hard, 
against the resistance and objections of the opposition, to restore strength to the balance sheet. 
Moody’s made the point, member for Joondalup, that of all the states in the nation, Western Australia is 
best placed to respond to the economic impacts of the coronavirus. As a result, everybody saw the 
$2.8 billion in immediate reaction around support for households and businesses and stimulus into the 
economy, and of course the Premier announced the other week the $5.5 billion recovery plan. No other 
state is at this point. No other state is at the point at which we are at—planning for recovery, secure behind 
the hard borders that the Premier has had to defend against the Leader of the Opposition. Secure behind 
those hard borders, we have been able to open up our economy and get activity and jobs growth in a way 
that makes all other states envious, let alone economies around the world. This plan to support jobs in 
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construction, manufacturing, tourism and hospitality, renewable energy, education and training, agriculture, 
mining and conservation means that we can, in an environment in which we have seen perhaps the greatest 
economic shock of our lifetime, start generating activity and job creation. 
I want to make this point in conclusion: the Premier has been determined in protecting the great gains 
that Western Australians have sacrificed much for for the greater good. The Premier has defended this 
hard border against constant attack from the Leader of the Opposition and the Liberal Party at both the state 
and federal level. One thing I know as I move around Western Australia is that every Western Australian 
values that border and they are not going to sacrifice what they have given to ensure that Western Australia 
is in the strongest economic position in the nation. 

SMART FREEWAYS INITIATIVE 

514. Ms L. METTAM to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the smart freeways initiative and the minister’s public announcements that it would be completed in May, 
June and then July. Can the minister advise the house when this $47 million project is likely to be completed, 
given that she has been in government for almost 42 months? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
I thank the member for the question. I was asked that question this morning and the answer is this month. We are 
spending a record amount on infrastructure in Western Australia. In eight years, the previous government could 
not build Roe 8. Remember that? Even though it took it to the election, it could not build Roe 8 in eight years. It 
said that it was the most important project on the surface of this Earth, but it could not do it in eight years. 
Mr B.S. Wyatt: MAX light rail took over. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Members opposite promised the Ellenbrook rail line and they never delivered it. 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They promised MAX light rail and they never delivered it. When we came to government, we 
went to the federal government and we negotiated a record amount of federal funding and state funding to deliver 
a record infrastructure program. The smart freeways program is being delivered. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: When? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I just said it. Honestly! I am sorry that the member got demoted, but he should not be angry 
with us; he should be angry with the people around him, because it was not our fault that he got demoted. 
Mr M. McGowan: Who got promoted? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They gave bits and pieces to everybody, as I understand it. I do not know about the member 
for Bateman, but if I lost a portfolio to the member for Carine, I would be pretty angry. 

Point of Order 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The question from the member for Vasse was about the smart freeway. This has nothing to 
do with it. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! The point of order will be heard in silence. I am sure that the minister is getting back 
on track. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It will be delivered this month.  
The SPEAKER: I wish the trains were that quick! 

SMART FREEWAYS INITIATIVE 

515. Ms L. METTAM to the Minister for Transport: 
I have a supplementary question. Why is the minister unable to deliver major projects such as this on time and 
on budget? 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman, that is your last warning. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
The negativity from the member for Vasse is incredible. I have worked out the member for Vasse’s research 
technique. She goes through Facebook, finds a negative comment and then creates a media release out of it. That is 
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her research technique. This is one of the laziest oppositions I have ever seen. There is negativity. Members opposite 
want us to take down the borders that have helped protect the state. We have gone through a COVID pandemic, 
yet they come in here and are negative about everything. I have never seen them be positive about anything that is 
happening in Western Australia, whether it is record infrastructure or how we are handling the pandemic. It is 
negative. People in WA are grateful for the leadership shown by this government, this Premier and this Minister 
for Health. They are grateful that we have been able to spend record amounts on infrastructure. That is what we 
will continue to do all around this state—spend record amounts on infrastructure. 

TAFE — INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENT 

516. Ms J.M. FREEMAN to the Premier: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s $5.5 billion recovery plan, which includes the biggest investment in 
TAFE in the state’s history. Can the Premier outline to the house what this massive investment will mean for TAFE 
infrastructure across Western Australia, including old, ageing and much loved campuses such as Balga TAFE; and 
how this massive investment will not only support local jobs, but also ensure that Western Australians have the 
skills and training needed to rejoin the workforce? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I thank the member for Mirrabooka for the question. We are making an enormous investment in TAFE across 
Western Australia, which will create a pipeline of work in building and construction for Western Australians. About 
1 000 jobs will come out of this initiative. It will mean that Western Australians will learn in first-class facilities 
all over the state. It will see $167 million in new money for upgrades to TAFEs right across Western Australia—
the city and the regions. Some examples are the TAFE campus in Balga, which I went to a couple of weeks ago. 
There will be a $32 million investment to redevelop the campus. It is an old campus— maybe 50 years old. A new 
multi-story building will replace 22 transportable classrooms. A sum of $17.6 million will be spent for light 
automotive training at the Joondalup TAFE, which I also went to a couple of weeks ago. A sum of $22.6 million 
will go to the Armadale campus, which has had a significant issue of being divided between sites. The investment 
will bring the campus into a single site, which will be terrific for the community of Armadale and for the training 
of people in the south east corridor. 

Across the regions, $79 million will be spent on upgrades. That includes $17 million for the Albany TAFE, for new 
workshops for automotive engineering and construction. I was there the other day as well. A sum of $8 million will 
go into the Muresk Institute in Northam for specialist facilities to support dedicated agricultural machinery and 
apprenticeship training. I know that agricultural communities all over the state will be thrilled with that. A sum of 
$22 million will go into the Pundulmurra TAFE in South Hedland, which will benefit the Pilbara. There will be 
improvements to TAFE colleges all over the regions, including Mandurah, Kalgoorlie, Roebourne, Geraldton, 
Northam, Broome and Kununurra. 

On top of that, our lower fees, higher skills program will cut TAFE fees all over the state. We did that at the start 
of the year, with 34 high-priority courses. That led to a huge increase in enrolments. In the latest initiative, we 
have cut fees by as much as 72 per cent for a range of courses that are very much focused on getting people into 
work. Indeed, 15 courses, such as community services and IT, are absolutely free. There have been thousands of 
enrolments as a consequence of both of those initiatives. I was at Albany TAFE the other day and two women who 
were enrolled in nursing came up to me. They were thrilled that the fees had come down so significantly. Under 
the last government, when the Leader of the Opposition was in charge, the fees went up by 400 per cent for 
a nursing course to $9 700. That has now been slashed to $2 700, and $800 for concession card holders. There has 
been a massive take-up in enrolments all over Western Australia. We are doing everything we can to make TAFE 
affordable and are improving facilities all over Western Australia. We want to take advantage of this situation to 
have our state come out stronger and better than ever before. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN 

517. Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Premier: 
I refer to the job-matching program for people from the city to fill the acute skilled and unskilled worker shortages 
that the Premier referred to in his answer to the member for North West Central’s earlier question. 

(1) What is the scope and nature of this program? 

(2) When will it be formally announced? 

(3) How much funding will the government allocate to this program? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
(1)–(3) When I was in Kalgoorlie, or maybe Albany, the other day, we outlined that we will be undertaking 

a major promotional campaign to promote living — 

Ms M.J. Davies: It’s an advertising campaign. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I have said that a number of times now. There will be a major promotional campaign about 
job opportunities across regional Western Australia. If people go to Kalgoorlie, they will find lots of jobs in the 
gold industry. If they go to agricultural areas, they will find lots of jobs—particularly seasonal jobs—in agriculture. 
If they go to the north or the south west, they will find lots of jobs in tourism. Promoting those opportunities is 
very important. I think we all have a role in that. I do not think it is just a paid-for advertising campaign, which is 
what we will do. It is also a role for all of us in this place to promote life in regional WA and the fact that people 
can get a great job, have an adventure in life and do something a little different. That is what this initiative will be 
all about—making sure that we promote opportunities for people who may have lost a job or are unemployed to 
take up job opportunities in regional WA. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN 
518. Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. What strategy does the government have to accompany this advertising campaign 
to ensure that those workers who can be matched have appropriate housing and other enabling facilities to allow 
them to take these opportunities? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
We have the jobs and skills centres, which we launched about three years ago. They are designed around 
matching people — 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member asks me a question then starts yelling at me!  
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: When she starts interrupting below her breath, I cannot get a word out. Ask again. What is 
the member’s point? 
Ms M.J. Davies: What other strategies will be put in place to accompany the advertising campaign? 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I just said it. I am answering the member’s question. It is the jobs and skills centres. They 
are part of it. 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I call you to order for the second time, Leader of the Nationals WA. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The jobs and skills centres are about ensuring that people are matched to job opportunities. 
They are in 13 locations at TAFE colleges around Western Australia. They were never there before. A parent can 
go in there with their teenage son or daughter and can work up a plan for what their son or daughter might do. An 
advertising campaign or promotional campaign about life in the regions and the job opportunities that might be 
there—and advertising some of the job opportunities—is what we are planning to do. The plan is about promoting 
to people who might be unemployed in the city that there are jobs out there. When I was young—well, younger—
people went somewhere if there was a job there. They went and had a look at what rental vacancies were there or 
whether they could rent a room somewhere. That is what people do. Honestly! 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, I call you to order for the third time 
Mr M. McGOWAN: What is the member’s view of the world? Does she want the government to drive people 
there as well—a minibus to take them there? Should the government organise the house? Does the member want 
someone there to cook for them as well? Honestly! People have to show a little bit of initiative and do a couple of 
things themselves, such as look for somewhere to rent or buy a house. These days, people can get a grant to build 
a house. They can get $55 000 to build a house. That is what is available to people. Leader of the National Party, we 
cannot spoon-feed everyone. We cannot do every single thing for everyone. I do not know what view of the world 
the member has, but that is not my view of the world. When I was that age, I left home at 17 and went and made my 
way in the world. That is what people do and that is what I encourage people to do. We will promote the opportunities 
that are out there for people so they can take advantage of them. 

HOMELESSNESS — SERVICES 
519. Mr J.N. CAREY to the Minister for Community Services: 
I refer to the state Labor government’s $5.5 billion recovery plan, which includes investment in measures that 
support the most vulnerable Western Australians. Can the minister outline to the house what this government’s 
investment in the state’s first common ground facility in East Perth will mean to those Western Australians who 
are experiencing homelessness; and advise the house how this will build on the state Labor government’s 
significant investment in homelessness services?  
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Ms S.F. McGURK replied: 
I thank the member for Perth not only for his interest in addressing homelessness, but also for a lot of the hard 
work he has put in to draw together City of Perth stakeholders, businesses and community sector organisations in 
his electorate. I was pleased to be with the member for Perth and Commissioner Gaye McMath of the City of Perth 
when it was announced that we had secured the first location for a common ground in Perth. People might be 
aware that many other capital cities in the country have a common ground; some have two. I think Canberra is on 
its way to having its second common ground. When we worked on a strategy to address homelessness, we took 
time to sit down with stakeholders, particularly community sector organisations, researchers and people with lived 
experience, to understand what an evidence-based strategic approach to homelessness would be. When we announced 
the strategy, we also announced an amount of $72 million, part of which would be spent on building two common 
ground facilities. We have now announced the location for that in Perth. It will be on the corner of Hill and 
Wellington Streets, across from Wellington Square and the Royal Perth Hospital precinct. I was very pleased to 
see the positive response across the community for that location as well as for the concept of the common ground—
that is, at least 70 self-contained units, half of which will be for people who are street present, to give people 
the support that they need. In addition, there is the Housing First Homelessness Initiative, which, again, is an 
evidence-based approach. With the advent of COVID-19, we started to fast-track the rollout of that approach by 
awarding contracts and making sure that case workers could get out there on the ground and link up with people 
who need supports. Part of the allocation of that money will also be for private rental subsidies. 
We are also working with the Minister for Housing on a $150 million housing investment package and a $319 million 
social housing economic recovery package. That is a big investment in public housing, social housing and 
affordable housing that will make sure that there is more stock out there for those people. That is really important. 
Finally, there will be an allocation of $6.8 million. The Premier has commented a few times that sometimes these 
numbers can just roll off the tongue, but these important on-the-ground resources will grow community sector 
organisations to support those who are homeless. 
We said that there will be two common grounds. Now that we have announced the site for the first common ground 
in Perth, we know that there will be a positive development once we get the build. We have done planning, 
communication and consultation with the local community. Interestingly, the second location is still to be decided. 
We said that we will develop and build it in broader metropolitan Perth. I now have an options paper from the 
Department of Communities, which has shortlisted three local government areas for the second common ground. 
It will be an interesting test to see what these local communities think of having a common ground in their vicinity.  
I think it will also be a test for the opposition to finally step up and show what could be its real support for people 
who are homeless and vulnerable in their community. So far, the opposition has been quick to label people, point 
the finger of blame and chase headlines for political purposes when it comes to homelessness. I am happy to 
announce that the shortlist includes three local government areas. There is the City of Mandurah. I know that the 
member for Mandurah as well as the local government there supports this and understands that there is a vulnerable 
cohort in that area. There is the City of Fremantle. I certainly can say, hand on heart, that our community recognises 
that there is a need and supports a common ground. The other is the City of Stirling. A mix of state seats are 
represented in the City of Stirling, so it will be interesting to see whether the Leader of the Opposition supports 
a common ground in her area—if she is listening to the answer to this question. It will also be interesting to see 
whether the member for Carine supports a common ground in his electorate. Let us see whether they will step up 
and let us know whether they really support the vulnerable in our community. I guess we will have to wait and 
see, but I am not holding my breath. 
The SPEAKER: Members, the lights that the member for Perth damaged cannot be fixed today, so we will be 
a little bit in the dark for the rest of the day. 

CORONAVIRUS — SMALL BUSINESS — RELIEF MEASURES 

520. Mrs A.K. HAYDEN to the Premier: 
I refer to Australian Bureau of Statistics data released yesterday that highlights that the government’s COVID-19 
stimulus was the smallest state response in the country, with just 23 per cent of Western Australians receiving 
support from the government. Why has the government ignored the real pain that is being felt across our small 
family-run businesses and by struggling Western Australians during the COVID crisis, especially given the 
government has been the recipient of massive windfall gains from high iron ore prices? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
The Treasurer has just advised me that as a percentage of revenue, we are the second highest in Australia in terms 
of our COVID-19 stimulus response spend. The only reason that we can do that is we got the budget back to 
surplus. Our first years in government were obviously very difficult and the last six months in government have 
been very difficult. Our first three years in government were spent turning around $2.5 billion deficits and converting 
them to $2.5 billion surpluses. By doing that we, obviously, have greater capacity to deal with the COVID crisis 
confronting Western Australia. As far as I am aware, we are the only state to have launched a recovery plan. I have 
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sent this to all the other Premiers and Chief Ministers. I have received some considerable interest, it might be said, 
from them about how we have conducted ourselves and how we have arrived at this point. In constructing this 
plan, we consulted around 800 people across the state. There were numerous forums to listen to what the requirements 
were out there and where the spend was required. Members will find it is a very balanced document, which ensures 
that there is spend on important initiatives all over Western Australia, both city and regional. We are doing everything 
we can to get jobs back in Western Australia. 
However, it is a two-pronged approach: it is not just what the government does; it is what the government allows 
the private sector to do. I think that the tone of the member’s question once again shows how the world is very 
unusual. The Leader of the Nationals WA seems to want me to organise accommodation for anyone who wants to 
leave home and the member for Darling Range seems to think that bankrupting Western Australia is somehow the 
solution to the problem that we face. That is not the solution. The solution is to engage in targeted spend in important 
areas that provide stimulus for the state and to then encourage the private sector to get on to do what it does, which 
is exactly what we are doing. As I have said before, other states followed us when we went to the two-square metre 
rule. Some states have now rolled it back. Our hospitality, tourism and entertainment sectors are the most open of 
any state in Australia. Our land sales are the second strongest of any state in Australia. Our retail figures are the 
strongest of any state in Australia. Our growth in payroll is the strongest of any state in Australia. 
Mr D.C. Nalder: In wages. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member for Bateman can ask me a question, but maybe he is not allowed to. Maybe 
that is cost of living. The member for Bateman can ask me a question if he wants to, but maybe it should be the 
member for Carine—obviously a future Treasurer of Western Australia. I thought my colleague the Minister for 
Transport put it well—imagine losing a portfolio to the member for Carine! Now that is an insult! 
That is the situation Western Australia is in today. Obviously, we have a long road ahead of us. There will be many 
twists and turns in this road. There already has been over the last six months, but we are doing everything we can 
to get the economy back and to get jobs back and to keep people safe at the same time. 

CORONAVIRUS — SMALL BUSINESS — RELIEF MEASURES 
521. Mrs A.K. HAYDEN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Will the Premier admit that he has not supported our struggling small businesses 
with a COVID-19 grant of up to $10 000 like every other state government and Premier has done to ensure that 
the maximum number of small businesses survive through the COVID-19 crisis? Every other state has provided 
a $10 000 grant, but this state has not. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
No-one can find any evidence of the member’s claim. The Liberal Party’s position is that every small business in 
Western Australia should be given $10 000 by the state government. That is the Liberal Party’s position. Does the 
opposition know what that would do? What about all those businesses that are doing well? What about bottle shops 
that are doing well? There are many others. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Please! The member asked me the question. Can I answer it? 
The Liberal Party’s proposition is bizarre. We can find no evidence that every state in Australia is doing something 
similar. As I outlined to the member before, we cut payroll tax, we gave nearly 100 000 businesses a $2 500 credit 
on their electricity and anyone who is a tenant of the state government basically got six months’ rent free. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range, I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We not only cut payroll tax, but also reimbursed payroll tax for businesses with a payroll 
tax of up to $4 million. 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Mr Speaker, honestly! 
The SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range, I call you to order for the third time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Is the shadow Treasurer’s position that every business in the state should get $10 000? 
Mr D.C. Nalder interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Bateman! That is the end of question time. 
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JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE CORRUPTION AND CRIME COMMISSION 
Inquiry into the Western Australian Corruption and Crime Commission’s Oversight of Police Misconduct 

Investigations, Particularly Allegations of Excessive Use of Force — Extension of Reporting Date — 
Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) [3.10 pm]: The Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission has resolved to extend the reporting date of its inquiry into the Western Australian Corruption and 
Crime Commission’s oversight of police misconduct investigations, particularly allegations of excessive use of 
force, to 24 September 2020. 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 6283, 6302, 6304, 6307 AND 6308 
Answer Advice 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [3.11 pm]: I have question on notice 6283 to the Minister for Tourism 
that has not been answered in the required time. I have questions on notice 6302 to the Premier, in regard to the 
resources sector, and 6307 that have not been answered in the required time. I also have questions on notice 6304 
to the Minister for Housing and 6308 to the Minister for Police that have not been answered in the required time. 
MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Tourism) [3.11 pm]: I am onto that and the member will get the 
answer very shortly. 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [3.11 pm]: I will follow up and seek to respond to the member 
in due course. 

TOURISM RECOVERY PROGRAM 
Petition 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [3.12 pm]: I have a petition that has been certified as conforming 
with the standing orders of the Assembly. It has 100 signatures in total. The petition reads — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned, call on the State Government to expand the eligibility criteria of the Tourism Recovery 
Program so small businesses affected by COVID-19 are eligible to apply for the $6,500 payment. 
The requirement to be accredited or an active member of a Regional Tourism Organisation as of 
31 January 2020 rules many small to medium businesses out of the chance to apply for recovery funds. 
These are often the businesses most affected by COVID-19 and are in dire need of financial support to 
remain viable. 
Now we ask the Legislative Assembly of Western Australia to call on the Premier and Minister for Tourism 
to amend the Tourism Recovery Program eligibility criteria by removing the current “Criteria D—
membership of a Regional Tourism Organisation or holding accreditation”, and replacing this with 
“Criteria D—As at 31 January 2020, a tourism business registered for GST” as a valid criteria for 
eligibility to the to the program. 

[See petition 182.] 

MAIN ROADS WESTERN AUSTRALIA — SIGNAGE 
Petition 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [3.13 pm]: I have a petition that has been certified as conforming 
with the standing orders of the Assembly. The petition has 2 585 signatures and reads — 

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

Petition into Road Signage in Western Australia 
We, the undersigned, are concerned about road signage requirements being upheld and adhered to, creating 
unsafe road conditions, particularly in regional and remote WA. We therefore ask the Legislative Assembly 
to examine the following concerns by the way of a bi-partisan parliamentary committee, including but 
not limited to the following: 

• Ensuring that Main Roads WA policies and procedures regarding road signage are adhered to, 
no matter how remote the road, 

• Ensuring that adequate warning is provided leading into road works or any changed road conditions, 
• Reviewing Main Roads WA procedures for work undertaken by Main Roads WA and its 

contractors to ensure road signage is safe and adequate, 
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• Recommending changes and amendments to Main Roads WA procedures to ensure safe signage 
practices particularly in regional areas. 

[See petition 183.] 

Nonconforming Petition 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I also have a nonconforming online petition with 570 signatures to date. 

BILLS 
Assent 

Messages from the Governor received and read notifying assent to the following bills — 

1. Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2020. 

2. Road Traffic Amendment (Impaired Driving and Penalties) Bill 2019. 

3. Residential Parks (Long-stay Tenants) Amendment Bill 2018. 

4. High Risk Offenders Bill 2019. 

5. Family Violence Legislation Reform Bill 2019. 

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

BUSINESS OF THE HOUSE — PRIVATE MEMBERS’ BUSINESS 
Standing Orders Suspension — Notice of Motion 

On behalf of the Leader of the House, Mr D.R. Michael gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he 
would move — 

So much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable private members’ business to have 
priority from 4.00 pm to 8.00 pm on Wednesday, 12 August 2020. 

NATIONAL DISABILITY INSURANCE SCHEME (WORKER SCREENING) BILL 2020 
Notice of Motion to Introduce 

Notice of motion given by Mr R.R. Whitby (Parliamentary Secretary). 

CORONAVIRUS — PUBLIC AND INDEPENDENT EXPERT INQUIRY 
Notice of Motion 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 

That this house urges the government to commit to immediately establish a public and independent expert 
review to investigate, assess and report back to this house on Western Australia’s preparedness to prevent 
and respond to a COVID-19 outbreak in Western Australia and in particular inquire into — 

(a) the effectiveness of hotel quarantine processes and security protocols; 

(b) the exemption arrangements and associated restrictions, and track and tracing for travellers and 
essential workers coming into WA; 

(c) the effectiveness of protocols and safeguards to protect aged-care facilities, remote communities 
and other vulnerable Western Australians; 

(d) the capacity for an effective rapid response to a COVID-19 outbreak, similar to that which has 
occurred in Victoria; 

(e) a comprehensive review of the hospital system and its capacity to manage an increased flow of 
COVID-19 patients; and 

(f) any other matters that the inquiry sees fit to look into. 

CORONAVIRUS — SMALL BUSINESS ASSISTANCE GRANT 
Notice of Motion 

Mrs A.K. Hayden gave notice that at the next sitting of the house she would move — 

This house calls on the McGowan Labor government to stop neglecting our hardworking Western Australian 
small and family-run businesses by immediately providing a COVID-19 assistance grant to COVID-19 
affected small businesses of up to $10 000, like all other governments have done across Australia, because 
behind every small business is a family. 
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COMMUNITY SERVICES SECTOR — GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE 
HOMELESSNESS — SOCIAL HOUSING WAITLISTS 

Removal of Notice — Statement by Deputy Speaker 
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker) [3.24 pm]: I advise members that private members’ business 
notice of motion 11, “Community Services Sector — Government Performance”, and notice of motion 12, 
“Homelessness — Social Housing Waitlists”, notice of which was given on 18 February 2020, will be removed 
from the next notice paper unless written notification is provided to the Clerk requiring that the notices be continued. 

COST-OF-LIVING INCREASES — GOVERNMENT EXPENDITURE 
COUNTRY HEALTH 

Removal of Order — Statement by Speaker 
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker) [3.24 pm]: I inform members that in accordance with standing 
order 144A, the private members’ business orders of the day that appeared on the last notice paper as 
“Government Fees and Expenditure” and “Western Australian Country Medical Services” have not been debated 
for more than 12 calendar months and have therefore been removed from the notice paper. 

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND INJURY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT 
(COVID-19 RESPONSE) BILL 2020 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 24 June. 
MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [3.25 pm]: I rise as the opposition lead speaker on the Workers’ Compensation 
and Injury Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. The government has asked us to consider 
this as an urgent COVID-related bill pursuant to the temporary orders that we passed quite some time ago to deal 
with the COVID pandemic. A lot of the provisions of this bill deal with COVID and a lot go beyond it, but I highlight 
that we are always happy to work in a cooperative manner to respond to the COVID pandemic. The Liberal Party 
is quite happy to agree to do that. Obviously, we will scrutinise the bill and I will set out the issues as we see them. 
The Liberal Party does not oppose this bill and we will not be standing in its way, but it is really important to highlight 
what the bill does and ventilate the issues, particularly because a lot of the stakeholders out there are keen to find 
out exactly what this bill will mean for them in practice going forward. 
Ostensibly, the primary focus of this bill is to allow healthcare workers to have easier access to workers’ compensation 
entitlements if they contract COVID-19. I do not think any person in Western Australia would question that or 
deny those healthcare workers that access. In fact, as I have done before, and I do again, on behalf of both the 
Liberal Party and certainly me, I want to thank every single one of our frontline workers—healthcare workers and 
other first responders, including police—who have been working on the front lines of the COVID-19 pandemic for 
months and months. They deserve the whole community’s thanks and respect for the work that they do, and I know 
that they have that thanks and respect. I wanted to place that on the record once more. Well done for the work that 
you are doing, thank you for the work that you have done and, most importantly, thank you for the work that you 
will continue to do. We are going to make sure that frontline workers are protected when they are doing that work. 
That is part of what this bill will do. It will also ensure that benefits that flow to injured workers through the workers’ 
compensation system in Western Australia are not unfairly impinged upon by any negative consequences of measures 
such as the consumer price index or average weekly earnings or other types of measures that could lead to 
a diminution in injured workers’ take-home pay, if you like, so that their actual entitlements may be reduced. We 
do not want to see that. Nobody wants to see that. Clearly the government does not want to see that because it is 
introducing this bill. 
The subject matter of the bill extends well beyond matters to do with COVID-19 and the measures that will be 
introduced by this bill will not be confined to the COVID-19 state of emergency period; they are open-ended and 
will be applied into the future. In fact, I think every single measure that will be introduced, although they may have 
some COVID-related element to them, will exist into perpetuity until the act is amended again by this Parliament. 
It is important to point that out. 
There has not been a lot of industry consultation on this legislation. I understand that this is an emergency response, 
but I would hope that in framing the subsidiary legislation that will flow from the changes that this legislation will 
introduce, there will be further industry consultation, particularly looking at the impact of any changes from both 
a regulatory impact point of view and the potential financial impact on workers’ compensation premiums paid by 
Western Australian employers. Although we want the most favourable and robust workers’ compensation system 
to benefit injured workers and to protect them, we also want to ensure that our scheme is affordable and that it 
does not act as a barrier for Western Australian employers, particularly those employers out there today who are 
doing it really tough. We always want to make sure that the balance is struck. The government has also foreshadowed 
some amendments to the bill to fix one of the unintended consequences in its original formulation, and to tidy up 
some other minor matters. No doubt we will discuss those amendments when we move into consideration in detail. 
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The bill essentially does four things. In the first aspect, it provides a mechanism for regulations to be made that 
establish a presumption of work-related injury for prescribed diseases contracted by workers in prescribed 
employment. This is one of the very broad regulation-making powers. It extends beyond COVID-19. It can be 
regulations for any prescribed disease and for any type of prescribed employment. As I said, it works out into the 
future. It will give the minister significant power to prescribe diseases and employment for the purposes of creating 
a presumption that the disease was contracted at work. For those prescribed diseases, there will be a presumption 
that the disease was contracted at work. It would then be up to the employer and the insurer to rebut that presumption 
and establish, if they want to, that the disease was not contracted at work. It reverses the onus of proof. The stated 
intention is to assist workers through the claims process to enable access to compensation in a timely manner. It is 
not novel; it is not new. In fact, it happens today. What is being proposed via regulation already happens by operation 
of the act. Schedule 3 of the act lists a whole series of prescribed diseases and what is called a “description of process”, 
which is prescribed employment in the modern vernacular, that the reverse onus of proof applies to. It is interesting 
to look at that list. We do not often see some of the diseases anymore, such as arsenic, phosphorus, lead, mercury 
or other mineral poisoning; anthrax; communicable diseases; and poisoning by a homologue of benzol. It goes 
on to list poisoning by fluorine and poisoning by carbon monoxide. Interestingly, one of the diseases mentioned 
in the schedule is mesothelioma. Hepatitis B is mentioned in the schedule and it particularly relates to healthcare 
workers. The prescribed process for where you can contract hepatitis B and have a presumption that it was 
a workplace injury is described as “employment in a hospital or other medical centre or a dental hospital or dental 
centre or employment associated with a blood bank”. Quite clearly, that has been envisaged. Lung cancer is also 
in there and a series of other diseases. 

The former Barnett Liberal government introduced a further schedule to the Workers’ Compensation and Injury 
Management Act 1981. Schedule 4A deals with specified diseases for firefighters. The intriguing part about that 
schedule is that it lists a series of cancers that we know, over time, firefighters can be susceptible to. It also prescribes 
a qualifying period. A firefighter has to have worked for a minimum of five, 10 or 15 years, or, in relation to primary 
site oesophageal cancer, 25 years, before they can establish that presumption that it is a work-related illness. It 
indicates our knowledge of how workplace injuries have developed over time. 

I went through that process to indicate that Parliament has contemplated this sort of stuff before. We have COVID-19 
before us and it would have been relatively simple, I believe, for the minister to have brought in either an amendment 
to schedule 3 or a new schedule to the act to cover COVID-19 and prescribe that disease. In relation to other 
legislation before this house, we have been told that COVID-19 is relatively well accepted and well known, so that 
can be a descriptor. We could have described the process or the prescribed type of employment that it related to. The 
minister has not done that. He is bringing in a broader regulation-making power. Perhaps in consideration in detail 
we can examine what else the minister intends to do with that broader regulation-making power, but in particular 
with COVID-19, what will be the wording? What is the coverage going to be? What is the prescribed employment 
going to be? Will it be limited to those circumstances that relate to hepatitis B in the existing schedule 3—that is, 
employment in a hospital or other medical centre or a dental hospital or dental centre or employment associated 
with a blood bank? Or will it be broader? How will “healthcare worker” be defined? What settings should they 
have been working in? We will examine that during consideration in detail. Will it apply to aged-care workers? 
Will it apply to people who are testing for COVID-19? Will it apply to people involved in the chain who may not 
necessarily be testing for COVID-19 but may be involved in gathering up the samples and delivering them to 
a testing site and so forth? The bill leaves that up in the air. The stated intention is good; we support the intention. 
I am sure the regulations will come out in time. When we get the regulations, we will be able to see what they say. 
It would be good if the minister could put on record today what the actual stated coverage of healthcare worker 
will be. 

That is probably all I can say at this stage about the prescribed diseases and the prescribed employment. It is 
a methodology the minister has chosen to use. The only other question that remains is: what will happen to 
schedules 3 and 4A once we start prescribing regulations? Will they remain in the act or is the intention to remove 
those schedules out of the act and incorporate them in new regulations in time to come? Also, what sort of consultation 
does the minister intend to undertake with industry and generally with everyone involved in the workers’ 
compensation system before other regulations are made under this new provision? Obviously, I expect regulations 
for COVID-19 to be made very shortly. After all, that is what the minister has told us is his intention. Even if we 
had introduced this regulation-making power separately in this bill or in another bill, I would have hoped that we 
could have had real clarity right now about which workers will be covered. What nature of employment and which 
workers, if they are found to have COVID-19, will be covered by this presumption that they contracted it at 
a workplace and have rights under our workers’ compensation regime? I hope the minister can clarify that for us. 

The second area that is addressed by the legislation is a change to the way common law claims can be made for 
workers’ compensation. Currently, specific limitation periods relate to common law claims for workers’ 
compensation, which limit those claims to a shorter time frame than other claims that can be made at common law 
for personal injury. The best way to describe the history of those limitations is that they were seen as a bit of 
a controlling mechanism to prevent the courts from being flooded with common law claims. They were intended 
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to guide the vast majority of workers’ compensation claims through a statutory framework in which the focus is 
on compensating people for their loss, and getting them ready to return to work by helping them to rehabilitate 
physically, and perhaps also mentally, and in some cases to get them retrained, rather than focusing solely on the 
element of court-based legal claims that eventually lead to a compensation outcome that may not work quite as 
well for rehabilitation and retraining purposes. 

One of those control factors was the termination day period. The other control factor, which will not be changed 
in any way by this bill, is that a person who wants to make a common law claim for work-related injury must meet 
a significant impairment threshold of 15 per cent. I will explain how the termination day provisions work. An injured 
worker has 12 months from the time the injury has stabilised to commence a common law claim for workers’ 
compensation damages. During that 12-month period, the injured worker can apply for a further 12-month extension. 
Once a worker’s injury has stabilised, they effectively have a maximum of 24 months within which to make 
a claim. Thankfully today we do not need to debate what “stabilisation” of a workplace injury means, because 
although it is a well understood phrase, in practice there is sometimes debate around that. The statutory limitation 
period for other personal injury common law claims is three years. The minister’s intention in introducing the 
termination day provisions is to abolish this separate time-limiting factor for workers’ compensation claims so that 
a 12-month extension will no longer need to be granted. Injured workers will be given a three-year common law 
statutory limitation, as is the case for everyone else under the limitations acts that apply in this state. 

We were advised during the briefing that in any given year, around 1 200 applications are filed for a 12-month 
extension, but only around 100 common law claims are lodged in the court process. Therefore, around 1 100 extensions 
are granted that do not result in a common law claim. However, they result in additional legal costs, costs for obtaining 
medical reports, and bureaucratic processing costs. Those additional costs for the workers’ compensation system 
will be abolished when the termination day provisions are enacted. That will probably lead to a significant saving 
in the workers’ compensation system. I am advised, and I believe from my own experience, that over time the 
impairment threshold has acted as a more significant limiting factor than has the introduction of a shorter termination 
day for common law claims. The minister is proposing to remove that process and to revert to the ordinary provisions 
that apply under the limitations acts for personal injury common law claims. It will be interesting to hear from the 
minister, either in his summing up or in consideration in detail, whether he believes this will increase the number 
of common law claims that are made, and the basis for that belief. It is hoped that any increase will be minimal. 
As I have said, the impairment threshold is probably the primary limiting factor. There is clearly scope to save 
money if this is done right. I hope that money will go towards helping injured workers rather than to oiling the 
wheels of the system, with no real benefit to injured workers. If it leads to a premium reduction or better benefits 
for injured workers, that will be a win-win. 

I want to refer to another issue that has been raised over the years about the termination day. I do not think we 
should sweep this issue under the carpet. The application for a 12-month extension usually relies on a legal 
practitioner, although sometimes a medical professional, getting it right and making sure that the worker applies 
for that extension and all the paperwork and medical reports are collected. There have been instances in which 
legal practitioners have missed the deadline to apply for a 12-month extension and the injured worker has been 
disenfranchised because they have lost their right to seek compensation through a common law claim. I believe 
there have been such cases in the past and I believe there is currently one such case. The member for Mount Lawley 
might be able to enlighten me on this if he contributes to the debate. 

Mr S.A. Millman: Member, will you take an interjection? The only remedy directly is a professional negligence 
claim against their lawyers. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I was about to say that I think at least one professional negligence claim is in train at the 
moment against their lawyers. The knock-on effect of a mistake by a legal practitioner is profound. It impacts the 
injured worker, obviously. It also impacts the other legal practitioners who are doing the right thing. The removal of 
the termination day will completely take away that risk. There is still a risk that a really poor legal practitioner might 
miss the three-year limitation on common law claims. Hopefully, that would not be the case. We would imagine 
that a practitioner who was offering themselves to work in this area would know what they were doing and would 
get it right for an injured worker who was relying on them to obtain monetary compensation on their behalf. 

We would like to get some information from the minister about the likely impact on the scheme of these changes. 
Hopefully, it will be positive. I do not think a lot of people want the termination day to stay. There might be some 
medical or legal practitioners who rely on it for a bit of a tick-and-flick, but its removal will be very important for 
injured workers. 

The first substantive area that this bill addresses is changes to the methodology by which periodic indexation is 
calculated for workers’ compensation claims. Indexation of entitlements across the board, particularly for injured 
workers, is a key element to ensure that the purchasing power of the benefits provided to workers is maintained 
over time. The two main measures that are used by the Australian Bureau of Statistics to determine indexation are 
the consumer price index, and average weekly earnings. There are a number of measures for both those types of 
indices. We understand what the consumer price index means, and that there are various subsets of the consumer 
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price index and average weekly earnings, such as male full-time earnings and female full-time earnings et cetera, 
and state-based as well as sector-based. The government has suggested that the current methodology that is hardwired 
into the act could have serious negative consequences for injured workers as a result of the COVID-19 impact 
across our community. If either CPI or average weekly earnings, or both, end up in the negative during this pandemic 
period, injured workers may see their payments—the benefits they receive—reduce, causing them further financial 
distress. We have already seen that with CPI, which has been in negative figures and may be in negative figures 
again. The government has determined that that should not happen. We agree with it on that. How it determines 
how to deal with it is its choice, and I will get to that in a minute. 
Another reason has been advanced for why changes need to be made to the methodology; that is, the ABS sometimes 
changes the nomenclature of its statistical series of indices. It then becomes quite a cumbersome and longwinded 
process to amend legislation, which may potentially expose injured workers to the risk that indexation of their 
benefits will be unduly delayed. It might be delayed in some circumstances. That does not happen very often. The 
ABS does change its methodology. Sometimes it changes some of the descriptors of the subsets of its datasets, and 
that can cause problems. It can cause problems when something is hardwired into legislation. It can also cause 
problems in commercial law and leases and the like when a particular subset of a CPI figure is referenced and then 
it disappears and a new one comes in. It might be described as building and construction, but the following year 
the ABS might change its terminology to “construction and other related indices”, or whatever it does. It is a real 
issue. It is not something that happens every day, but the government has advanced that as a reason we need to 
change the hardwiring of the methodology in the act. 
This bill removes that hardwired indexation methodology from the act and replaces it with the possibility for the 
government to make regulations from time to time. It includes a draft methodology, if you like, or a starting point, 
with a base dollar amount for both weekly compensation and lump sum compensation for workers. We have been 
told that that amount reflects the current dollar amounts for those two figures that are being used for the financial 
year that ended on 30 June 2020. I think that is fair. Of course, the government did not need to go down the path 
of removing the methodology from the act and putting it into regulation. It could have put in a provision that simply 
said that despite any indexation, no worker will receive less in one particular financial year than they have received 
in the previous financial year. That would have been just as elegant an outcome. It could have also dealt with a second 
issue—that is, the issue of the ABS changing its nomenclature by providing a narrower regulation-making power 
that said something along the lines of, “However, if the particular ABS series or index changes, an equivalent 
series as prescribed by the regulations.” That happens all the time. That is hardwired into lots of acts, in both this 
jurisdiction and the federal jurisdiction. It is a well-known mechanism to overcome this problem. It is not in this 
act, which obviously dates back almost 40 years. The government has not chosen to do that. It has chosen to use 
a very broad regulation-making power that essentially allows it a lot more scope, but I dare say not many other 
indices out there are accepted for uplift factors, so I think that in itself will be some sort of limitation to a future 
government just trying to write up its own regulations. 
The big issue here is that this legislation was brought in during COVID. I accept that it was introduced to address 
an issue that COVID has highlighted—the potential for injured workers’ benefits to be reduced in nominal real 
dollar terms. There was no industry consultation of this. I have not seen any regulatory impact assessment. I have 
not seen any actuarial assessment of what this will mean to the scheme. I hope and expect that the minister will 
give us an assurance that what he will be doing in regulations is prescribing the uplift factors, the indexation factors, 
by reference to what we commonly know as the consumer price index and average weekly earnings, however they 
may be described in the future. 
The fourth limb of the changes made by this bill will allow for broader use of modern communication methods to 
serve documents and to allow for electronic service. Most people would say that this is a long time coming. We 
know that using modern communication methods, using electronic services, can have significant benefits. It can 
provide some cost savings within the workers’ compensation system. Importantly, it can also speed up and make 
easier some of the very cumbersome procedures and the paperwork that has built up over time. Let us hope that 
happens. That would be a seriously good outcome and would make everyone’s life easier and simpler. It would speed 
up time lines and hopefully provide some cost savings into the system. 
I will address the government amendments very briefly now. They cover off an unintended consequence. By 
removing the termination day, the government also removed the ability of injured workers to seek a special evaluation 
of their impairment, even if their condition had not stabilised. I know that does not happen very often but sometimes 
it can be very important for particular classes of injured workers. I do not think the government meant to do that. 
It is proposing an amendment that will ensure that that does not happen. Now we will not have that 12-month plus 
12-month termination day. The three-year limitation period will apply, as it applies to other personal injuries 
relating to common law claims, but injured workers will still have that ability within that period, before they reach 
a termination day, to seek a special evaluation of their impairment even if their condition has not stabilised. I do 
not think anyone will criticise that. It is a protective feature that existed in the present system and it should not be 
removed. Then there is some tidying up. We will probably discuss that in minor detail during the consideration in 
detail stage when the minister moves his amendments. 
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As I said, we do not oppose this legislation. Clearly, it has been triggered by a desire to ensure that injured workers 
are not left high and dry during the COVID period. One of the major desires is to ensure that healthcare workers, 
particularly those in hospital settings who are at heightened risk of contracting COVID-19, given their proximity 
and potential exposure to people with that disease, are protected. Sure, those healthcare workers are able to access 
workers’ compensation payments without undue barriers. There will be a presumption that they can access those 
benefits. It will be a rebuttable presumption that they contracted COVID-19 in the course of their employment. 
I hope everyone is in agreement with that. The government proposed it, and we are in agreement with it. We think 
that is a good thing. That was the driver to make some of these other changes. COVID-19 has driven down CPI 
and it may also drive down average weekly earnings, although that is debatable depending on who we ask. We do 
not want that paradox to affect injured workers financially. We think that is good.  

Could the government have used a different methodology? Could it have made amendments to the primary act? 
I think it could have, but it chose not to; it has chosen to provide a broader regulation-making power. That is 
a government choice, I guess. We are not going to sit here and debate it, because that will remove those benefits that 
we are trying to pass on to healthcare workers and other injured workers. I do not necessarily think that removing 
the termination day will open the floodgates. If anything, it will probably provide some savings within the internal 
processing of the workers’ compensation system. In my personal opinion, the more we have of the electronic service, 
the better. Obviously, we have to have good controls and good checks and balances. An electronic service can 
speed things up, shorten time lines, make things less complicated for people and obviously save the system money. 

With those words, we are happy to facilitate the passage of this legislation under the temporary orders. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [4.00 pm]: I thank the member for Mount Lawley for affording me this 
time to represent the National Party. I want to put on record that the National Party supports the Workers’ Compensation 
and Injury Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. The bill makes quite a bit of sense for 
workers’ compensation and being able to make a timely move due to the uncertainty that currently exists. I commend 
the government for bringing it forward as an urgent bill to address some of the constraints and barriers in the 
workers’ compensation legislation that have been exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic. This is one of the 
responses to that. 

Obviously, the changes in the workers’ compensation amendment bill include indexation of workers’ entitlements, 
presumption of coverage for healthcare workers, removal of the common law termination day, and use of electronic 
notices. The member for Hillarys spoke well on this bill and I echo a lot of his sentiments, as well as those of the 
minister responsible. Firstly, I say thank you to the minister for providing his staff to brief the National Party on 
this bill. 

The main issue that came out of the briefing on this bill that we think should be in effect is the presumption of 
coverage for healthcare workers. Under the current legislation, a worker’s employment must be a significant 
contributing factor to the contraction of a disease in order for them to access workers’ compensation entitlements. 
New division 4B in part III provides for regulations to be made that establish a presumption of a work-related 
injury or prescribed disease contracted by workers in prescribed employment. It will be up to the employer or 
insurer to rebut that presumption and establish that the disease was not contracted at work. Therefore, it reverses 
the onus of proof, and this will assist workers to access compensation through the claim process in a timely manner. 

I believe the government will have flexibility through the regulations to add those frontline workers. It has been 
mentioned before that healthcare workers are the primary target of this legislation to ensure their ability to access 
workers’ compensation if they contract COVID-19, because they are at heightened risk of contracting the disease. 
We have seen in Victoria and overseas that healthcare workers, such as doctors, nurses and others working in the 
hospital system, are more likely to contract COVID-19. My sisters-in-law and brother-in-law work in the healthcare 
profession as doctors and frontline workers. One of them is in London and has had to face the COVID-19 emergency 
over the past months. After speaking to her the other night, I know that the emergency has certainly subsided 
dramatically as they have tried to get it under control. The majority of her co-workers contracted COVID-19 during 
the early stages of the outbreak in England, particularly in London. My other relatives who are on the front line 
have had to make huge sacrifices by staying in hotels instead of going home, and making sure that they stayed 
away from family members, especially those who are vulnerable because of various diseases or health issues that 
they have. It has obviously been quite stressful for those frontline workers. 

I have mentioned doctors, but those who look after animals also provide a frontline service. Veterinarians have to 
manage the welfare of animals. Even though restrictions have been imposed, animal emergencies can happen, so 
veterinarians are part of the mix in our frontline service. 

Another issue that the National Party raised during the briefing was that volunteer ambulance officers in regional WA 
are part of the frontline service. Will they be protected under these workers’ compensation changes? Will they be 
considered as frontline service providers? Perhaps the minister can elaborate on that in his response during the 
consideration in detail stage. Will volunteer ambulance officers, particularly in regional WA, be able to access workers’ 
compensation, because they are part of the front line? If there were to be a breakout like that which has occurred 
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in Victoria, will volunteers, whether they work in the mental health system or provide some sort of service, such 
as delivering food to the elderly because they are vulnerable to COVID-19 and are unable to get out, be considered 
under these changes in the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) 
Bill 2020? That is important, because often we overlook our volunteers who provide a huge frontline service, 
particularly to our regional communities. I ask the minister to look at including on the list, which will be provided 
in due course, the most vulnerable workers so that they can access workers’ compensation. 
The common law termination day has been around for a while, so I think this bill is timely. We have moved on. If 
I am correct, it was introduced in the 1990s and the period has been amended over time. The initial period for the 
termination day, which has been contentious, was six months. This was extended to 12 months in 2004. Many 
workers were required to make an election if their condition had not been stabilised. Currently, the termination 
day is one year from the date of claim. However, it can be extended for 12 months. It is common sense to make it 
three years, and this will provide a bit of certainty and take away pressure on the person making the claim. 
The other change made by this bill is about electronic notices. One thing that we have learnt from the COVID-19 
situation is that we have to rely on electronic means of communication. I am sure that most members and staff are 
Zoomed-out and are still using electronic means to have meetings. It is critical that we embrace technology. This 
change to electronic notices, which is a minor change, will facilitate the creation of electronic documents and 
records in accordance with the regulations. It will provide for important notices, such as a liability decision notice, 
which is given to workers by insurers and self-insurers, to be sent by email as an alternative to serving it in person 
or posting it by registered mail. I have one question for the minister: will people receive both? If they receive 
something by email, will it also be put in the post? Obviously, a lot of people out there are not savvy. We have found 
that not a lot of people have the phone required to run the COVID-19 app, especially those in the older generation. 
That has been highlighted. That has also played a major role in regional Western Australia because a lot of elderly 
people have just a basic phone as a means of communication. Perhaps the government can consider using both so 
people receive notices by not only electronic means, but also registered mail. I think that is a way to get that 
information to people in a timely manner. 
All in all, on behalf of the Nationals WA and on behalf of the shadow portfolio holder, we support the Workers’ 
Compensation and Injury Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. As I said, one issue the 
minister could consider is whether volunteers, such as ambulance officers, who are generally put on the front line, 
could be considered to be part of that register. They play a large role, particularly in regional WA, and we could 
not do without our volunteers so let us protect them as much as possible. As I said, the National Party supports 
this bill. 
MR S.A. MILLMAN (Mount Lawley) [4.12 pm]: I rise to make a very short contribution to the debate on the 
Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. I do so mindful 
of the fact that this legislation achieves two important objectives. Firstly, it updates our statute book in response 
to COVID-19. Secondly, it begins the process of implementing reforms that have had broad-based support across 
the community for a long time. I thank the member for Hillarys for his mature and thoughtful contribution to the 
debate, and for raising the issues that he canvassed in his contribution. I might touch on a couple of those, if I may. 
I thank the member for North West Central for outlining that the Nationals WA are also supportive of the legislation. 
I want to talk about only two of the four issues that are canvassed by this amendment bill. I will deal with the 
third and fourth very quickly. The periodic indexation of worker entitlements and the applicable methodology, 
which was discussed at length by the member for Hillarys, is a very important reform and has general stakeholder 
support. I think it opens up the opportunity to have a broader conversation about the way workers’ compensation 
entitlements operate. I will come back to that when I deal with what I think the Workers Compensation and Injury 
Management Act should do. The member for North West Central made the point very clearly about the expedition 
of electronic services to exchange notices and documents. That will be a time and cost-saving measure. It is exactly 
the type of sensible reform that can achieve consensus across Parliament and amongst all stakeholders. 
As I said, this legislation commences legislative reform that has had broad-based support for a long time. I do not 
propose to speak at great length about the bill. I refer members to my contribution to the previous workers’ 
compensation legislation that this diligent and hardworking minister brought before the house back in 2018. This 
is the latest iteration of a number of reforms that were canvassed as far back as 2014. 
Looking at these amendments to the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act gives us the chance to 
reflect on the purpose of that act. This remedial legislation is designed to provide access to justice and compensation 
to people who have suffered injuries in the course of their employment. As the Acting Speaker would know, all 
the case authorities point to the proposition that remedial legislation should be construed beneficially. That is 
a sentiment that I reemphasise now. The Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act should restore victims 
of workplace accidents to the position that they would have been in had it not been for the accident that they suffered. 
I think the best way to do that is by focusing on three areas: access to justice; access to compensation; and the 
retention of dignity. I do not think that having to go through a workers’ compensation process should be an excuse 
for the erosion of dignity. I will start with that point first. 
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It is important that if we are contemplating reforms to the workers’ compensation process, we should be mindful that 
people should not have to give up their personal medical privacy. They should be required to give only information 
that is relevant to the determination of whether they are entitled to compensation for a work-related accident or 
injury. It also speaks to the issue of doctor–patient confidentiality. Someone making a workers’ compensation claim 
does not abrogate or ameliorate that person’s entitlement to enjoy the same doctor–patient confidentiality that 
everybody else enjoys. If a person participates in a return-to-work program in good faith and consistent with their 
obligations under the legislation, they should get the benefit of the legislation’s protection. It should not be an 
opportunity for employers or insurers to scapegoat or target people, or suggest that their capacity for employment 
is greater than what has been certified by their doctor. Retention of dignity is very important. 

One way we can ensure that dignity is retained is making sure that plaintiffs in the workers’ compensation system 
have access to justice. That means transparency and accountability in the way that decisions are made by workers’ 
compensation arbitrators and an understanding of the basis on which those decisions have been made. Reasons for 
decisions should be provided, which can be reviewed and decision-makers held to account. It also means access 
to courts. I thought the member for Hillarys spoke quite well and at great length about the balancing act struck by the 
current legislation with the 15 per cent and 25 per cent whole-person impairment assessment. There is absolutely 
no question that those assessments have been incredibly effective in limiting access to the courts for injured 
workers. The question now is whether they have gone too far. Are legitimate claimants, who have been injured 
significantly in the course of their employment, denied access to justice simply because they do not meet the 
impairment threshold? 

This act does the right thing by removing the termination day. It caused confusion, delay and cost, all of which the 
member for Hillarys has already gone through. In fact, the termination day was not even related to the date of the 
injury. An injured worker would be injured on a particular day and he or she would then make a claim for 
compensation. The day on which they have to commence proceedings in a common law court, the District Court, 
would be three years from the day of the injury. The day on which they have to elect to make a determination about 
whether they would make that common law claim was one year from the date they made a claim. A person could be 
injured on a Thursday, be rushed to the emergency department of a hospital to undergo emergency surgery, be 
discharged from hospital the following Wednesday and then make a workers’ compensation claim. All of a sudden, 
they have two separate dates in their head. Oftentimes—with decreasing frequency, I am happy to say—workers 
would be unable to identify the day on which they made the election. The termination day has been completely 
ineffective in limiting access to the commonwealth jurisdiction. As I said, the most effective mechanism has been 
whole-person impairment. I am certain that the abolition of the termination day is welcomed universally by the 
legal profession and workers’ compensation stakeholders. 

The final point I make is that workers’ compensation legislation needs to provide for access to compensation. The 
member for Hillarys has already talked about the importance of maintaining the right rate of compensation, but 
a couple of other things should be taken into account. Provisions in the current legislation provide for the step 
down of compensation entitlement over time, which has the effect of punishing workers in receipt of workers’ 
compensation payments. Those workers ought not to be punished because they have been able to establish not least 
of which the following: first, that they have been injured in the course of their employment; second, that as a result 
of that injury, they are unfit for work; and, thirdly, that as a result of that unfitness for work, they are entitled to 
receive compensation. To punish them again when they have established all those factors seems inconsistent with 
remedial legislation that should be construed beneficially. 

Although this legislation goes a long way towards addressing two of the immediate concerns that I have about 
making sure that workers injured in the course of their employment have access to just compensation, I see this as 
the first step in an ongoing process. What I would say is this: this minister has demonstrated time and again with 
the legislation that he has brought to this Parliament that he has identified key issues of concern to workers in 
Western Australia. It has been a great privilege to serve with him in the fortieth Parliament. He has taken steps 
throughout this term of Parliament to ensure that where there are gaps in the ways in which workers can access 
justice, the remedy will be brought before this Parliament. It might not be remedied in the fortieth Parliament—it 
might be in the forty-first—but, clearly, this minister has a plan that is working and it needs to continue. With 
those words, I conclude my contribution. 

MS M.M. QUIRK (Girrawheen) [4.22 pm]: The Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Amendment 
(COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020 comes under the umbrella of the McGowan government’s COVID-19 comprehensive 
response. However, its implications are much wider than the present and very real threat to workers within the 
health system of catching the coronavirus in the course of their employment. I know the minister and all workers 
affected by these laws will be anxious for a speedy passage of the bill and, accordingly, I will curtail my remarks. 
I cannot, however, let the opportunity go by without emphasising one very important aspect of this bill and how it 
will progress the position of injured workers in Western Australia exponentially. 

Division 4B contemplates a prescription by way of regulation of diseases that will be presumed to have been work 
related. This presumption is rebuttable. No longer will the onus be placed on a worker to prove the exact time and 



 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 August 2020] 4591 

 

locus of an incident that led to contracting the disease. In February 2012, I introduced a private member’s bill and 
I discussed this very dilemma in the context of firefighters. I explained at the time that the Workers’ Compensation 
and Injury Management (Fair Protection for Firefighters) Amendment Bill 2012 was about the cumulative effect 
of exposure of firefighters in their day-to-day duties, in some cases over many years. Although the bill was narrow 
in scope, it would have made an enormous difference to firefighters who contract cancer from their years of 
occupational exposure to a conglomeration of carcinogens, hazardous materials and toxins. Were it not bad enough 
that a firefighter must face the ultimate battle for life, he or she is also burdened with the knowledge that during 
their struggle with cancer, they are not entitled to workers’ compensation payments and their family faces the 
additional strain imposed by their financial hardship. The reason for this is that as the law stands, a worker must 
point to a particular source to prove what caused the cancer. In other words, they must identify the carcinogen or 
toxin and when they were exposed to those toxins—namely, which fire or fires or emergency. That is simply not 
possible. On the other hand, if a firefighter is killed or physically injured attending a fire incident, he or she can 
receive compensation for work-related injuries. This unfair anomaly needs to remedied. 

At the time the private member’s bill was introduced, there was a large volume of highly credentialed medical 
research that proved the nexus between firefighting and the disproportionately high incidence of certain cancers 
among those carrying out that activity. In the second reading of my bill, I quoted a September 2011 report by the 
Senate Education, Employment and Workplace Relations Legislation Committee, which stated — 

Study after study has pointed to a higher risk of cancer for firefighters than the general population. 
Science has confirmed what firefighters suspected for decades: That a disproportionate number of them 
in the prime of their lives are brought down with illnesses usually reserved for the old and the infirm. 

… The committee recognises that cancer is an illness that touches many fit, healthy people in the 
nonfirefighter population as well. In many cases it is unpredictable and incomprehensible, due to genetics 
or factors we do not yet understand. But when the science tells us that a particular group of people who 
are routinely exposed through their service to the community to known carcinogens are at higher risk of 
developing certain types of cancer, then the response becomes clear. 

… The committee recognises that when a person spends their professional career inhaling and absorbing 
known—and probably some as yet unknown—carcinogens in the course of public service, it is the moral 
duty of the community to enable them to seek compensation should they fall ill as a consequence. For 
this reason the committee believes this Bill needs to be passed after being improved upon through 
incorporation of the committee’s amendments. 

Despite that compelling evidence, the then Barnett Liberal government rejected the bill out of hand, only to 
introduce one in identical terms 18 months later with a slightly amended title to obscure any similarity. 

One of the arguments being peddled when that private member’s bill was opposed was that actuaries could not 
accurately determine the level of financial exposure that such open-ended laws would result in. Seven years on, 
the United Firefighters Union of WA advises me that there have been 36 claims; four have been declined, two are 
pending, and 30 have been accepted. That is hardly a number that would send the state broke. As an aside, I commend 
the UFU for its long and tireless advocacy on these issues. 

It could also be observed in this context, with a greater number of women entering the ranks of firefighters, that it 
may be worth expanding the list of prescribed cancers to include cervical cancer, and all thyroid and lung cancers 
given the lower incidence of smoking in the general population. 

Consideration of these cases is not altogether straightforward however. The kidney cancer cluster at the Success Fire 
Station continues to confound experts and brings to the forefront whether the notion of latency periods should be 
used to reject claims. This bill will mean a much more streamlined approach, because there are other sectors of the 
workforce in which changes will be made through prescription in legislation. I contemplate that the treatment of 
claims in this way will facilitate establishing that the insidious and at times debilitating post-traumatic stress 
disorder is work related. Exposure to trauma by police, firefighters and ambulance drivers comes to mind. Trauma 
exerts a heavy toll on those workers who serve the community. As the law stands, those with PTSD are re-victimised 
by having to recount on endless occasions and to different assessors how it was that they acquired their condition. 
As we now appreciate, PTSD tends to be cumulative and sometimes a trigger in isolation may seem quite routine 
and inconsequential. In this context, I am mindful of train drivers. People with mental health issues often choose 
to commit suicide by crossing the path of a train. Exposure to a number of these fatal incidents can weigh heavily 
upon train drivers and cause PTSD.  

I return to the importance of this bill for those on the front line who are combatting the spread of COVID-19. As 
we have seen in recent months, nurses, doctors and, less frequently considered, ward clerks, cleaners, receptionists 
and others working within the health system are exposed to contracting COVID-19 at a much higher rate than the 
general population. In some jurisdictions, this has come about by poor hygiene systems or lack of personal 
protective equipment, but even when these factors are not an issue, the mere length of exposure to those with the 
virus very much heightens the likelihood of contracting it. For example, in Victoria at present, there are almost 
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1 100 healthcare workers with active COVID. An overall estimate is that about eight per cent of the health 
workforce in Victoria have become infected. But how can such workers pinpoint how and which patient they came 
into contact with caused them to catch the disease? From a public policy perspective, this raises all kinds of issues. 
The last word should go to emergency doctor Thomas Kirsch, who wrote an article in the 24 March edition of 
The Atlantic titled “What Happens If Health-Care Workers Stop Showing Up?” He writes — 

The COVID-19 pandemic is certainly not Ebola—the case-fatality rate is perhaps 1 percent, not 50 percent—
but it raises an important practical and ethical question: How much risk do health-care workers have to 
take? Or, more bluntly: How many of us will die before we start to walk away from our jobs? 
This is not a rhetorical question. In the SARS outbreak in Toronto, Canada, in 2003, 44 percent of all 
infections were in health-care providers. Two nurses and a physician died. In Arkansas, four of the first 
12 COVID-19 patients were health-care workers. Last Sunday, the American College of Emergency 
Physicians reported that two ER doctors with COVID-19, the disease caused by the coronavirus, are being 
treated in intensive-care units. 
In China, about 3,000 health-care workers have been infected, and 22 have died providing care for 
COVID-19 patients. Consider also that “transmission to family members is widely reported.” 
… 
Yes, physicians and nurses have an ethical duty to provide care … The perspective of medical ethicists 
is pretty straightforward—health-care providers, especially physicians, should continue to care for the 
sick even if it puts their life at risk. We have an obligation to treat all patients, because we chose our 
profession and are well rewarded by society with money and respect. Nurses have a similar professional 
duty, but have specific exemptions. But there are few, if any, obligations for all the support staff that 
make my work possible—the techs, clerks, registrars, environmental staff. They don’t take an oath. Some 
are paid minimum wage, have few benefits, and get none of the societal accolades reserved for doctors 
and nurses. Why should they die for a $25,000-a-year job and $10,000 worth of life insurance? Who’s 
going to feed their kids when they’re gone? 
When you’re the one wearing a flimsy paper gown and mask in the same room as someone dying from 
an invisible virus that makes its home in the same air you breathe, nothing is simple. 
Our duty is not boundless, and in bad situations, sacrificing providers is not what is best for society. If 
health-care providers are going to risk their life, then there is a reciprocal obligation—the fairness 
principle—that society, employers, and hospitals keep them safe and ensure that they are fairly treated, 
whether they live, get sick, or die. 

This legislation certainly does that and I thank the minister for bringing it to Parliament. I commend the bill to the house. 
MS J.M. FREEMAN (Mirrabooka) [4.34 pm]: Thank you very much for giving me the opportunity to speak on 
the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. I acknowledge 
the good work of the minister in this area and his long and associated history of working on workers’ compensation 
matters. He has good knowledge in this area. I also acknowledge the advisers who are at the back of the chamber—
although I cannot see them—particularly for their ongoing commitment to this area and making sure that 
Western Australia has the best workers’ compensation system that it possibly can have. 
In particular, I am responding to the COVID-19 pandemic and ensuring that workers who become ill because of 
COVID-19 will not have to go through the onerous task of proving that they caught COVID-19 at the workplace 
and that, in this case, if they are healthcare workers whose workplace is a nursing home or a hospital, the onus of 
proof will be on the employer to show that COVID-19 was not contracted at work and the worker would not have 
been placed at risk in the workplace. That is a really important aspect. 
The changes in the legislation to provide regulations to establish a presumption of work-related injury prescribed 
diseases—COVID-19 will be one of those—contracted by workers in prescribed employment, through two regulations 
in the provisions of this bill, are to be congratulated. That is to be congratulated in particular because it is based 
on acknowledging the great work of our healthcare workers during the pandemic and the risks that they place 
themselves in. Who would have thought that people who are not often recognised or held up as being leaders in 
employment in our community would become the people upon whom we depend the most—our retail workers and 
healthcare workers? 
I note in particular that this bill will ensure that employers will have to understand that they have a responsibility 
beyond not only their acknowledged responsibility for their patients and residents in nursing homes, but also an 
increased responsibility for the liability of ensuring that people do not contract the disease in their workplace. That 
is a really important aspect because it increases the focus of the employer on safety. We all know of, and have 
probably all had phone calls at different stages from care workers, home community care workers or disability 
workers who have gone into homes when others would not and who have placed themselves at risk of exposure. 
I think that is really important. 
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There is a great reliance on patient care assistants in nursing homes. Those workers have often been casualised 
over the years. The nursing home industry has struggled to get funding from the federal government to provide 
certain, ongoing and permanent employment for them. It is because of that that the industry has been increasingly 
casualised. Understandably, because of the funding situation for nursing homes, institutions lean towards the 
possibility of using patient care assistants to do the work that would normally be done by enrolled nurses or 
registered nurses, and that has placed people at risk.  

We know from what happened in Victoria that part of the risk in nursing homes is that casual staff go from nursing 
home to nursing home and that that transmits the risk. We also know that when that risk and the health of workers 
was not responded to quickly enough, and workers became impaired by COVID-19, in Victoria some nursing 
homes had only a few workers turn up to work. I am not sure about this—the minister may know—but I understand 
a couple of nursing homes left the people who they were caring for in quite abysmal situations because staff were 
ill with COVID-19 and could not attend those nursing homes. 

It is to be commended that as part of the nationwide response to the COVID-19 pandemic, Western Australian 
nurses went over to work in those nursing homes in Victoria. They are to be commended for putting themselves 
in danger. There is no doubt about that. I would like to send out my deepest personal regards and thoughts to and 
respect for everyone in Victoria who is dealing with this pandemic. We do not have an understanding of what that 
must feel like. People’s concerns about the situation and the deaths that are occurring must impact on their 
wellbeing. I send my deepest sympathies to all those families in Victoria who are suffering at this time. It is really 
important that if the COVID-19 pandemic starts to enter our community, particularly if we have the terrible 
situation in which the onset of the disease is in nursing homes, we ensure that we have a really effective response. 
This legislation gives us an effective response. When people know that if they find themselves sick with COVID 
and leave their workplace, they will have compensation and their financial security will be protected. These are 
marginally paid workers; these are not well-paid workers. Therefore, we need to ensure that these workers have 
the capacity to have proper incomes. It is important that we have this protection for workers. 

In an article by Michelle Grattan published in The Conversation yesterday, I noted a statement made by Peter Rozen, 
QC, senior counsel assisting the Royal Commission into Aged Care Quality and Safety. He commented that 
Australia’s aged-care sector was unprepared to deal with a COVID-19 outbreak and federal authorities had no 
specific plan for it. Of course that view will be questioned and there will be counterarguments around that. Today, 
thanks to the member for Balcatta, I had the opportunity to talk to some people from Osborne Park Hospital. 
I asked how prepared we were for an outbreak and whether we would be able to respond accordingly. I was told 
that that they have considered how they would deal with an outbreak in nursing homes in Western Australia. This 
legislation is part of that response. This legislation will mean that a critical eye has to look over and consideration 
has to be given to worker’s compensation liabilities for not protecting workers and giving them appropriate PPE 
and other aspects of things. 

In the article, Peter Rozen, QC, senior counsel assisting the royal commission, is quoted as saying — 

… while much was done to prepare the health sector more generally for the pandemic, “neither the 
Commonwealth Department … nor the aged care regulator developed a COVID-19 plan specifically for 
the aged care sector”. 

When we look at the response to COVID-19 in Western Australia, we see that, as state members of Parliament 
and a state government, we were better able to deal with COVID-19 than the federal government was in the critical 
and vulnerable area of aged care. State governments responded and their public health officers had plans, but there 
was some inability of the federal government to recognise this was a vulnerability and that it was its responsibility 
to ensure that those people were protected. 

I have always been a bit of a federalist. I have always thought that it would be better to pass many of the state’s 
responsibilities to the federal government. Indeed, if we look at workers’ compensation, we see workers’ 
compensation differ in every state. Workers’ compensation systems operate differently in every state. The operation 
of our system in Western Australia is effectively funded through insurers. We place premiums on employers and 
those premiums reflect the cost of the workers’ compensation system. Indeed, the Western Australian system is very 
effective. In other jurisdictions, there has been debate about whether costs should be borne internally by government 
through consolidated revenue because they cost too much, and there have been major changes to reduce those 
costs. But our system also makes us vulnerable to community outrage because we could end up with a system in 
which employers’ premiums are increasing at such a rate that they start putting on pressure to undermine the 
philosophy and underpinning principles of workers’ compensation in Western Australia; that is, it is a no-blame 
system and workers should be properly compensated for their injuries. The system we have is bound up with 
employers effectively paying insurers. This means that employers could put such pressure on the Minister for 
Commerce, or previous ministers and governments, that workers’ compensation becomes a political hot potato 
and the common law system is closed down. But, in closing down the common law system, more money is not 
placed into the workers’ compensation system to compensate for taking away a fundamental right of workers. 
Unfortunately, that is what a previous Labor government got sucked into. That is my view. I think we got sucked 
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into this narrative that it would cost too much unless we got premiums down and that we were all doomed. We 
effectively closed down common law claims by putting in a 15 per cent injury threshold. I do not actually have 
a problem with that. The bigger thing we did that was problematic and unfair for workers was to require 12 months 
to make the decision. Because of COVID, we now realise that 12 months is not realistic because it is difficult to see 
a practitioner to get the details needed. But the reality is that it was always difficult and unfair. It has never been 
a good way for people to make decisions within that 12 months. It was unfair because their injury had not stabilised, 
yet they suddenly had to make a decision. It was unfair because they would get a letter that said, “You have to 
make a decision”, but their wellbeing was not very good. 
I congratulate the minister on removing that. I understand the decision must still have the three-year limit. That is what 
it is in terms of the legal system. When I was involved in the jurisdiction, it was six years. That seemed to be a particularly 
reasonable period. It gives people an opportunity to stay within the compensation system to get compensation, 
rehabilitation and opportunities to work. My problem is that those limitations have never been reflected in increased 
compensation payments for workers. We made workers pay for decreased premiums over many years. The previous 
Labor government that brought in these changes did not just stabilise the system; it also markedly decreased the 
cost of the system—massively. Workers have never ever benefited from that. It is only appropriate that the existing 
compensation payments are maintained and not negatively impacted by any reduction in CPI. It is appropriate that 
CPI increase. Actually, I think increases by wage price index would be more appropriate. However, this does not 
remedy the unfairness of the 13-week stepdown, which financially disadvantages workers. Workers on enterprise 
bargaining agreements have made financial commitments on the basis of their income. If they have an injury at work 
through no fault of their own and no fault of their employer, they are in a system that closed off the capacity for them 
to even argue for negligence, such as a serious threshold injury, but we still expect them to live their day-to-day life 
and meet their financial commitments after 13 weeks of stepdown. What is even more outrageous, minister—I have 
put this on the record before—is that Western Australia is the only state in Australia to have a prescribed amount. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Ms J.M. FREEMAN: The greatest unfairness of the workers’ compensation changes that closed down common 
law for many workers was that those workers who paid for the system still have the threshold of the prescribed 
amount, which is currently $232 000.50. If a worker in a member’s office makes a workers’ compensation claim—
none of us can because we are insured differently; we are not employers—they can claim for a period of time. Think 
about it: most of our workers are probably on about $80 000 to $90 000 a year, maybe $100 000; $232 000 is when 
their compensation will cease, unless they can make an application for extreme circumstances. That is just not fair 
given that we drove down the premiums. That is something that still needs to be adjusted. 
Also, in a modern-day workers’ compensation system, we should not still have the Kierath provisions that punish 
people for claiming for stress and mental health issues. We should not have a legacy of a mean-hearted member 
of the Liberal Party who punished people for becoming mentally unwell in their workplace. Although I welcome 
this bill, it does not remedy the harsh provisions in the act with respect to mental health and injuries sustained in 
employment. It is an issue that we should address considering our modern-day workplaces and our communities 
and also the health response to COVID. I commend the bill to the house. 
Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House). 
[Continued on page 4599]. 

IRON ORE PROCESSING (MINERALOGY PTY. LTD.) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [4.55 pm] — without notice: I move — 
That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable an urgent bill that is very much 
in the state’s interest to be introduced into the Parliament without notice, first read, and for the 
Attorney General to make his second reading speech. 

This bill is essential to answer a claim against Western Australia and prevent potentially dire financial consequences 
for the state. The government has drafted the bill in answer to damages that have been claimed against it that are 
nearly equivalent to the state’s total annual budget or, put another way, if the claim were shared equally amongst 
all Western Australians, it would cost every Western Australian more than $12 000. This claim is sought while the 
state is in a state of emergency dealing with a global pandemic and at a time when the people of Western Australia 
are most in need of public money. The damages claimed arise because of the decisions made by the former 
government. Although the McGowan government is not critical of these decisions, it has inherited the consequences 
of them. Having done so, the McGowan government, through the State Solicitor’s Office, is vigorously defending 
the claim but the risk of the state not succeeding is too great to ignore. 
I seek members’ indulgence as I share with them a minimal amount of information in advance of the introduction 
of a bill. However, I assure members that the government will not seek to debate the bill tonight; rather, the 
Attorney General will provide briefings and we will seek to debate the bill on the next sitting day. 
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Question to be Put 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I move — 

That the question be now put. 

Question put and passed. 

Standing Orders Suspension Resumed — Motion 

The SPEAKER: As this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need an absolute majority 
in order to succeed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 

Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr J.R. Quigley (Attorney General), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the Attorney General.  

Second Reading 

MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [5.00 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

The Iron Ore Processing (Mineralogy Pty Ltd) Agreement Amendment Bill 2020 seeks to deal with damages 
claims arising or potentially arising from proposals that were submitted by Mr Clive Palmer, Mineralogy Pty Ltd 
and International Minerals Pty Ltd pursuant to the terms of the Iron Ore Processing (Mineralogy Pty Ltd) 
Agreement Act 2002. Those proposals were submitted in August 2012 and June 2013 and relate to a project called 
the Balmoral South iron ore project. The August 2012 proposal was at first rejected, and then later significantly 
conditioned, by former Premier, Hon Colin Barnett. Those decisions led to Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and 
International Minerals now claiming billions of dollars in damages in an arbitration against the state. 

There is a history to these damages claims of which members of this chamber and the other place need to be aware. 
The Iron Ore Processing (Mineralogy Pty Ltd) Agreement Act came into operation on 25 September 2002 
following royal assent on 24 September 2002, after having been considered by both houses of Parliament in 
June 2002. Attached to the act, by way of a schedule, was a state agreement entered into between what were 
Mineralogy-related parties and the state. On 14 November 2008, the parties to the state agreement varied the 
state agreement by the Iron Ore Processing (Mineralogy Pty Ltd) Agreement Amendment Bill—a bill that 
passed both Houses of Parliament in December 2008, and, after receiving royal assent, came into operation on 
11 December 2008. The state agreement provided a process by which Mineralogy would, alone or with one of 
six co-proponents, one of which is International Minerals, develop projects for the mining, concentration and 
processing of iron ore in the Pilbara region. 

The state agreement was in a form that was reasonably standard at that time, in particular as concerns the framework 
for the submitting of project proposals and their ministerial consideration for approval. As far as project proposals 
are concerned, the state agreement provided that Mineralogy and any co-proponent would submit proposals for 
particular types of projects to the Minister for State Development. Such project proposals were, and are, required 
to be detailed, and address a large number of specific matters relating to the establishment and operation of the 
project. Once the minister receives such a proposal, the minister is, and was in this case, required to either approve 
the proposal, defer consideration of the proposal, or require as a condition precedent to giving approval to the 
proposal that the project proponents make reasonable alterations or comply with reasonable conditions. 

This type of clause exists in most other state agreements, and in the ordinary course of conducting business with 
the state, a state agreement proponent comes to the state and discusses its proposal in draft form, including 
making appropriate changes in consultation with the state, before it is formally submitted for ministerial 
consideration and approval. There is good reason for this: the state and the state agreement proponent or 
proponents need to be aligned on the detail of the proposal, bearing in mind that the state is agreeing, by the 
very nature of a state agreement, to the efficient and effective development of the state’s natural resources; that 
any such developments are maximised for long-term certainty and investment security to the mutual economic 
advantage of both project proponents and the state; and to ensure that the interactions between the project 
proponents and the community will achieve a level of development that will benefit all Western Australians. 
Indeed, these are some of the primary objectives that underpin the state’s decision to enter into a state agreement 
with a project proponent. 

Notwithstanding the standard practice of consultation undertaken between every other state agreement proponent 
and the state in relation to project proposals, Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals chose not to adopt 
a consultative or cooperative approach. Instead, Mr Palmer and the Mineralogy parties submitted a proposal for 
approval in August 2012 with little engagement with, or prior warning to, the state. That proposal was for a project 
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called the Balmoral South iron ore project—or BSIOP—which had an estimated lifespan of 28 years. It was 
a proposal to construct and operate infrastructure to produce and export 24 million tonnes per annum of iron ore 
concentrate. Under the proposal, it was proposed that the project would be developed in two phases. Phase 1 
contemplated, under a licence granted to International Minerals by Mineralogy, the mining of one billion tonnes 
of iron ore from Mineralogy-owned tenements; and under phase 2 there would be a right to mine a further 
one billion tonnes. The BSIOP proposal aimed to commence in September 2012, with the first shipment in 2016. 
Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals intended to sell the BSIOP to Chinese government–owned 
corporations, and, in fact, had even secured a letter of intent from the Industrial and Commercial Bank of China, 
one of China’s largest banks, expressing willingness and interest in financing the project. 

On 4 September 2012, just weeks after it had been submitted, the BSIOP proposal was rejected as invalid by 
Hon Colin Barnett. It was rejected because the proposal proposed to undertake works that were already approved 
to be undertaken pursuant to another project, which is under the same state agreement, and because the proposal 
failed to provide sufficient detail, clarity and firm commitments. The Department of State Development promptly 
wrote to Mineralogy and International Minerals identifying key issues to be addressed and recommended that 
a further version of the proposals be provided in draft form for further review. Mr Palmer was not happy with that 
ministerial decision, but he did not discuss the matter with the state, nor did he seek to amend his proposal to deal 
with what the then minister and his department considered to be the deficiencies. Instead, Mr Palmer, Mineralogy 
and International Minerals disputed that Hon Colin Barnett had the ability to reject the proposal. He did that by 
referring the matter to arbitration under the terms of the state agreement. 

In 2013, while that arbitration was still on foot, Mineralogy and International Minerals submitted a further BSIOP. 
On 22 August 2013, Hon Colin Barnett, as Minister for State Development, wrote to Mineralogy and stated that 
this proposal had not met the state agreement’s proposal pre-conditions and that the Department of State Development 
would write to identify the items that needed to be addressed. Soon after, the Department of State Development 
wrote to Mineralogy identifying the items that needed to be addressed. Mineralogy did not address these items or 
otherwise seek to progress this proposal. 

That arbitration concerning Hon Colin Barnett’s rejection of the August 2012 BSIOP proposal was heard by former 
High Court Judge Mr Michael McHugh, AC, QC, who handed down an award dated 20 May 2014. Mr McHugh 
found in favour of Mineralogy and International Minerals, declaring that while the BSIOP was a defective 
proposal, it was nonetheless a proposal that had to be considered by the minister in accordance with the terms of 
the state agreement; that is, the minister had no ability to simply treat the proposal as invalid. In another arbitration 
which is now underway, and which I will come back to—it is dealt with by this bill—Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and 
International Minerals have said that this rejection of the BSIOP proposal by Hon Colin Barnett was a breach of 
the state agreement for which they are entitled to damages, and they call it the “first damages breach”. Members, 
this is a matter I will return to at a later point. 

As a consequence of Mr McHugh’s award, the August 2012 BSIOP proposal was considered further by  
Hon Colin Barnett, who was still the responsible minister. On 22 July 2014, he advised Mineralogy and 
International Minerals that the proposal would need to be altered and comply with 46 conditions. Those conditions 
ranged from requiring Mineralogy and International Minerals to state that they would comply with various 
regulatory requirements, confirm they had access to adequate estimated ore reserves to sustain the proposed project 
and provide further technical plans and details. Again, Mr Palmer was not happy with that decision and now argues 
in the current arbitration that Hon Colin Barnett as minister, and therefore the state, further breached the obligations 
of the state agreement by imposing 46 conditions to giving his approval, and that this further breach also gives rise 
to a claim for damages. Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals have termed this the “second damages 
breach”. Importantly, Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals did nothing in relation to the August 2012 
BSIOP proposal for a number of years after 2014, and so in August 2017, they were notified that the state was 
treating the proposal as having lapsed. 

Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals now seek to claim damages against the state for the decisions 
of the former minister. In relation to the first damages claim, which is the claim arising from Hon Colin Barnett’s 
September 2012 rejection of the August 2012 proposal, Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals seek 
damages in the vicinity of $US7.68 billion, or $A10.72 billion using yesterday’s exchange rate. All these figures 
I am providing are based on yesterday’s exchange rate—that is, the rate from Monday, 10 August 2020. 

Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals are claiming further damages on top of that in the amount of 
$US8.9 billion, or $A11.37 billion, being the loss associated with being unable to sell any project required under 
the state agreement. Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals claim a further $A37.24 million for the 
wasted expenditure they say was incurred because of the then minister’s decision. Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and 
International Minerals also claim that they have lost the ability to claim royalties in the sum of $US233.7 million 
or $A326.18 million. 

Interest from October 2012 is then claimed in the amount of $US3.71 billion or $A5.21 billion. In total, therefore, 
for the first damages claim, Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals are claiming a total amount of 
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$US19.84 billion, which, again, based on yesterday’s exchange rate, amounts to $A27.66 billion. In addition, 
Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals seek further damages for the second damages claim, which is 
the claim arising from the then minister’s imposition in July 2014 of 46 conditions to approving the August 2012 
proposal. The level of damages for the second damages claim is not yet quantified by Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and 
International Minerals; however, they seek interest from July 2014 on any amount awarded. 

In addition to claiming damages for the first and second damages claim, Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International 
Minerals also seek costs. The claim for costs is not yet quantified. Besides seeking damages and interest and costs 
arising from the first and second damages claims, Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals seek 
a declaration that the 46 conditions imposed on the BSIOP proposal by Hon Colin Barnett on 22 July 2014 were 
not reasonable pursuant to the terms of the state agreement. 

In summary, therefore, the claims that are being made against the state for breaches of the state agreement by the 
then minister amount to nearly $A30 billion, an amount that does not include any amount for the second damages 
claim. To put that in context, the total net debt of the state of Western Australia is in the order of $A35 billion to 
$A40 billion, and the budget of the state of Western Australia is approximately $A30 billion. To put it another 
way, if the cost of Mr Palmer’s claim were shared equally amongst all Western Australians, it would cost every 
man, woman, child and baby in Western Australia more than $12 000; that is, each of the 2.5 million people living 
in Western Australia would pay Mr Palmer more than $12 000. Mr Palmer wants Western Australia to pay him 
$30 billion at a time when the state is in a state of emergency dealing with a global pandemic—a pandemic that 
Mr Palmer has stated is a “media beat-up”—and at a time when the people of Western Australia are most in need 
of our public money. 

It is not in the interests of Western Australians to be exposed to a risk of having to pay Mr Palmer billions of 
dollars. The men, women and children of Western Australia need the members of both this chamber and the other 
place to protect them from claims of this nature and concentrate on economic recovery. In this regard, two weeks 
ago the McGowan government announced the $5.5 billion WA Recovery Plan to drive economic and social recovery 
across the state, and create a pipeline of jobs for Western Australians. Obviously, if the claimants were to succeed 
in their damages claim at a level anywhere close to the amount sought, this would have dire financial consequences 
for the state of Western Australia and Western Australians. Even if Mineralogy and International Minerals 
succeeded in a fraction of their damages claim, this would have serious financial consequences for the state of 
Western Australia and Western Australians. For example, the McGowan government’s $5.5 billion WA Recovery 
Plan represents only 20 per cent of Mr Palmer’s claim. 

Successive governments, both Labor and Liberal, have been involved in the creation and administration of this 
state agreement. Both Labor and Liberal governments have found themselves dealing with Mr Palmer’s various 
claims against the state. Members of this chamber and the other place now need to work together on the matter for 
the benefit of the people of Western Australia. 

The damages claimed by Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals arise because of the decisions made 
by Hon Colin Barnett when he was Premier. Although the McGowan government is not critical of those decisions, 
it has inherited the consequences of them. Having done so, the McGowan government, through the State Solicitor’s 
Office, is vigorously defending the claim by Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals. The vigorous 
nature of the defence can be seen in a number of steps that have been taken by the state in an attempt to defeat the 
claims. Firstly, in September 2019, the state argued that Mr McHugh’s 2014 award was final, and that as no award 
for damages was made at that time, there was no ability for Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals to 
pursue a separate claim against the state. Secondly, there was an inordinate and inexcusable delay on the part of 
Mineralogy and International Minerals in pursuing their claim for damages, for they had taken no steps to pursue 
the matter since Mr McHugh handed down his award in May 2014. 

These arguments before the arbitrator, Mr McHugh, were unsuccessful, and he ordered that there had not been 
inexcusable delay and that Mineralogy and International Minerals were not foreclosed from recovering damages 
from the state as a consequence of Hon Colin Barnett’s decision to treat the Balmoral South iron ore project 
proposal as invalid. 

This state then sought leave to appeal the decision by Mr McHugh to the Supreme Court of Western Australia 
in one relevant respect—namely, that Mr McHugh had erred in deciding that his 2014 award had not finally 
determined any damages arising from the minister’s failure to consider the BSIOP proposal because he thought it an 
invalid proposal. Mineralogy and International Minerals applied to have the state’s appeal summarily dismissed on 
the basis that the state was unable to utilise the appeal and review regime of the now-repealed Commercial Arbitration 
Act 1985 and was limited to the more limited review regime under the Commercial Arbitration Act 2012. This 
application was heard by Hon Kenneth Martin, Justice of the Supreme Court of Western Australia, who handed 
down his decision on 28 February 2020. In his judgement, Mr Justice Martin agreed with Mineralogy and 
International Minerals’ contention that the Commercial Arbitration Act 2012 applied and dismissed the state’s 
appeal. As I have said, Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals are now pressing ahead with their 
damages claims before Mr McHugh, as arbitrator, in the amount of nearly $A30 billion. 
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On 26 June 2020, Mr McHugh ordered that there be a hearing of the matter for 15 days commencing 30 November 2020 
to enable him to consider his decision over the Christmas and New Year period, with a view to providing an award 
in the new year. Although very sound and respectable defences are available to the claim of Mr Palmer, Mineralogy 
and International Minerals, the state has been unsuccessful in the past in dealing with Mineralogy’s claims relating 
to the August 2012 proposals, so a successful defence of the claim is not guaranteed. In addition, members, because 
the matter is being dealt with by arbitration, there are very limited opportunities to appeal any adverse decision. 
Notwithstanding the defences available to the state, the McGowan government is not prepared to risk the financial 
consequences to the state of an adverse arbitral award, and one in which the state of Western Australia and 
taxpayers could be exposed to billions of dollars. To do so would be fiscally irresponsible. Indeed, it would be 
fiscally irresponsible for members of both this chamber and the other place to risk a successful arbitral damages 
award in favour of Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals. Consequently, the McGowan Government 
is taking the necessary steps to protect the state and the people of Western Australia from the rapacious nature of 
Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals. 
The bill is essentially divided into two aspects: one deals with disputed matters and the other with protected matters. 
Beginning with the disputed matters aspect of the bill, clause 9 provides that the August 2012 and June 2013 
BSIOP proposals will have no further contractual or other legal effect to the extent that they in fact have such 
effect. If Mineralogy and International Minerals wish to pursue the BSIOP, they can submit new proposals in 
accordance with the state agreement. 
Clause 10 terminates any arbitration which the state, Mineralogy and International Minerals are party to and which 
concerns a disputed matter. 
“Disputed matter” is a term used in the bill and is defined to include Hon Colin Barnett’s 2012, 2013 and 2014 
decisions relating to the BSIOP proposals and any conduct of the state connected with those decisions and the 
Balmoral South project more generally. Clause 10 also invalidates the two arbitral awards of Mr McHugh. 
Clause 11 provides that the state, its officers and agents will not have any liability of any sort to any person in 
respect of the arbitrations or connected with a disputed matter; that is, it provides protection against the first and 
second damages claims and any future claims that might be made against the state in relation to the BSIOP proposal 
or the state’s actions in relation to the Balmoral South project more generally. Clause 11 also provides that no 
proceedings can be brought against the state to the extent that they seek to establish such a liability against the 
state and that any such proceedings that are in progress and not completed are also terminated. 
Clause 12 prevents any appeal or similar action against the conduct of the state that is connected with a disputed 
matter. 
Clause 13 removes the application of the Freedom of Information Act and document discovery and production 
processes from documents connected with disputed matters, given that the capacity to bring claims in relation to 
these matters is removed by the bill. 
Clauses 14 and 15 provide further protection for the state by creating a statutory obligation on Mineralogy, 
International Minerals and Mr Palmer and any person who brings, or has an interest in, proceedings connected 
with a disputed matter to indemnify the state against such proceedings or loss and liability to any person connected 
with a disputed matter. 
Clause 16 provides that if proceedings connected with a disputed matter are brought against the commonwealth or 
create a liability for the commonwealth, the state can also enforce its statutory indemnity to protect the commonwealth 
or cover any loss the state may suffer as a consequence. 
Clause 17 prevents a liability of the state connected with a disputed matter being paid or enforced through various 
means. 
Turning now to the protected matters aspect of the bill, clause 18 protects the state from collateral litigation and 
claims by providing that protected matters do not have certain legal effects, and clause 19 protects the state, its 
officers and agents against any liability and proceedings that may arise connected with a protected matter. 
“Protected matter” is another key term used in the bill and is defined to include the preparation of this bill, the 
enactment of the legislation and its operation, and the making and operation of subsidiary legislation under the act 
and other related matters. The government seeks to enact extensive and broad protections to protect the state, its 
officers and agents against collateral litigation. 
Clause 19 to 25 of the bill are essentially the same provisions as clauses 11 to 17 but in respect of protected matters 
rather than disputed matters. 
Clause 26 of the bill deals with some miscellaneous matters and clarifies the consequences of the bill in terminating 
the current arbitration, including in relation to costs and confidentiality. 
Clause 27 provides that, going forward, the minister’s consideration of proposals under the state agreement will 
not give rise to any capacity for damages or financial compensation to be awarded against the state.  
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Clause 28 protects persons who fall within the definition of “state authority” or “state agent”, or those who 
previously fell within those definitions, by requiring the state to indemnify those persons against any proceedings 
connected with a disputed matter or protected matter. 

Clause 29 provides a general regulation-making power and clause 30 enables the Governor to make orders to deal 
with various circumstances, including any matters that may not be adequately or appropriately dealt with by the 
bill by having regard to the purpose and subject matter of the bill. This includes orders that may improve the 
effectiveness of the statutory indemnities, including by creating security interests over any type of property of an 
indemnifying person. 

The McGowan government accepts that the bill is unprecedented. It contains a number of provisions and measures 
that are not usual, but Mineralogy and Mr Palmer are not normal and these measures are needed to best protect the 
interests of the state and the community. Western Australian governments, from both sides of politics, have always 
refrained from interfering in the operation of state agreements by statute. This bill does not represent a change to 
that general and longstanding policy. This bill does not give rise to sovereign risk. Since the 1950s, the state has 
entered into over 70 state agreements and it currently has over 50 state agreements on foot. In the history of state 
agreements, no other state agreement proponent has sought to challenge a minister’s decision about a proposal or 
taken the state to arbitration on any matter, let alone a minister’s decision to reject or comment on a proposal that 
has been submitted. Therefore, this bill does not create a risk to other current state agreement parties or to future 
investors. Other state agreement parties and proponents deal properly and appropriately with the state in the terms 
of their proposals. 

I also wish to make clear that this bill does not override the primary provisions and rights of Mineralogy and 
International Minerals under the state agreement. This bill affirms the terms of the state agreement and leaves open 
to Mineralogy and International Minerals the right to submit proposals for the Balmoral South iron ore project 
should they wish to do so. This bill will remove the capacity for Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals 
to pursue litigation and damages claims regarding prior decisions of the then minister and the state more broadly, 
or damages for any future decisions of the minister on any new proposals submitted, or purportedly submitted, 
pursuant to the state agreement. In this regard, it is noteworthy that if the Mineralogy state agreement were 
statutory so that the decisions of the then minister were administrative—not dissimilar to ministerial decisions 
relating to the conferral of environmental approval for projects under the Environmental Protection Act 1986—
there would be no capacity for damages to be sought. 

Members, there are at least four reasons that this bill must pass urgently through Parliament. Firstly, as I have stated, 
the arbitrator, Mr McHugh, has ordered that a hearing take place commencing on 30 November 2020. A significant 
amount of time, resources and costs will necessarily be expended by the state, as well as by Mineralogy and 
International Minerals, ahead of that hearing. In the event that this bill passes, that additional time and cost will be 
saved. Secondly, the claims made by Mr Palmer are without precedent and outside the convention and practice of 
state agreements. Thirdly, if the state were to not do anything at this point and instead continued to defend the 
matter and awaited a decision from Mr McHugh, it is entirely possible—if not probable—that the decision would 
be handed down during the caretaker government period. Lastly, as I have already indicated, it would be fiscally 
irresponsible for this claim to continue and for the state and all Western Australians to be exposed to the risk, or 
even the possibility of a risk, of having to pay Mr Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals what might be 
tens of billions of dollars. 

I trust that all members of this chamber and those of the other place will recognise the necessity for this bill. I trust 
also that members will likewise recognise that the alternative to this bill is to risk both the state and all the people of 
Western Australia being exposed to an award of damages in the billions of dollars—damages that Mr Palmer says 
have arisen because of his frustrated attempts to sell the Balmoral South iron ore project to a Chinese-controlled 
entity. Now, because he could not sell the project to an overseas company, he wants to claim billions of dollars 
from Western Australia, and he does so notwithstanding that the resources are still in the ground. The McGowan 
government will not expose the people of Western Australia to that risk, and, in this bill, it has instead taken 
decisive action to protect the state. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House). 

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND INJURY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT 
(COVID-19 RESPONSE) BILL 2020 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.37 pm]: I was hoping this debate might 
be on the other bill—the COVID-19 Response and Economic Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020. There is a clause in 
the omnibus bill that I am a little bit concerned about to do with the ability to conduct the Executive Council by 
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video link. The minister might be aware of that in the omnibus bill. However, I will not speak on that because we 
are talking on the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. 
The lead speaker would be — 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I’ve spoken. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: We have another speaker—the current member for Dawesville. He is obviously rushing 
to the house at this moment, but I think he was probably tied up with the previous urgent bill. 

Workers’ compensation is a very important issue. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is correct. It has changed. I remember when workers’ compensation was quite 
controversial. In the mid-1990s, Graham Kierath was the Minister for Labour Relations and I remember the president 
of the Law Society of Western Australia, Rick Cullen, came to see the then Minister for Health, Hon Peter Foss. We 
had many meetings about the workers’ compensation legislation. The members of the Law Society of Western Australia 
had great concerns because they thought that it would impact their business, which was quite substantial. 

I may close on that point, but it is interesting how workers’ compensation has evolved throughout history. Indeed, 
my understanding is that even though there was a lot of concern in the law community that it would lose a lot of 
business, that does not seem to have transpired. Not that I am an expert on it, but there is still a lot of work for 
lawyers in that area. I think the minister, who is about to jump up, will probably comment on that, because he is 
far more knowledgeable than I am in that regard. With those few comments, and on behalf of the member for 
Dawesville, who did not get up, I will sit down. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Industrial Relations) [5.40 pm] — in reply: I was keen 
to allow the shadow Minister for Health to make some comments on the Workers’ Compensation and Injury 
Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020, because I know that this is an important matter for 
the health fraternity. I am sure that he would have liked to put his comments on the record, and I certainly would 
like to have nailed his feet to the floor so that he could not change his position later. 

This is an important reform. We have been able to bring this in relatively easily because most of the provisions 
have been lifted from the draft legislation that has been slowly working its way through the reform process that 
started under the last government, which completed a review of the act. When I became minister, I asked for 
cabinet’s approval to get a bill drafted to, effectively, update the workers’ compensation administrative framework 
in Western Australia by writing a new act. Unfortunately, it has taken quite some time for Parliamentary Counsel 
to complete that. Indeed, we thought that it would be done by the end of 2018. Then it was expected in early 2019, 
and then in early 2020. Now it is expected sometime in the future. However, we have been able to pull out a few 
provisions to deal with some matters that have been highlighted by the COVID-19 pandemic. 

The first provision is about the presumptive declaration of diseases. As the shadow minister said, it is now on 
a schedule. We are now going to make a regulatory capacity. COVID-19 has showed that doing this only 
through legislative amendment to the act is unnecessarily cumbersome. As COVID-19 was a novel disease that 
had not existed before, it was not possible for the government or the administration to have ever contemplated 
that COVID-19 would exist. Therefore, a flexible response is needed to the extension of these arrangements for 
new diseases in particular circumstances. That is why we are creating an arrangement to allow us to prescribe 
diseases and the circumstances in which there would be a rebuttable presumption of the disease being found in 
a worker’s workplace. 

The member for Girrawheen talked about the changes to protect firefighters, which was the most recent change in this 
area. Now there is an argument about the extension of those arrangements to ambulance officers with post-traumatic 
stress disorder. A rebuttable presumption would seem to be appropriate in a range of individual cases. This legislation 
will create a regulatory approach so that as the understanding of diseases changes over time, a regulation can be 
introduced to take account of that. Of course, a regulation-making power is not an unfettered capacity for the 
executive to make a decision without regard to the community. I was asked recently by a representative of an industry 
association what would stop me from making a rebuttable provision for the common cold. Two things would 
prevent me from doing that. The first is commonsense and the second is the regulatory process. It is, of course, the 
case that for a regulation to take effect, it has to be, effectively, supported in both houses of Parliament because 
a regulation can be disallowed in either house. A protection is built into this arrangement to correctly fetter the 
executive from doing silly things. 

The other provision here is that there might be a specific circumstance around a disease. Taking COVID-19 as an 
example, the member for North West Central asked whether there might be a provision for ambulance drivers, as 
well as for nurses in a hospital. Those are the sorts of details that can be better resolved through regulation. As our 
understanding of a disease changes over time, the regulations can be adapted more easily than adapting the underlying 
legislation. It is commonsense for it to be taken up in the way we are describing in this bill. COVID-19 is a great 
example. It is a novel disease that no-one knew about. In December 2019, no-one in Western Australia had even 
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heard of the disease, but now it is the dominant issue in our lives. We need to be able to respond. If we had had 
a regulation-making power, we would have been able to respond already. I will make a point about the 
regulation-making power. It is a provision that was included in the outcome of the previous government’s work 
reviewing workers’ comp legislation. I remind the house of a question Hon Kate Doust asked the then Minister 
for Commerce, Hon Michael Mischin, in the other place on 22 September 2015. She asked — 

I refer to Safe Work Australia’s August 2015 report “Deemed Diseases in Australia” and its updated 
deemed list. 

(1) Will the Western Australia government harmonise the list of WorkCover’s deemed diseases to 
match the commonwealth’s list? 

(2) If yes to (1), when is this expected to occur? 

(3) If no to (1), why not? 

Hon Michael Mischin answered the three parts of the question in one. He said — 

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

(1)–(3) The drafting of a new workers’ compensation statute is underway. One of the legislative 
amendments will see all deemed diseases prescribed in regulations. The “Deemed Diseases in 
Australia” report will be considered as part of the development of regulations under the new act. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: It’s been a long time coming—the new act! 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It has been a long time coming. The point is that doing this by regulation was exactly the 
former government’s plan. That is why we have been able to lift that provision out of the draft legislation and 
bring it to the house today—indeed, in June. It is because it was a longstanding approach to what we are doing 
here. Although we might be dealing with a novel disease, it is not a novel provision. We are simply continuing the 
legislative agenda of the former government. We are just bringing it forward and getting it done. 

The member for North West Central asked about volunteers. Under workers’ compensation legislation, volunteers 
are not considered to be workers and are not eligible for workers’ compensation so this change will not benefit 
volunteers. However, equally, their position has not changed; that is simply the position they are in now. 

I return to the member for Hillarys’ question about the decision to include it as a regulation-making power. As 
I said, that was the intention because that was the more effective way of doing it. The member asked whether we 
considered doing it for other diseases. That certainly will be contemplated. A long-held ambition for both sides of 
politics has been to introduce this as a regulation-making power rather than relying on the act. It will also give us 
flexibility. Take for example the challenges facing frontline healthcare workers around the world from this disease. 
We could have had a regulation to deal with that, but if we found a broader challenge for workers in, say, the retail 
industry, we would have to examine that and decide whether to extend it to those people. I also make the point 
that there is effectively almost no real cost impact on the system because the probability that a frontline health 
worker would have their claim for COVID-19 refused is very remote. It is about making the challenges facing the 
claimant easier rather than increasing costs. 

The member also asked a question about resolving the indexation of the prescribed amount. In 2017, I think, the 
prescribed amount fell because average wages fell. We do not want workers’ weekly payments to go down because 
they are getting the prescribed amount. Obviously, in the first 13 weeks they will get their average salary, but after 
that they could be left exposed. We are trying to resolve that. There have been questions about changes to definitions. 
We are picking up the cost base, but we also have to make sure that the amounts do not go down. We do not want 
workers to be missing out on income, particularly when insurance companies will have already received premiums 
based on the existing level of costs. 

I make this point about the change to the termination day. At the moment there is no community transmission of 
COVID-19 in the Western Australian community, but when there was a more restricted environment in WA, 
workers had to see specialists to deal with the challenge of electing a termination day. We are creating flexibility 
so that if that situation arises again, workers will not have to have a report by a particular date. But, of course, that 
would not really have a cost impact on the system because the worker would still have to pass the 15 per cent 
impairment threshold. That is the key step that will constrain costs in the system, not the termination day itself. 
Removing the termination day is unlikely to be material to an increase in the cost of common law claims because, 
generally speaking, we expect impairment scores will generally be stable for a considerable period of time for 
most workers to get through the gate. 

The member for Mirrabooka rightly pointed out the challenges for the gate and the restriction of common law 
claims for workers injured at work. Of course, the corollary of that is that work health and safety legislation needs 
to hold employers properly to account for their responsibilities. The two things go together, because, generally 
speaking, most injuries do not get through the gate; there is no whole-body impairment of more than 15 per cent. 
They never get to make a common law claim, so the negligence element, which is what common law is about, is 
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never held to account in the legal system. That is why strong work health and safety laws are needed, because that 
balances the employer’s capacity to negligently injure a worker and not pay. They have to be held accountable 
through the work health and safety system. We cannot have a system that restricts access to the common law and 
not have a rigorous work health and safety system. 

I think I have answered the questions the member for Hillarys raised. We will be going into consideration in detail, 
so if I have missed anything, he can raise it then. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: We can cover them off in consideration. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. I urge the house to support the bill. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.  

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I could ask this question under a number of clauses because it relates to a number of 
provisions, but I ask that the minister indulge me so that I can cover it off once. In relation to the whole of the bill 
and the impacts of the bill, has the minister sought or been given any actuarial advice about the impact on the 
scheme? If so, would he provide details of that advice? If he has not received any actuarial advice, could he indicate 
whether he has received any advice on what financial impact these changes will have on the scheme and, in 
particular, potentially on premiums going forward? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. We have not had formal actuarial advice, but the risk to the cost of the system is the 
difference between the number of claims that succeed under the rebuttable presumption and the number of claims 
that are rejected under normal circumstances. That is almost zero. I cannot conceive what the circumstances would 
be were a healthcare worker—principally we are talking about healthcare workers—to make a claim. For example, 
in Victoria 1 400 healthcare workers have caught the disease. Could anybody honestly say that their claims for 
workers’ compensation would be rejected? 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: To complete that aspect, I understand that is the case for the COVID changes, but it 
is impossible to predict how many COVID cases we will get anyway. We just do not know. I recognise that. In 
relation to the other changes, particularly changes to the termination day—as I said, I could have asked it under 
that clause—has there been either any actuarial advice or advice from the authority as to the likely impact from 
the practice of those changes? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: There is no actuarial advice, but the professional advice from WorkCover is that there is 
not expected to be any additional cost. The number of claims will still be the same because the criteria must still 
be met. This is just about the procedure that allows someone to make an application. The eligibility will be exactly 
the same. This is just about the process for the application. In late February or early March, government agencies 
were asked to identify responses. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Clause 2 is the commencement clause. Clauses 1 and 2 will come into operation on 
the day on which the act receives royal assent. The rest of the bill—this is a pretty common clause—will come 
into operation on a day fixed by proclamation, and different days may be fixed for different provisions. Because 
a lot of the provisions in this bill are intended to apply to the COVID-19 circumstances, can the minister indicate 
when the rest of the bill is intended to be proclaimed and whether it is intended that different provisions will be 
proclaimed on different days? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is intended to proclaim the bill as quickly as we are able to do so. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 5 amended — 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: If the minister is happy to consider clauses 4 and 5 together, I am happy to do so. They 
both relate to how we deal with indexation. We are moving from a hardwired formula in the Workers’ Compensation 
and Injury Management Act to a base formula that can be amended by regulation. I think that the majority of 
this is relatively straightforward. As we said in the second reading debate, amount C and the prescribed amount 
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in each case are set with reference to the actual amounts used for the year ending 30 June 2021. The real question 
is: what is the minister’s intention in relation to prescribing the methodology, or the indices, used? Which 
indices does he intend to prescribe? Will they be the indices that are currently used or will they be different 
ones? What is his thinking behind moving from having the formula set in the legislation to allowing flexibility 
through regulation? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The same methodology will be used to set the indexation. It will prevent the indexation 
leading to a reduction. As I said, I think it was in the 2017–18 financial year when the prescribed amount fell, 
because the relevant estimation of the average weekly earnings had gone down. This measure will make sure that 
that does not happen again. The process for setting the indexation remains the same, but we cannot end up with 
a negative value. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Why could we not do that in the primary legislation? That would be a simple, neat 
and elegant solution. We could put in a clause that says “save and except that no-one will receive any less in one 
financial year than they would have been entitled to in a previous year”, or words to that effect. Why are we 
moving the amounts into the regulations instead? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Members have to understand that there are many different amounts in the bill that are all 
prescribed through formulas, so it is not as straightforward as the member suggests. We are doing exactly what 
the member is saying, but this is the methodology that we are using to do it because so many different amounts 
relate to each other. Dozens of formulas in the bill relate to the prescribed amount. All we are doing is setting up 
a structure to do exactly what the member is saying. At the moment, the indexation figure, which I think is the real 
question, is set externally. That is a controllable figure. All we are doing is setting out how to calculate the indexation 
figure that is applied to all the different amounts in the bill. As an example, there is the weekly payment, the cap 
on payments, the cap on medical expenses and the cap on rehabilitation expenses—there are so many different bits 
of the formula that this is just what we need to end up doing. There is nothing tricky in these provisions; we have 
to prescribe how we go about setting these amounts. Remember, it is not the minister who makes the decision. The 
decision is made independently of government and it is told to us. I can tell the member that in 2017, when I was 
not long a minister, WorkCover said I would have to announce that the figure had gone down. I said, “That’s really 
good. You should put out a media release”, and that is exactly what I did. This is not about the minister making 
the decision; it is the process to make the decision. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I accept that and I accept that a lot of this is guided by indices and formulas that are 
beyond our control. I will take it from the minister’s answer that, effectively, it is the government’s policy decision 
to move this into regulation because it believes it is a more elegant and easier way of doing it. That is the government’s 
policy decision and I am happy to accept that that is a decision of government. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will make one point. Yes, the member is quite right that it is the government’s policy 
decision, but it is carrying on the policy decision that was embedded in the review of the act done by the former 
government. To the criticism of some of my stakeholders, all I have done is pick up the work done by the former 
government and I am operationalising it into legislation. This is not a novel activity. This was all planned by and 
arose from the reviews done by the former government. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5 put and passed. 

Clause 6: Part III Division 4B inserted — 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: This provision brings in new division 4B of part III of the principal act. It allows 
certain diseases to become prescribed diseases. It also prescribes, for the purposes of those diseases, a prescribed 
employment status that will give rise to a trigger to accept that people who have those prescribed diseases in 
prescribed employment circumstances will be deemed to have contracted those diseases at work. That will then be 
considered a workplace injury and therefore be treated under the workers’ compensation regime. That is all fair 
and good. The explanation given was that we are doing this for COVID, and that is great, too. Firstly, let us stick 
to the COVID issue. How quickly does the minister believe the regulations could be prepared and enacted on 
COVID so that it can become a prescribed disease, because it will not be simply by the passage of this bill? 
Secondly, how broad will be prescribed employment for the purposes of COVID? Which workers will be covered 
by this legislation for COVID, for the purposes of being a prescribed disease and prescribed employment? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The drafting instructions are largely complete. Obviously, the Parliamentary Counsel’s 
Office does not draft regulations until after a bill has become an act; therefore, we cannot get the PCO to draft the 
regulations until that is done. However, the work of WorkCover is effectively complete and employment includes 
ambulance officers and health practitioners, employment in a hospital, medical practice, clinic or other public 
health facility and employment when duties include testing for COVID. Those are the currently intended classes 
for COVID-19. It is quite a broad range but in specified activities. Of course, this is a facilitative provision and in 
my second reading reply speech I gave the example of post-traumatic stress disorder for ambulance officers. That 
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matter has been dealt with by law in Tasmania and it is certainly something that we are considering. I do not want 
to say that this law will not be used for other diseases or circumstances. I am making it clear that the only current 
government decision is for healthcare workers, which I have just read out, but that does not mean that we will not 
come back to the legislation and consider others. Of course, that regulatory activity, as with the COVID-19 
provisions, would then be subject to the normal review processes of Parliament. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I thank the minister for that explanation and for providing a description, anyway, of 
the intention for prescribed employment for the purposes of COVID. Can the minister clarify that there is no 
intention at the moment to include aged-care workers in prescribed employment for the purposes of COVID? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. It is not currently. Interestingly, aged care is regulated by the commonwealth. I am 
sure that most of them ensure with WorkCover. We could consider that in the future, but at this stage, given that 
it is not a principal responsibility of the state government, we have not considered it. We can do it in the future, in 
the same way that we are not currently intending to do it for retail workers. But that does not mean that if the 
circumstances arose, we could not do it for retail workers. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I raised aged care and think it is worthwhile putting on the record because a number 
of people in the aged-care sector have approached me and indicated that obviously everyone is aware of what is 
going on within the aged-care sector in Victoria. That is sad and it is close to home for a lot of people, including 
me, knowing a lot of aged-care residents who have passed away and their families. It is extremely tragic for both the 
aged-care workers and obviously the residents. However, we also know that aged-care workers work at different 
premises. That is sometimes the nature of the model. Sometimes they work at different aged-care premises and 
sometimes aged care is only one part of what they do for employment, so, obviously, there is concern about 
identifying the employer. Even if they were brought in as prescribed employment, there would be significant difficulty 
in identifying the employer. The minister at the table says that it is rebuttable. It is rebuttable for prescribed 
employment but who the employer was if a person has multiple employers is not a rebuttable presumption; it is 
some other level of debate. I think it is a nuance that is important to note. At this stage, we have the minister’s 
assurance that currently there is no intention to extend to aged-care workers. I seek an assurance that if the minister 
does in the future consider extending prescribed employment to aged-care-related work, he would consult with the 
industry to ensure that those sorts of nuances and anomalies are—I do not think they can be expunged—at least 
considered and ameliorated. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am happy to give the member that assurance. I might write to the federal minister, given 
it is his responsibility to manage aged care, to ask him what he would like to do about workers’ compensation 
arrangements for aged-care workers. He might write back to me and say that he wants action. But I will absolutely 
commit to consulting the industry. I want to make a point about the way the process works. The injured worker 
applies for workers’ compensation to their employer. That is the nexus. Therefore, it is a rebuttable presumption. 
If an employer does not believe that the worker got the disease at their workplace, they could then argue why it 
did not occur at their workplace but in fact at another workplace. They would not be disputing that the disease 
exists; they would be disputing that the disease was caught at their workplace. It is a rebuttable presumption; it is 
not an absolute presumption. I have sometimes heard commentary from employer organisations that they do not 
actually understand what the legislation is talking about. For example, I have heard that employers are saying that 
I might extend this to the common cold. How ridiculous an argument is that against the passage of this legislation? 
There is now in Western Australia a campaign by a particular industry association to come up with stupid and 
ridiculous commentary about commonsense legislation. The best defence against bad government is commonsense, 
so I am very happy to give an assurance that we will not use this legislation outside commonsense and we will not 
introduce a provision that relates to the common cold. I will also say that if we were to extend the legislation to 
the aged-care sector, we would be very happy to discuss it with the sector. In fact, I imagine that it would seek for 
us to extend coverage in the same way that many healthcare providers have sought for us to extend it to their 
workforce, because it gives the workforce confidence that they can put their lives at risk and will still be protected 
from the risks around workers’ compensation claims. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: A quick question on the people or industries approaching the minister to put their employees 
on that list. Who exactly has approached the minister? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Only the healthcare sector. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Moving on to other possible prescribed employment circumstances, has consideration 
been given to police, particularly given that they do not qualify for workers’ compensation? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It makes it hard when they can’t be covered. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: They cannot be covered, so what other provisions has the minister considered in his 
bailiwick or is that left up to the industrial agreement between police and the state, if you like, the Western Australia 
Police Force? Where are we with workers’ compensation for police? It was a bipartisan commitment; both parties 
committed to it prior to the last election. Where are we with that legislation so that our police can also be protected, 
because they are on the front line right now? 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not quite sure how that question relates to clause 6. The challenge for me now is that this 
provision has nothing at all to do with the police because they are not covered by workers’ compensation legislation. 
I will tell the member for Hillarys what I have told the WA Police Union. I would amend the act tomorrow to include 
police officers in the workers’ compensation system but they do not want us to do that. Unfortunately, or fortunately, 
the benefits available under clause 6 of this bill are not available to police officers because they do not want them. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: That is a debate for another day. I do not think that is exactly right. There was a promise 
for a police-specific workers’ compensation package that has not been delivered. That is a debate for another day 
but it highlights the fact that there are groups missing out on the provisions that are being introduced. 
Moving forward into other potential prescribed diseases in the future, I note that the minister has indicated there 
is no current intention, although other states have acted on things such as post-traumatic stress disorder and other 
matters. If in the future consideration was given to prescribing particular diseases and prescribing employment for 
the purposes of those diseases to enliven this rebuttable presumption, what commitment does the minister give to 
consultation with the impacted industries and other impacted groups, including workers’ representatives, prior to 
any regulations being introduced? Obviously, this is a different circumstance to amending the schedule that happens 
publicly in parliamentary debate. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will quote Hon Michael Mischin from the Hansard of the other place of  
22 September 2015 — 

The drafting of a new workers’ compensation statute is underway. One of the legislative amendments 
will see all deemed diseases prescribed in regulations. 

Let me make it clear that this was the intention of the Liberal government of which the member for Hillarys was 
a member. We are not doing something strange, novel or unusual. All we are doing is implementing the outcome 
of the report that was done while the Liberals were in government. In respect of future regulations, as the member 
might know there is a regulatory impact process. Under the Liberal government, it was managed by the Department 
of Finance and under our government it is now managed by the Department of Treasury and all regulations go 
through a risk process. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: At a briefing that the minister’s office kindly arranged for the Liberal Party, we were 
told that schedule 3 of the act, which lists some diseases and the circumstances in which they can be deemed to be 
prescribed diseases, was quite out of date, that a lot of it was based on an old International Labour Organization 
publication from many, many years ago and that a Safe Work Australia list was not included and that perhaps it would 
be included in the future. If there is a broader regulatory piece, what will happen to the diseases in schedule 3? 
Would schedule 3 fall away? Would it be read down by the regulation? Would it be removed by a further amending 
bill? Would there be value in the minister considering, at least between the houses, removing schedule 3 in 
anticipation of any new regulations that may be prescribed? The worst possible outcome would be a conflict between 
any future regulations and the provisions of schedule 3 because schedule 3 would obviously have to be read over 
and above any regulations because schedule 3 is in the act. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is not intended because it would not be a solid process to remove schedule 3 at this 
stage because, as I have said to the member on a number of occasions, there is a longer rewrite of the workers’ 
compensation legislation that is now about seven years in the process. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: A long time. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It has taken a long time under both governments. As I said, the drafting instructions we 
approved by cabinet in 2017. I think we put out a media release at the time. We were hoping for the exposure draft, 
not a green bill, in October 2018. We still commit to that exposure draft process. It is possible that we will get it 
right at the end of this term of government but at least then we will have the framework to start moving in the next 
Parliament. A range of issues need to be dealt with before we remove schedule 3. There cannot be a conflict between 
a regulation and schedule 3 because we cannot make a regulation in conflict with legislation. It is not possible for 
the circumstance that the member described to occur. The member must remember that regulations are drafted by 
parliamentary counsel. It is not an amateur sitting in a back room drafting these things. It is not possible for 
a regulation to conflict with the act. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 7: Section 93L amended — 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Clause 7 is the first of the provisions that removes the concept of “termination day” 
from the act. We discussed that quite at length during the second reading debate and we all agree that on balance 
it is probably a good thing. My questions will cover the whole of the areas. I know that the minister has some 
amendments. Has the minister received any advice about the likelihood of additional claims that may occur by the 
removal of the termination day that may not have occurred had this termination day not been removed, save and 
except for those that may happen as a result of avoiding that legal professional negligence that some of us spoke 
about in our second reading contributions because we want those people to come into the system? 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As I said in my second reading reply, it is not expected that any additional cases will arise 
from these amendments to the prescribed day arrangements. The number of people eligible to make a claim is 
fixed because they have to have met the 15 per cent total bodily impairment. The reason that this was urged to me 
by WorkCover during COVID-19 is because people have to get a medical report and the view was that during the 
COVID-19 restrictions, it would be more difficult for a worker to get the report and given that that might be coming 
up to the end of the 18 months, the suggestion to me was clearly that it should be removed. Everybody in the 
industry thinks that the current arrangement is suboptimal. There is no resistance in the industry to this change 
because everybody recognises that it is commonsense. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: It is accepted, minister, that it is a commonsense amendment. The need to prove 
impairment is still there; however, by removing this provision, we will remove about 1 200 essentially unnecessary 
claims for an extension and given that that will save on medical costs, administrative costs and probably legal 
costs, what is the estimate of the actual savings to the scheme that this will provide? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: There is no estimate of savings at all. If there is any process savings, they will simply be 
absorbed into reducing wait times in the system. It is not designed to save money in the system. The system is 
funded internally. WorkCover is funded not by taxpayers but by a levy on insurance premiums. There is no savings 
out of this in the same way that there are no expected additional costs in removing the termination day. As the 
member said, all these applications are administratively inefficient, which is why people in the scheme support the 
change. Again, this is why some of those employer associations that are running around and talking about this sort 
of stuff simply do not know what they are talking about. They should actually go and listen to their own advisers, 
because the costs are eventually borne by the insurance companies, who then spread it around the people who are 
paying for their liabilities. But this is not a cost issue. The scheme obviously has a certain level of wait time at all 
times, so if there is any marginal improvement, it will be in reducing wait times. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Ultimately, the costs of the system are borne by employers, who pay the premiums. 
That is all well and good; that is how the system is structured, and that is how it is accepted. But at the end of the 
day, if a process is removed, I will accept the minister’s explanation that those administrative and internal savings, 
if you like—savings of time, savings of staff—will be spread across the system to meet other challenges; maybe 
wait times, maybe other challenges. It might go into a task force to implement electronic lodgement and things 
like that—all sorts of things. I will leave that up to the managers of the scheme, who do a great job, and since some 
of them are here, I will put that on the record: they do a very good job. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, I know that. We are just passers-by; he is the boss! 
Of course, there are the medical assessments. They cost money, which is borne by the scheme—correct me if I am 
wrong—so there ought to be some sort of saving there. Is there? What is the average cost of that sort of process? 
What is the average cost paid out by the scheme for these medical assessments that are over and above what the 
normal, expected medical treatment would be? There would need to be an assessment and a report written by 
a doctor. There must be some cost to that. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, there is a cost of about $2 000 for each assessment, but that will simply be borne 
somewhere else because, of course, it is not like those medical reports are not used for a whole range of benefits 
in the system. Yes, they are costs to the scheme, but the information is still going to be needed, so somewhere else 
in the scheme that information will be required and, when it is required, it will be paid for. That will still be 
a scheme cost. There is no expectation of reducing costs to the scheme. I would love to be able to stand here and 
say that there is. It is an efficient scheme. It is a hybrid system because we have a strictly regulated benefit structure 
and a government-mandated disputes system, so we do not have to go to court for everything, but it is actually 
private insurance. Again, the premium rates are specified, but good employers can get discounts on the premium 
rates and bad employers get additional costs. Interestingly, after my little campaign about the agricultural sector, 
they are paying more than double the next most expensive, and three times more than average, because of their 
bad claims performance. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Given that there are 1 200 assessments and they cost about $2 000, I am actually 
disappointed that there are not savings. There will be a whole heap of doctors, especially in the western suburbs, 
who will be rubbing their hands with glee at the minister’s explanation that the system is so efficient that the 
information gleaned from these reports will be utilised elsewhere so we will not be able to remove an additional 
layer. I accept that explanation. We will see what it is like in practice, as always. I think driving down unnecessary 
costs in the scheme is very, very important. At the end of the day, employers bear the costs of the scheme; good 
employers are rewarded and poor-performing employers are punished. Hopefully, that punishment will lead to 
system improvement; that is the way it should be. But as always, we need to make the system as efficient as 
humanly possible. I accept the minister’s explanation. I think, after this, we will move to his amendments. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 8 put and negatived. 
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New clause 8 — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I move — 

Page 6, after line 28 — To insert — 

8. Section 93M deleted 

Delete section 93M. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I think it is incumbent on the minister to provide an explanation for the record. We 
discussed this during the second reading debate—I certainly alluded to it, anyway—but I think it is important that if 
we are introducing new clause 8, an explanation is provided by the minister for the record, for any future reference. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Clause 8 of the bill currently deletes sections 93M to 93O. Section 93M is headed 
“Termination day defined”; section 93N is headed “Special evaluation if worker’s condition has not stabilised 
sufficiently”; and section 93O is headed, “Employer to give worker notice of certain things”. Sections 93M and 93O 
will still be deleted under the proposed new clauses, but section 93N will be amended rather than deleted, through 
foreshadowed new clause 8A. Section 93N provides for workers to obtain a special evaluation of their impairment 
if their condition has not stabilised by the termination day, or any extension of the termination day previously 
given. Provision for a special evaluation overcomes the barrier in the impairment guidelines that requires the 
condition to be stable before an assessment can be done. Although the termination day will be discontinued, there 
will still be circumstances in which a special evaluation is required so the worker can make an election to pursue 
common law damages. The amendment to section 93N allows for a special evaluation of the worker’s impairment 
after a period of 18 months from the claim date. This is comparable with the earliest date that a special evaluation 
can be done under current arrangements, and facilitates an earlier election than would be possible if this section 
were to be deleted. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The minister’s office provided me with that explanation and I am comfortable with 
it. We are happy to support the proposed amendment. 

New clause put and passed. 

New clause 8A — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I move — 

Page 6, after line 28 — To insert — 

8A. Section 93N amended 
(1) In section 93N(1) delete “6 months after the day that would have been the termination day 

had there been no extension under section 93M(4),” and insert: 

   18 months after the day on which a claim for compensation by way of weekly payments is 
made by a worker, 

(2) After section 93N(1) insert: 

(1A) In subsection (1) — 

claim for compensation by way of weekly payments means a claim for compensation 
by way of weekly payments for total or partial incapacity that has been made on 
an employer in accordance with section 178(1)(b). 

(3) In section 93N(4) delete “not later than 8 weeks before the termination day”. 

New clause put and passed. 

New clause 8B — 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I move — 

Page 6, after line 28 — To insert — 

8B. Section 93O deleted 

Delete section 93O. 

New clause put and passed. 

Clauses 9 to 11 put and passed. 

Clause 12: Part IV Division 2 Subdivision 4 inserted —  
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I move — 

Page 8, lines 1 and 2 — To delete the lines. 
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Clause 12 provides for transitional arrangements in light of the discontinuation of the common law termination 
day. It enables a worker to make an election with WorkCover WA to pursue common law damages, even if the 
termination day has expired before the commencement day of the amendment act. The draft amendment to clause 12 
simply deletes what would have been a provision that makes an election subject to the relevant limitation period 
that applies to common law claims for personal injury, which is usually three years. A worker’s common law claim 
is already subject to a limitation period under the Limitation Act 2005, so it is not necessary to also specify that 
the election is subject to limitation under the workers’ compensation legislation. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: In response to a question there, I thank the minister for providing that explanation to 
me through his officer. To clarify, if we do not make this amendment, practically, there is absolutely no difference. 
It is just neater and a reflection of the current attitude of parliamentary draftspeople to drafting legislation in this 
format. Is that correct? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is correct. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Clause, as amended, put and passed. 

Clauses 13 to 15 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 

Third Reading 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Industrial Relations) [7.41 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [7.41 pm]: I think that was useful. I think we are all in relatively heated 
agreement. I think it is pretty clear that my view of parliamentary procedure is the more we can put into an act, the 
better. For everyone who sits on that side of the house, particularly those who are ministers, irrespective of their 
political party, anything they can take out of principal acts and put into regulations is better. We can agree to disagree 
but we are all in unison on the outcome we are trying to achieve. I think the debate was useful. I certainly think 
the amendments fix up one anomaly. Of two other amendments, one does nothing more than reflect the current 
attitudes of parliamentary draftspeople rather than doing anything substantive. However, the other one was very 
substantive. It was an inadvertent omission because we were deleting the termination day. I think that is good and 
we can move on to sending the bill to the other place where it will be considered in due course. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Industrial Relations) [7.43 pm] — in reply: I thank members 
opposite, including Nationals WA members, for their support. I particularly want to put on record my appreciation 
of the work of the WorkCover officials, who do an excellent job. I think it is a well-led organisation and I think it 
serves the people of Western Australia very well. I thank also the advisers who were here tonight and all the staff 
who put an effort into getting this COVID bill ready, and I trust it will be readily dealt with in the other chamber. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

PUBLIC HEALTH AMENDMENT (COVID-19 RESPONSE) BILL 2020 

Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Mr R.H. Cook (Minister for Health), and read a first time. 

Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): I remind the chamber that this bill is being dealt with in accordance 
with the temporary orders. 

Second Reading 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Minister for Health) [7.44 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

On 11 March 2020, the World Health Organization declared COVID-19 a global pandemic. Shortly after, on  
15 March 2020, the state government declared a state of emergency and a public health state of emergency on  
16 March 2020. These declarations have been extended and continue to date. Currently, there are over  
21 397 confirmed cases in Australia, with 313 deaths in total, nine being from Western Australia. Given the nature 
and scope of the issues arising in relation to COVID-19, responding to the pandemic has presented challenges not 
previously contemplated by the state. This bill is necessary for the purposes of the COVID-19 response. It will 
enable mandatory fees to be imposed on persons arriving in Western Australia who are required to quarantine at 
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a hotel, and to cover costs associated with decontamination of premises. The bill also includes essential ancillary 
amendments to the Public Health Act 2016 to ensure that quarantine under the act can continue to be managed in 
a congruous manner without compromising the safety and security of the Western Australian community. 
On 15 March 2020, the National Cabinet agreed that to suppress the transmission of COVID-19, any person 
arriving in Australia from overseas from 28 March 2020 must undertake 14 days of quarantine in a nominated 
facility. The requirement for quarantine for international arrivals has been highly successful in reducing the 
transmission of COVID-19 in Australia and keeping case numbers low. Western Australia’s quarantine model 
operates under a system in which the majority of incoming international and some interstate arrivals undertake 
their quarantine period in a designated metropolitan hotel. The State Health Incident Coordination Centre is 
responsible for the management of quarantine, while WA Police are responsible for issuing directions. It is worth 
noting that to date 10 540 people have completed hotel quarantine, and 282 of those were on Rottnest Island. There 
are currently 1 199 people in quarantine in Western Australia. 
Since this model has been in operation, this government has met the cost of providing quarantine, including 
accommodation, food, cleaning, health care, transport and security. As of 30 June 2020, the estimated cost was 
$21 532 225. This has included provision of onsite nurses and doctors, and the State Health Incident Coordination 
Centre resources. In recognition of the continued growth of COVID-19 cases globally and advice that international 
border restrictions are likely to be one of the last restrictions to be lifted, on 29 May, the national cabinet agreed 
that states and territories could begin charging for quarantine costs. On 25 June 2020, the WA Security and 
Emergency Committee of Cabinet decided to approve drafting the required amendments to the Public Health 
Act 2016 to allow fees to be imposed for mandatory hotel quarantine as it is necessary to have a clear mechanism 
in place to sustainably manage these costs. 
An amendment is proposed to enable fees to be imposed from 17 July 2020 on persons arriving from interstate or 
overseas who undertake quarantine or are detained in hotels in Western Australia pursuant to powers under the 
Public Health Act and the Emergency Management Act. It is worth noting that between 17 July and 9 August, 
1 973 people have entered hotel quarantine in WA. There will be capacity to provide exemptions from fees for 
vulnerable cohorts. People will be charged for quarantine in hotels and other premises, but not when they are 
required to reside in hospital. It is not the intent of this government to charge people for hospital or medical services 
under this new fee provision. This amendment is consistent with the recovery practices being rolled out in 
Queensland, the Northern Territory and New South Wales. It reflects the fact that returning travellers are receiving 
the benefit of services provided by the hotels in which they are quarantined, including food and cleaning services, 
in order to protect the community from COVID-19. A significant number of returning travellers continue to enter 
our state and it is considered appropriate for those receiving the benefit of these services to pay a fee for these 
services. An amendment is also proposed to enable costs to be recovered for the decontamination—cleaning and 
disinfecting—of premises, such as shipping vessels. For example, the cleaning costs attributed to the decontamination 
of the Al Kuwait were approximately $174 000 for the period in which it was docked in Western Australia. The 
bill is not intended to allow the government to claim decontamination costs from hotels providing the state with 
hotel quarantine services. 
An amendment is proposed to expand the powers of the Chief Health Officer to allow the CHO to be an authorised 
officer to exercise serious public health incident powers, and a person authorised to exercise emergency powers. 
Currently, only persons authorised by the CHO under sections 152(1) and 174(2) may exercise these powers. In 
circumstances in which fees for quarantine are being imposed and quarantine is managed under the Public Health Act, 
the oversight of the CHO is essential. There is otherwise a risk that the decision-making process is decentralised 
or that additional steps are required when the CHO has already formed the view that the power should be exercised. 
This amendment is consistent with the powers of the State Emergency Coordinator under the Emergency Management 
Act 2005. Amendments are also proposed to expand the powers of authorised officers and emergency officers in 
relation to serious public health incident powers and public health emergency powers respectively. These officers 
will be able to issue directions to a group or class of persons and not be limited to “any person” as is currently the 
case. This clause recognises that it is not always practical for individual directions to be given directly to those 
affected in an emergency such as a human epidemic or pandemic. 
This bill introduces the concept of an infectious disease extreme circumstance declaration that is made by the 
Minister for Health following consultation with the Chief Health Officer. This is a declaration that an infectious 
disease extreme circumstance exists in the whole or part of the state. An IDEC declaration may only be made during 
a serious public health risk or during a public health state of emergency. The declaration, when made, enlivens 
other provisions in the bill, essentially removing the requirement to review a detainment decision under sections 
160 and 187 of the Public Health Act 2016. Currently, the Chief Health Officer is required to review a detainment 
decision every 24 hours. This is unworkable in pandemic circumstances. A detainment decision relates only to 
review of the decision to detain a person. It is not a review of the person’s health or welfare needs, which will 
continue to be provided as per the usual avenues. The detainment decision in circumstances such as a pandemic 
does not require 24-hour review because the period for which the person is being detained is the incubation period 
for the particular infectious disease. 
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This bill will narrow the circumstances in which compensation may be claimed by the general public from the 
state under section 203 of the Public Health Act. This amendment is in recognition of the unique circumstances 
brought about by a pandemic and public health emergencies and incidents. This is an essential amendment to 
ensure that the state is not automatically liable to compensation claims by persons affected by the exercise of 
a serious public health incident power, emergency power and more general powers under the Public Health Act. 
The bill also introduces a new offence provision that prohibits a person from giving false or misleading 
information in a material particular to an authorised officer, emergency officer or police officer. The penalty will 
be a maximum fine of $50 000. This provision aligns with section 89 of the Emergency Management Act and is 
particularly important as persons being quarantined will be required to provide correct details in order for fees to 
be charged. It is worth noting that in WA there are two summons and one arrest under the like provision in the 
Emergency Management Act. 
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. 
MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [7.55 pm]: I rise to speak to the Public Health Amendment (COVID-19 Response) 
Bill 2020, and at the outset indicate that the Liberal Party not only supports the passage of this legislation, but also 
recognises that it is imperative that it is passed in this place under the temporary orders associated with COVID-19. 
I would also like to thank the minister and his office for the early work they have done in providing the opposition 
with information in advance of the bill being brought to this place. A number of ministers who serve in this 
chamber could learn from the conduct of the Minister for Health, who has made sure, at every turn, that we have 
been well apprised of all the relevant information. 
Mr W.R. Marmion interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you very much, member for Nedlands. 
I would also like to thank the minister’s advisers, his chief of staff and in particular the departmental staff who 
continue, time and again, to provide very high quality legislation to this place that we have to deal with somewhat 
expeditiously. I appreciate the minister’s explanation during his second reading speech this evening. 
From my perspective, a number of issues need to be worked through as part of hotel quarantine and the mandatory 
operations. In Western Australia, which is broadly reflective of the perspective of the national cabinet, there was 
a need to stem the flow of international arrivals into our country and then, effectively, to hasten them into a place 
of quarantine until we know that they are no longer infectious or present a greater risk to the people of the country 
and the relative jurisdiction that they had entered. In Western Australia, thousands of people have come into our 
state and been forced into hotel quarantine. Had that measure not been put in place by the national cabinet, it would 
have been conceivable that people would initially have had to self-isolate at home. As we have seen in Victoria 
and other jurisdictions, self-isolation at home is not always of the highest integrity, and from time to time people 
do not follow the advice that they need to. Hotel quarantine makes a lot of sense. 
Obviously, the requirement that we start to have a mechanism by which the state can recover or get back some 
costs by levying a fee is an important one, because, ultimately, if we understand the Premier’s more recent language, 
the hard border that is in place in Western Australia may not be lifted until the end of this year or perhaps the middle 
of next year. I do not think any of us really know when it will be; it will be in place for some time. The Prime Minister 
and national cabinet have not been able to nail down a time when they think we will return to a normalised situation. 
This is the issue for governments generally when it comes to COVID-19, and particularly for those that have relied 
on a model that tries to limit incoming infection—that is, from people from outside of their jurisdiction who present 
a threat. In Australia, it has been about ensuring that there is a rapid decline in the number of people freely walking 
around on the street. That was an important move to make sure that these quarantine mechanisms could be put in 
place. Putting together a uniform model also makes sense. It makes a lot of sense that other jurisdictions put together 
these fees to ensure that no matter where people come into the country, they know they will be liable to pay for their 
isolation costs in a hotel. Of course, how that is implemented will obviously reflect the context of each jurisdiction. 
I think the bill will make some very important and very good changes to the Public Health Act. It is a really good 
change that directions will be issued for a class of people. It wholly makes sense to no longer have to issue 
directions for each individual. When we initially envisaged a Public Health Act and the associated issues that 
might arise from a pandemic, I do not think anyone anticipated anything like this disease—that it would have gone 
this long and that that toll and impact it has left in its wake would be so significant. Wherever COVID-19 ends up, 
it cripples countries. If we have managed to provide some bureaucratic efficiencies and ensure that the process is not 
so cumbersome as a result, I think it is a good thing. The amendments brought to this place are a good opportunity. 
I think the changes that see directions for classes of people rather than individuals are very good. 
I turn to the infectious disease extreme circumstance declarations. I am curious about the incarnation of the IDEC 
declarations. I think they are a really good idea. I am always curious about how departments and agencies come 



 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 August 2020] 4611 

 

up with these concepts, but I think this is a really good one. I did not realise until the briefing with the department 
that the Chief Health Officer was required to review each and every direction every 24 hours. When hundreds of 
people have been directed to quarantine, and rightly so, it seems absurd now having to review that decision on 
a daily basis. At the time, of course, to direct people into quarantine for more than 24 hours would have been 
outside the realms of many of our imaginations, but here we are. We have to do it to hundreds of people every 
week. I think the IDEC declaration is a really good thing. I appreciate that it has to be gazetted. I think that is 
a really good thing. I appreciate public gazettal. The only concern I have, which would not otherwise stand in the 
way of this bill, is that under clause 14 the failure to publish notice of the declaration does not affect its validity. 
I am not entirely in favour of that if an agency cannot publish a direction. I realise that other issues that have not 
been properly gazetted have come unstuck previously a number of times, and we do not want non-gazettal to 
inhibit the direction being issued in the first place. I appreciate that it is the intent and the spirit of the legislation, 
indeed its requirement, that it is gazetted, but I do not like the idea that these backstops need to be put in. I think it 
is a really good insurance policy, but sometimes it can lead to a malaise, certainly not amongst people in this chamber, 
but perhaps other officers of an agency who might not worry and think that something does not really need to be 
gazetted—that is, that it is too late and that it does not really matter. I think there is an imperative to make sure 
that the IDEC declaration is made public, because ultimately it is a very serious thing. 
It is a very grave responsibility that sits on the minister and the advice of the Chief Health Officer to ensure the 
declaration is gazetted in a relevant time so that we are all aware of what is happening, because I envisage that this 
may ultimately change. We may have a situation in which this might be done to entire towns, suburbs or facilities. 
I might not be able to even conceive a way the IDEC declaration is implemented and what that might look like. 
The idea that it is actively gazetted and published is a really good thing. I appreciate the insurance policy of making 
sure that if the IDEC is not gazetted, it is not nullified in the first place, but I just do not like the idea that that is 
a bit of a workaround for people who might fall into a trap of being lazy from time to time or they just miss it. 
I turn to the recovery of costs for mandatory quarantine. I think they are good moves. I think the flat fee of $180 
a night is good, and the subsequent $60 is also a good thing for people sharing a room. As the member for Nedlands 
has raised in our conversations, a family, for example, is not facing $180 per person, and that can be scaled back. 
That is a good thing; it makes sense. It shows the agility of the minister’s leadership in making sure he understands 
what people face in quarantine and he has responded accordingly to make sure that they are not faced with the 
cost-prohibitive option for mandatory quarantine. During consideration in detail I would like to flush out some of 
the hotel costs that we have incurred already and what they look like in terms of the existing agreements. Of course, 
we know that at the moment there are five hotels in the Perth CBD offering quarantine. One is currently—certainly 
it was—the Westin, which is a very high quality hotel. There are others that are—how do I say? 
Mr D.R. Michael: More economical. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: They are more economical, member for Balcatta—indeed. There are other more economical 
options that represent a different value proposition. The aesthetic at the Kangaroo Inn, for example, might not be 
nearly as nice. It is interesting how $180 was picked. I realise it is coming via regulations. I appreciate that, as 
other ministers could learn, this minister has been fully accountable about how much he intends to levy in this 
case, even though it has been dealt via regulation. I am just keen to understand and flush that out a bit more as part 
of consideration in detail. I also think it is important that the Chief Health Officer has a capacity to waive charges 
due to certain circumstances. I also really like the idea that an option has been included for the CHO to do it just 
in case. There are hardship provisions, but he can do it in any other circumstance he might envisage. I think it is 
a really good thing. 
I turn to the recovery of costs for decontamination. I stress to people who were worried initially when they read 
this that this does not compel any individual who has been asked to decontaminate to use state services—that is, 
from the best of my reading. It is simply that if decontamination is undertaken using state services, the state can 
now recover costs. The Al Kuwait, for instance, cost $147 000. 
Mr R.H. Cook: It cost $174 000. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: My apologies; it cost $174 000. In that instance, the state was best placed to provide that 
decontamination. If there are other providers out there, that option can be used by those ordered to decontaminate. 
Mr R.H. Cook: A good example of that is the Artania. It was chock full of a range of technical employees all 
capable of undertaking the deep cleaning themselves under advice from the PHEOC. They took care of it and there 
was no cost to the state. The Al Kuwait shipped sheep and had a very different set of circumstances. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Again, I think it makes a lot of sense if the state can recover costs for that. I would be 
surprised if anyone argued otherwise, because ultimately we want the state to be able to recoup any money it can 
during this process, given how much it cost us thus far and what it will cost going forward for some time. 
I think the ability to claim for compensation is a very good thing, as are penalties for false and misleading information. 
I think these are all very good changes that have been brought about. I think the bill is well put together and 
I appreciate the spirit by which it has been brought here. To be perfectly frank, I wish I could add some more 
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negative things! I do not wish that, but I cannot see anything negative in this. I will try, minister, but to be perfectly 
frank I think it is a really good deal. I think it is really important and it reflects the ongoing need for the state of 
Western Australia to be able to provide comprehensive hotel quarantine services in a manner that is fair and just, 
with the capacity for the state to recover some costs associated with it. There are obviously some concerns more 
broadly about use of hotel rooms as effectively nearly health facilities, because if someone is found to have 
COVID-19 and is COVID-19 positive, they are still required, unless their condition deteriorates medically, to stay 
in that hotel room. Hotel rooms were never designed as isolation rooms. They simply were not. I am reminded that 
during the Spanish flu in 1918–19, Woodman Point was previously used as a quarantine facility. That was because 
it was a large campsite that the state of Western Australia opened. Really, in a similar vein, it was exactly what we 
did with Rottnest Island. It was a large campsite owned by the state, which I think was a really good option to pursue 
as well. The benefit, as I can best recall from what I have read about Woodman Point, and this would certainly 
have occurred at Rottnest, was that they were detached units with the capacity for people to stand outside and 
enjoy the fresh air. To quote the Premier in the midst of this, he said he would prefer Western Australians to go to 
Rottnest Island, because we want our residents here to enjoy the aesthetic of Rotto. This is not dissimilar to previous 
practice to make sure those sorts of state facilities can be used. I think the Rottnest Island option was a good thing. 
Initially, I was a bit surprised, but I think how it came about was a good thing. Hotel rooms are a completely 
different proposition. 
There are a number of residents in hotel rooms, which undoubtedly the minister would have expected I would get 
to later. Friends of mine have gone through it. From everything I have gleaned from them, it is a very difficult 
experience. A friend of mine who was stuck in hotel quarantine decided to run 1 000 laps of his hotel room just to 
try to pass the time. The Westin was built by my previous employer and I had the privilege of serving as a concrete 
formworker for a number of months. It is a fantastically well-built facility. But the reality is, no matter how nice 
the Westin hotel is, it is not designed for an individual to be confined there for a period of 14-plus days without any 
access outside or anything like that. As free human beings, there are obvious requirements such as going outside 
to get fresh air and wandering about as much as we can. We cannot continue to expect people to do 1 000 laps of 
their hotel room just to get some exercise. However, I realise that constraints were placed on all governments in 
Australia and we needed to come up with a solution and hotels made a lot of sense. 
South Korea may have been the first country to implement hotel quarantining—if it was not South Korea, it was 
Singapore. The idea was if people had COVID-19, but did not require medical treatment, they were quarantined 
to hotels and that idea took hold in Australia. We could not expect returned travellers to isolate at home because 
if they were coming from overseas, they would not necessarily have a home to go to. But the idea of now having 
returned travellers from states that are in a parlous circumstance like Victoria go into hotel quarantine makes a lot 
of sense because the risk is so great. If someone who has been diagnosed COVID-19 positive is not adhering to 
the self-isolation requirements at their own residence, the risk to this community is large. In the substance of this 
bill, it presents an ongoing and substantial health threat to the rest of us. 
Although Western Australians have been compliant and have followed the health advice well, we need only look 
at Victoria and some of the things I have seen on social media today from people getting into disagreements and 
physical altercations with police because they are refusing to wear masks. I cannot imagine how a person who would 
not wear a mask would respond to being told that they should isolate for 14 days in their own home. They simply 
will not do it, so hotel quarantine makes sense. I do not know what the long-term option is and that is not a partisan 
comment at all. Similarly, if we were in government, how long in perpetuity would we expect hotels to serve as 
pseudo-health facilities? 
Cast our minds to what might happen in the future with COVID-19 and where we might be. Western Australia has 
done a fantastic job with its border, with its arrangements and with all Western Australians doing the right thing. 
The Parliament has responded with agility with legislation, and the national cabinet has acted with leadership to 
respond and protect us. But how long will it be in place? What does that look like? When my mind turns to the 
future with COVID-19, I do not know what it looks like. Plenty of commentators and plenty of people with medical 
backgrounds and expertise are trying to theorise what might happen, but I do not know what that looks like. 
Ultimately, the long-term use of hotels may be questioned. Maybe the state will look at more medical and clinical 
options or something that is more dedicated in its facilities rather than being used strictly as a hotel room, especially 
if tourism increases within the state. 
If the commonwealth were to open and there were free travel within the federation and then overseas visitors start 
to arrive, would there be COVID-only hotels? Would there be mixes of people who are travelling in and out? That 
would increase the risk. Would there be dedicated COVID floors and non-COVID floors in hotels? Going forward, 
it is a massive policy decision for governments about how they respond to this ongoing threat. To be honest, I do 
not know whether there is an answer, but when legislation comes before the house, like the Public Health Amendment 
(COVID-19 Response) Bill, it is important that it is supported and dealt with as expeditiously as possible so that 
the government can go on knowing with certainty that the Parliament stands ready to support the needs and 
decisions that it has thus far made, in this case in levying fees on people who have been forced into mandatory 
hotel quarantine. 
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I turn now to individuals in my district who I have written to the Acting Speaker (Mr S.J. Price) about. Rob and 
Rosemary from Halls Head are staying at the Mercure hotel and were on the front page of The West Australian on 
Monday in an article by Rourke Walsh. Rob and Rosemary now represent one of the four breaches that the Premier 
spoke about in question time. I have spoken with them and will try my best to represent them in this place. They 
returned from Victoria and were isolating as they are expected to do, and indeed they wanted to do the right thing. 
Rob is 65 and Rosemary is 69, so by their ages alone they represent a relatively high risk if they become infected 
with COVID-19 and they have underlying medical issues, which adds a complexity to it. Somewhere around 
nine o’clock at night, their hotel room was breached by a hotel security guard. Despite the comments by the 
Premier, Rob and Rosemary did not say that the security guard was standing at the door waiting; they say that the 
security guard came into the room. When Rob got up to speak with the security guard to try to understand what he 
was doing, the security guard left the room, went down the hall and did not want to talk with them. Rob asked the 
security guard to get the security supervisor, who came up and said, as best as I understand it, that the security 
guard was trying to get a remote control from the room.  
Number one, Rob and Rosemary say that they had finished their dinner and had placed the rubbish bags from their 
dinner outside their hotel room door. Number two, they were in bed watching television, so there was sound and 
light emanating from the room. Number three, one would hope that the security guard for the hotel would know 
where the guests of the hotel were staying. Therefore, those three circumstances do not quite correlate to the claims 
made that there was a mistake in seeking a device from inside the room and that the security guard did not go in, 
because that is not at all what the people who experienced this said happened. 
When I spoke with Rosemary, a resident in my district, she described herself as being genuinely quite terrified 
about what happened because she does not know the risk that that guard presented. I suggested to her and Rob 
that the risk was very low, but of course their minds turned to what has happened in Victoria and indeed in 
Western Australia when a security guard has had COVID-19, because from time to time they come into contact 
with people who may be infected with it. There are plenty of instances in which security guards have been 
impacted by COVID-19 and in this case Rob and Rosemary were worried about that risk and they were more 
than worried about the possibility of them having to go through a further 14 days of quarantine in addition to 
what they had already done. From my conversations with them, this elderly couple were clearly already 
struggling with the confinement of being kept in a room. Although they were compliant as best as they could 
be, they were really concerned about it and worried more so that they would have to wait for another 14 days 
because of this incident. 
I note that the security guard has gone into isolation for 14 days and I hope that their isolation is not extended 
beyond that 14-day period. This is human error. To be frank, I think there was something else at work. I do not 
think it was about someone coming in to fetch a remote. I do not know what was going on, but I find it unusual. 
I cannot imagine that a security guard would not know who was in each room and would not know there was 
anyone in there. They should at least have had a manifest of the guests in the hotel and what room they were in; 
plus there were food bags outside the room and the television was on, so I do not really buy the excuse that they 
were trying to find a remote, but nevertheless that is what we have as a response. 
This has greatly concerned Rob and Rosemary, who have written this letter that I am going to read in now and 
then I will leave my contribution there because, ultimately, most of the questions that I have and the other issues 
that have been represented will be discussed during consideration in detail. This is a letter on behalf of Rob and 
Rosemary from my district. This is in handwriting, so I apologise if I skip or I am a bit slow. The letter reads — 

To Whom it May Concern 
We recently arrived in WA to Return to our residence in Halls Head. Although our initial G2G Pass stated 
we could isolate at [our] Halls Head residence, upon arrival at Perth Airport, we were directed to stay at 
the Mercure Hotel. 
Understanding the importance of isolating we accepted this direction in good faith that we would be 
isolated and in effective quarantine for our own protection and for the benefit of the community. Myself 
and my partner both have underlying health conditions that make us more susceptible to a severe and life 
threatening reaction in the event of being infected with Covid19 
On the ninth night of our quarantine we were shocked and horrified to find a security Guard break into 
our isolation room to look for a remote control for another rooms television. Again this guard also had no 
PPE when he entered our quarantine room. 
I re-iterate my partner and I have underlying health conditions which causes us to be considered in the 
high risk age categorisation and with mobilities. 
We entered quarantine in good faith and since the break in, we have for obvious reasons been panicked and 
very concerned with health. We understand the security guard has been removed and isolated for testing 
himself. It will be some time till we find out that he was infact positive. If he is found to be positive — 
we are in significant and grave risk. 
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If he is found not to be infected, we would still have been subjected to significant mental stress and concern 
for our own health. 

Both outcomes are a direct result of a failure by the Government to ensure an effective quarantine environment. 

We are at the moment, just waiting to hear what impact this breach of quarantine [has had] on our lives. 
I would like to thing that being subject to such stress and concern. 

We would not have to Pay for the privilege of being potentially expose to the deadly virus and to having 
our health threatened and accordingly would request that we do not have to pay for this alleged quarantine. 
We have tried to do the right thing then to have our health and safety compromised is destressing to say 
the least. 

Accordingly — I would think the least the Government could do would be to compensate us for the stress 
[and] concern directly impacted upon us. 

As I said, that was a letter directly from Rob and Rosemary, a couple from Halls Head in my district. I followed 
up their correspondence with a letter to the minister yesterday evening in which I requested that the quarantine costs 
for those residents be waived, given that they have maintained hotel quarantine and, to quote the correspondence, 
had their room broken into, and the distress that has caused them. On their behalf, I hope that by the time this 
contribution is finished and this evening is over, we have an understanding from the minister and hopefully some 
indication of an intent to waive those quarantine costs. Ultimately, I am hopeful that that is the case. I think that is 
the fair and right thing to do. 

Notwithstanding the issues with Rob and Rosemary, I appreciate that some 10 500 people have gone through hotel 
quarantine. This is one of four breaches that have occurred. Of course, it takes only one breach before something 
more nefarious could happen in our state. For whatever it is worth, I grow increasingly concerned that we are quite 
complacent in Western Australia at the moment, because we have focused so much on the hard border as the only 
line of defence that we have that people feel that they are free and safe from this. I have seen some of the language 
from the minister, which I think has been right, to ensure that people know that they cannot grow complacent, but it 
is a matter of fact that that is exactly what has happened. Thankfully, we do not have density in Western Australia, 
but we have a situation whereby we are now in such close proximity to each other that if something were to take 
place, I suspect it would take hold in Western Australia far quicker than any of us could possibly envisage. The 
football is one example of people being in close proximity, I guess, but there are also, thankfully, plenty of people 
mingling out and about in nightclubs and pubs and places like that. I think a situation could take off very quickly. 
The sense of complacency here is a concern. Therefore, although there are only four breaches in 10 000 or so, 
those four breaches are four too many, and they call into question whether there could be better procedures put in 
place by this government to ensure that the type of event that has caused so much distress to Rob and Rosemary 
in my district, and undoubtedly caused a concern for many others, does not happen again. 

I will close out with this. This is why the Liberal Party has sought the bipartisan support of the government to 
create an independent expert review committee into Western Australia’s preparedness for a COVID-19 second wave 
if—when—one does arrive here. We have called on the government to support that. We do not want politicians to 
be part of that; we are not asking for any particular individual to be part of that. It is entirely up to the government 
to decide. We even suggested in the correspondence that I sent to the minister on Friday that Hon Jim McGinty as 
a former health minister could be part of that. I do not really care who is part of it, but I think it is important that 
we have independent expertise look over and thoroughly review Western Australia’s preparedness. 

The collective efforts of us all have bought us a lot of time in preparing for a second wave in Western Australia. 
The concern I have, as I said earlier, is that breaches have taken place. Ultimately, we rely on humans to undertake 
things like isolation and quarantine. There are going to be issues. There are going to be gaps, and we want to make 
sure that we are as best placed as possible to respond to those if something does unfortunately take off here. I think 
that the state of Western Australia, and particularly the Department of Health, has done a really great job in 
responding. Contact tracing is a really good example of how well it has done, in ramping up what was originally—
I do not know the number—maybe 15 contact tracers, up to 120. It was somewhere in the order of that number. 

Mr R.H. Cook: I think it has been increased to 180. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is a really good story of how quickly we can surge up. But I am reminded that in 
Victoria, on 10 June, there were four new cases. On 10 August, there were 322. In a space of two months, it went 
from four to 322; that is the daily new active case numbers. This can happen very quickly. We want to make sure 
that WA is as best prepared as possible. We want to make sure that circumstances like that which happened to Rob 
and Rosemary do not happen again, and that we can put in place the best possible measures to find any gaps that 
might exist in our system. That is why we hope that the government will support our motion tomorrow. Comments 
from the Premier thus far indicate that he and the government may not support our motion because of a national 
review into hotel quarantine, and I think that the Public Accounts Committee, as I understand it, has been looking 
into some of the costs associated, or something like that. That is not a root-and-branch review of the state’s 
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preparedness and readiness to respond. I hope that the government supports us because, ultimately, I think it will 
help benefit all Western Australians to know where we stand, and ultimately perhaps give us the assurance that we 
stand ready to respond to a second wave if, and probably when, one occurs. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Can the member remind us again what he is seeking? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I could do that if I had the motion with me! 
Mr W.R. Marmion: But is the member suggesting a committee? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Of course, member for Nedlands. It is seeking an independent expert review committee, 
which will hopefully be established by medical — 
Mr D.A. Templeman: Weren’t you listening in your party room this morning? I am sure it was raised! You are 
the deputy leader! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: — which would inquire into many of the different aspects of hotel quarantine; aged care; 
remote communities; vulnerable communities that exist; the border issues; the exemptions that have been issued; 
identifying whether our health system can flex up properly; whether or not we are ready. I hope that provides 
something. I hope that the government will support that. Indeed, I hope that the minister waives those costs for Rob 
and Rosemary, who experienced that terrible, traumatic situation in their hotel room only some days ago. Outside 
of all that, on behalf of the Liberal Party, we support this bill and its expeditious passage through this place. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [8.28 pm]: I want to make a very brief 
contribution to this debate on the Public Health Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. Members of our 
party had a briefing about this matter only last night, along with a lot of other COVID legislation. We have dealt 
with it, I think, in a very cooperative way. I do not know that we get a lot of kudos from the government for the 
amount of work that we are doing as an opposition and second party in opposition in supporting the whole-of-state 
response to a lot of these measures. I see regularly in the media that the government is doing a great job, and I think 
there needs to be an acknowledgement that all the parties in Western Australia are working very hard towards 
getting some very good outcomes thus far for Western Australians. We heard that there were a whole range of matters 
being addressed in this bill on the cost of the quarantine measures that are being undertaken to ensure the public 
health and safety of Western Australians. I am sure that those measures have been spoken about in some depth, 
including some of the extraordinary matters that happened in the ports and other matters in which contaminations 
occurred. I want to pick up on the words of the member for Dawesville, who said that we need to be looking at 
a whole range of government responses, not only in public health but in the whole of government. We know that 
the coronavirus bills that have come to the house have not been just about public health, although it is in this 
particular case. A range of other measures have affected local government, for instance, and we have supported 
the government in those measures. There are some very good reasons why we as a party would like a considered 
response from government and the Parliament to all the measures and matters that have been playing out. We have 
progressed from the point of a panicked start, “The world’s going to end, we’re all going to catch coronavirus and 
die” which was the situation in March and April. Now we are in August and heading into September and we have 
not had a huge public health problem in the state, and the danger is that a degree of complacency has crept into the 
community. We need to ensure that we do not allow that to turn into a situation in which our community is 
vulnerable to the sort of situation that we are seeing in Victoria. Although it is getting beyond the scope of this 
bill, there needs to be a continual monitoring by Parliament to ensure that the response is appropriate, that it is in 
tune with the need and that we have not fallen asleep at the wheel. I am not saying that the Minister for Health has 
done that. I am saying that as a party and as a Parliament, we need to keep abreast of those issues. 
The Nationals do not have any problem supporting this legislation. My office has received correspondence from 
people who are very opposed to the measures that have been put in place. They do not want to have to pay when 
they come to WA. I know that in terms of who pays there are differences between people returning from overseas 
and those returning from interstate, but certainly there is a feeling that it is a state responsibility to pay for public 
health measures such as this. No doubt the minister will address this in his second reading reply. The constituents 
with whom I am in contact expect me to voice the view that it is not all their fault and that they cannot afford these 
measures. I know that there are hardship provisions et cetera. Perhaps the minister could outline some more of 
those in some detail in his reply. We do not want to see people unnecessarily impacted by this but we certainly 
support the general thrust of some sort of co-contribution, if you like. From what I understand, it will not cover the 
full cost but will cover the average cost. I hope that the person who is stuck in the Bates Motel–end of accommodation 
is not paying the same rate as the person who is staying in the Ritz-Carlton. Perhaps there could be some discussion 
about that because there is wide variety of accommodation. I know that people have highlighted that they are 
getting microwave meals and that the amount of money being charged is fairly substantial. One hopes that they 
are getting a good standard of accommodation. You might laugh, Mr Acting Speaker (Mr S.J. Price), but 14 days 
locked in a room, you can only watch so much reality television before it begins to play on your mind. One of the 
things that we have heard about is the very real challenges for mental health in lockdown. Members might grin 
about it. I will not go into great detail about some of the stories I have heard from constituents, but when a family 
situation develops and they are kept away because of the quarantine measures, they experience very real stresses 
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and pressures. I have constituents who are prone to anxiety who have been locked in hotels and they find it very 
debilitating. It is not a laughing matter; it is a very serious matter. Along with that, there needs to be an understanding 
that we need to be humane in the way we treat people. We cannot look at this as just keeping the virus out; we 
want to do that and we want to keep the community safe, but we also want to look after the people who are placed 
in those circumstances. 

The member for North West Central wants to make a contribution so I will stand aside to allow him and others to do 
so. Along with the many other measures introduced by the government in its COVID-19 response, the National Party 
is supportive of the government in a truly bipartisan way. We feel that as this continues to roll out, more and more 
we are coming to the point at which there needs to be an examination of the lessons we have learnt from the 
experiences we have had so that we all can do this better in the future. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [8.35 pm]: I rise to make a brief 
contribution to the debate on the Public Health Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. Before I talk 
specifically about the bill, I endorse the comments made by the member for Moore. There has been a lot of 
cooperation by the opposition on the COVID-19 bills and I agree that on that point, there has been a lack of 
recognition from the government. Many of these bills have been presented at short notice. When the COVID-19 
issue arose, the Leader of the Opposition received regular briefings. I attended one on behalf of our leader when 
she could not attend. The Leader of the Nationals was present. It was done by electronic means. The Chief Medical 
Officer and the Commissioner of Police gave us a briefing on the current situation. I get the feeling that that 
cooperation and involving the opposition in what is happening on a weekly basis and what is coming up has 
dropped off. It needs to be picked up because there are concerns about a second wave because of what is happening 
in Victoria. The shadow Minister for Health, the member for Dawesville, will move a motion tomorrow and that 
has probably come about to some extent because of the lack of consultation and the feeling that we are not in the 
tent in terms of what is going on. Certainly, given what we have seen happen in Victoria, a whole of lot of questions 
arise about what measures we should put in place from the lessons learnt in Victoria. Those are the opening 
comments I want to make. 

As the member for Nedlands, I do not get too many people coming into the office about socioeconomic concerns 
because it is a fairly affluent suburb. However, I have been busier than ever with people ringing up about an uncle 
or an aunt who lives in Nedlands who is stuck in the eastern states. They link me as their member of Parliament to 
support their case whatever it is—to come back to WA or quarantine in their home rather than a hotel. The minister 
is aware of all this. I will not bring up any individual cases. I support the member for Dawesville. The Minister for 
Health is the best of all ministers in the way he engages with shadow ministers. In fact, I will give him another pat 
on the back. The Minister for Health is the only minister who has given me his mobile phone number. I appreciate 
that. It actually came in handy, did it not, with the group of friends off Chile. 

Mr R.S. Love: It’s probably the Minister for Local Government’s number! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: No, he has not. 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I gave him my number but I think it was the wrong one! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: That is par for the course. As things turned out, the minister was able to get quick feedback 
on some radiologists who were stuck in boat off Chile, so he could go to the media. I think that shows the level of 
cooperation that the minister has — 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I know he cooperates very well with the shadow Minister for Health. Because the minister 
has just come back into the chamber, I reiterate that it is probably a good time to offset concerns about any second 
wave with perhaps more regular briefings on what the government is putting in place to make sure that we do not 
get a second wave in Western Australia. 

Returning to the bill, we fully support this legislation. I thank the advisers who were online on Monday afternoon 
for our briefing. We had a briefing slightly ahead of the Nationals. They had a briefing last night; we had one on 
Monday. I did not have any problems with it. I thought the briefing was well done. 

Mr R.S. Love: Why did they brief you first? That’s what I want to know. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not know. The member might raise that matter in the consideration in detail stage. 

Mr R.H. Cook: I will be honest with you, member for Moore, I actually gave your mob a heads-up before, because 
we all caught up outside the Northam hospital. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: There you go; they had an unofficial briefing. 

We support various aspects of the bill, including fees for quarantining. When people ring me or send me an email 
with their concerns, a lot say that they are concerned about the fees. As I said to the minister in the corridor this 
morning, at the moment we are sending any issues or requests through to the Minister for Police’s office. The bill 
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states that the fee for hotel quarantine may be waived, and that raises the question about the process one might go 
through to get that fee waived. If it is a compassionate ground or financial hardship, who will be responsible for 
making that call? Will it be the Commissioner of Police, the Chief Health Officer or the Treasurer? 
Mr R.H. Cook: We wouldn’t let the Treasurer make that decision. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: We know what the answer will be, yes! 
I asked in the briefing about the cost to a family. I received the answer that if children are under six years, they 
will not have the extra $60 added. No limit was mentioned, but it was suggested that if four people—two adults 
and two children, let us assume they are over six—were in a room, it would be $180 for the first adult and then 
$60 for the next three people. If any of the children are under six years, we would take off $60. I guess the question 
arises that if a large family with five kids is lucky enough to get a very large suite, say, the large deluxe suite in the 
Westin, because that is what is available, would they be able roll out some beds and get a bit of a reduction on that 
fee. The bill says that the fee may be waived or some consideration could be made in appropriate circumstances. 
It would be interesting to see what the process is for that. Obviously, there has to be some way to recoup some of 
the costs we are incurring as a government. Other members have raised the issue about what would happen if 
people happen to get the Westin versus one of the lower-level hotels. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: More economical. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: If it is one of the more economical hotels, there might be some complaints. Who deals 
with those complaints? Probably the minister. 
We have no problems with the clauses in the bill relating to efficiencies. In fact, I was quite surprised that the 
government could not do a class of persons, so that is obviously good. We are happy with the provision that there 
has to be a review of the detainment decision every 24 hours. When I read the bill after the briefing, I thought the 
compensation was reasonable, but I did mention the issue to staff at my gym the other day. The minister might be 
able to respond to this. Let us say there was a COVID event at the gym I attend. The team comes in — 
Mr V.A. Catania: You’re misleading the Parliament now! 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I do not go that regularly, no. Obviously the gym is cleaned and it would have to be 
supervised or a government team would come in. I think the bill says “reasonable costs”. What would be the 
reasonable cost for a small business? 
Mr R.H. Cook: There’s not a huge amount of science; it’s really more under the guidance of the Public Health 
Emergency Operations Centre. It is because we had the incident with the Al Kuwait and the big cost. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: That would have been a huge cost. 
Mr R.H. Cook: It was probably $174 000. I’m not sure we will get that money back. We thought that while we 
were in the process of putting this bill together, we should anticipate that a similar situation might occur. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: So for a small business it will not be — 
Mr R.H. Cook: No. A gym, for instance, they’re very capable of cleaning it down themselves. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: That is good. I absolutely support the offence for providing misleading information. We 
had the example of the people in Queensland who came through New South Wales and said they had not been to 
Victoria, but they had. I think that is a very worthwhile clause to have in the legislation. 
With those few comments, I look forward to the government supporting the member for Dawesville’s motion tomorrow. 
MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [8.46 pm]: The member for Moore, the Deputy Leader of the 
Nationals WA, has already put our support behind the Public Health Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. 
I also want to put my support behind the bill because we need to keep our borders closed. I want to put on the 
record that the National Party supports our borders being closed. I think we can all agree that Clive Palmer should 
withdraw his action in the Federal Court. You know what, if he was not public enemy number one before today, 
I think he definitely will be on billboards as public enemy number one in Western Australia. It is surprising given 
he is a person who has business interests in Western Australia and Western Australia is the engine room of the 
Australian economy. If we were to have a COVID outbreak in Western Australia like the one that has occurred in 
Victoria, it would be damaging to the Australian economy. It would affect his own business interests. I want to put 
that on the record that it is in the national interest for Clive Palmer to withdraw his action against the state. 
The member for Moore brought up some valid points. As I said, we support this bill. We have supported the 
government’s emergency bills from day one. I think we need to have some acknowledgement that the opposition, 
especially the third party in government, has been working cooperatively with the government to find ways forward 
and highlight some of these issues. It is important in these times that we have unity. Perhaps I can call on all 
members of Parliament for unity and also our federal colleagues, who sometimes seem a bit absent and not unified 
in doing what is in the best interests of Western Australia. Perhaps a photo taken on the steps of Parliament House 
could show that we all support being Western Australian and what Western Australia is all about. Perhaps that is 
what we really need to show the public that we can put our politics aside and be unified in this time of need. 
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As the member for Moore highlighted, a number of people have come to our office about being able to get back 
to Western Australia, whether they are overseas or interstate. Some of the issues are not that simple. It is 14 days 
in isolation, and whether people have liquid soap or cake soap depends on the quality of the hotel they are in. 

Mr R.H. Cook: We need the Minister for Tourism to come in and defend our hotels! 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Yes! The quality of the hotel is not the issue here; it is about people’s health and the safety 
of others. We have to put the quality of the meals, sheets, towels or soap aside, because that is not a valid argument. 
I have been in contact with the Minister for Health’s office about some of the mental health issues that people have 
had as a result of being stuck in a hotel; people are often rushed to hospital so that some of those issues can be 
dealt with. It is not always plain sailing for people to go into 14 days of quarantine. We support individuals and 
families paying for their quarantine, because I think everyone has had an ample amount of time to come back to 
Western Australia, especially from overseas, although there are some circumstances that prevent people from 
coming back. I think from now on every circumstance needs to be treated on an individual basis, especially those 
from overseas. 

A lot of businesses here in Western Australia are now looking for chefs; there is a shortage of chefs. We asked 
questions of the Premier today in question time about our worker shortage. We have a high unemployment rate 
and we need workers, particularly in my part of the world—from Kalbarri up to Exmouth, which is a hotspot for 
tourism. We need people to come and work, but we also need some specialists. There is a shortage of chefs and 
bakers and, unfortunately, sometimes the only places we can source these workers from are the Northern Territory, 
Queensland and South Australia. The government needs to be mindful of the fact that every case needs to be treated 
individually to make sure no-one beats the 14-day quarantine. I think everyone accepts that that is the norm, and 
that it should remain the norm until other states in Australia can achieve what Western Australia has. 

People ask, “Why is Western Australia so different from Victoria?” We are not on top of each other, we are a windy 
state and we have only three roads coming into the state—two sealed and one not sealed—so it is easier to cut 
people off. I think our geographic location in Australia has worked collaboratively with some of the tough stances 
that the government has put forward, which the Nationals WA support to ensure that our borders remain closed to 
protect our interests, in terms of both our health and our economy, which is propping up the country. 

The member for Dawesville pointed out that the true test for the government is to be able to take some scrutiny 
and to allow some oversight of what is going on. We are being briefed on bills the day before they come to Parliament, 
and although we are very supportive, that does not enable the opposition to properly scrutinise legislation, which 
could potentially have unintended consequences into the future. The true test of a good government is how it holds 
up to scrutiny. The Labor government currently has an absolute majority over the Liberal–National opposition in 
the Western Australian Parliament. If we are to believe the polls that show that that majority might get even bigger 
after the next election, there is the danger of not having the oversight and scrutiny necessary for good government 
in Western Australia. That is the concern we have on this side, and I think it is a concern that Western Australians 
will have. 

I urge the government to consider what options there are to provide oversight such as we see in the federal 
government, where there is a Senate oversight committee to look at the decisions of government. If the government 
believes in the decisions it is making—which the opposition supports—it should be confident and strong enough 
to allow robust scrutiny to occur. If it believes in doing the right thing for Western Australia, it should allow that 
scrutiny to occur because it will reinforce the right decisions. More importantly, the government needs to learn 
from mistakes and learn how it can do things better. It needs to learn from what has been happening in Victoria, 
New South Wales and around the world. It should not be afraid to learn. It may be that it cops a bit of criticism, 
but as long as it learns, that is how it will bring the public with it into the future. We all know that this pandemic 
may not go away for a very long time. If that is the case, it is more important than ever that we keep evolving as 
COVID-19 evolves around the country and around the world. We need to make sure that we keep on top of the 
game so that we protect our health and our economy. 

I say to the Minister for Health and the government that, moving forward, we need to make sure that there is some 
robust oversight. The Nationals WA and the Liberal Party are united in making sure that legislation like this passes 
in a timely fashion so that we can protect all Western Australians, and we will continue to do so. Our aim is not to 
play politics; our aim is to be supportive in this time of need. But if we really want to make sure that politics are 
not played, some form of oversight will be needed going forward, noting that this situation may not go away for 
a very long time. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [8.57 pm]: I would like to make a few comments on the Public Health Amendment 
(COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020 and to use this debate as an avenue to gain the minister’s ear on a constituent 
issue. The member for Dawesville made it clear that the Liberal Party supports this bill. The government 
confronted a major and unique challenge by putting in place restrictions on the movement of people that are 
unprecedented in Australia’s history. What it has done has worked. It has stopped the spread of disease into this 
state, and that is good. 
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I would also like to praise the Prime Minister for setting up the national cabinet and pursuing consistency around the 
nation. It actually has been one of the cornerstones of Australia’s general success; there have been some problems 
in certain states, but nevertheless we have done better than most because we went at it in a coordinated way rather 
than in a bipartisan way and putting up parochial statements. Other nations have failed because of that. One of the 
issues this bill deals with is the need to recoup some of the costs of quarantining people in hotels. As I understand 
it, the government initially footed the bill. As time goes by, it is only fair that when people need to quarantine, 
they foot part of the cost. 

However, inconsistencies have been apparent to a local member like me. I am not picking on businesspeople, but 
we have read about businesspeople in particular being able to come in from other places, such as Sydney and, 
indeed, Melbourne—not within the last month, but before that—and not only not quarantining in a hotel or at 
home, but not quarantining at all. I do not understand that. We need—we have had it so far—public support for 
government action, but unless there is some transparency and explanation for its decisions, the government will 
lose support and that is not what it wants. One of my constituents, whom I will call Elaine—that is not her name; 
I am drawing on a Seinfeld episode—and her husband moved from Western Australia a year ago so her husband 
could start a new job in rural New South Wales. Unfortunately, he had a breakdown; he is in hospital; and they are 
separated. They have five children under 12. She applied to come back to Perth. Her mother has an empty house 
in my electorate. Before she left New South Wales, she made sure her mother’s house was empty and it took her 
four applications to be allowed to come home. She has been living with her five kids aged under 12 at a friend’s house 
in New South Wales. She moved from rural New South Wales to metropolitan Sydney and finally got permission 
to come home. However, now she is required to self-quarantine at her cost in a hotel in Perth with five children.  

We have been trying to find out whether through some decision-making process she can be exempted from staying 
at a hotel and be allowed to stay at her mother’s or her own house. If she is, I will check up on her and all the 
children on a daily basis to make sure they do not wander. This will cost her $5 000, but she does not have the 
money. Her family is on their knees and we simply have not been able to communicate to the appropriate people 
the need to exempt her family as a vulnerable cohort from the cost of the hotel. If anyone is a vulnerable cohort, it 
is them. Imagine six people living in one of the hotel rooms. I do not know how the rooms are allocated, but some 
of them are pretty small. She is suffering mental trauma, particularly related to her marriage breakdown and her 
husband’s problems. One of her children is severely autistic, so imagine the circumstances when a mother with 
mental problems, dealing with a marriage breakdown, has had to leave everything behind and is stuck in a one or 
two-bedroom apartment or hotel that might not have good circulation or even an opening window. 

I am sure the adjudicators are understanding people but they are dealing with a large number of cases. However, 
our vetting process is letting mistakes through on a daily basis. I accept that the government must always err on 
the side of ensuring safety—that is, prevent the disease from coming in. I accept that, but I think we need to pay 
more attention to helping the vulnerable. 

I have three or four similar cases, although I admit that none is as severe as Elaine’s. A man had gone to Melbourne 
to do an advanced course before the recent outbreak. He and his fiancée had given notice to vacate their apartment. 
He had a job to come back to in Perth and he had a vacant house to go to. It was all arranged, but he was inhibited 
from coming back for three weeks. He almost lost his job. When we create draconian rules around movement that 
people are not used to, we have to have a great deal of flexibility and understanding when vetting the circumstances. 
We hear politicians say that it has been four months since this requirement was put in place, people should have 
made arrangements to come home. Do you know what? Things happen. Elaine had hoped her marriage was not 
going to break down. She had no way of controlling the finality of that and the need to come home. The other 
person I mentioned knew he was coming back but he had to finish his course and, indeed, give notice to vacate his 
apartment in Melbourne. 

The world changed when COVID-19 came. The government had to the do things it had never dreamed of doing; 
however, as I say, people around Australia got stuck with circumstances they were not in control of. It hit them. 
They had perhaps always intended to come home. In my view, from the cases I have seen, this process is not 
transparent or compassionate enough to address the needs of people such as Elaine and others. We have some time; 
she is coming back. I have sent some material, including her real name, to the minister. She asked me initially not 
to do that because the last thing she wanted was to be inhibited from coming home. If she had to beg, borrow or 
whatever for the $5 000 to bear the cost of the quarantine in the hotel, she would do it to get home. However, given 
particularly the size of the family and its struggles, they should not be forced into quarantine in a one-room hotel 
at a cost of $5 000 for two weeks when they can go to a home. 

By the way, there are many of these examples. Every MP, of whatever side of the house, has heard these stories. 
They will always happen due to these unprecedented circumstances. Initially, the system had to be put in place. It 
has been in place now for four months and the government has to pick up its game. I think it is working. Elaine 
got in at the fifth try and, hopefully, she will be able to come in based on compassionate grounds. 

We hear of people, particularly in business, coming and going without quarantining, even at their own home, let 
alone in a hotel. They are not hit with costs, some of which they can afford. What are the requirements here? 
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How is one person able to go to Melbourne and go skiing at the same time they are there and come back without 
quarantining at all, let alone in their own home or hotel, whereas my constituent Elaine with five children has to 
pay for her quarantine period in a hotel? How is this justified? We hear only of anecdotal evidence, here and there; 
there is no transparency in this process, but there should be more now at least. This sort of situation will undermine 
support of the system. The government has the overwhelming support of Western Australians but I tell you what, 
this is starting to creep in and undermine people’s support because they see the inequities of the system. 

I have sent Elaine’s name through to the minister and hope he can address her situation. It is a really serious problem. 
I know that confronted with the circumstances, the minister or the police commissioner, who is doing a great job 
and is a good man, it would be rectified automatically. I understand, as we can see from the stories coming from 
Victoria, we have to be very careful about people self-quarantining in their own homes to ensure they stay there. 
Data from Victoria has shown that 25 per cent of the people in Victoria who were contacted and were supposed to 
be self-quarantining were not. That is a really invidious problem. However, I can assure the minister, that particularly 
Elaine’s mother, who lives in Rossmoyne, would see to it that her daughter and her grandchildren would go 
nowhere. If she stays in her own home, her mother and I would see to it on a daily basis. However, I urge the 
minister that with a bit more transparency and a bit more compassion if he can, given we are into the fourth month 
and, hopefully, things are slowing down—at least international travellers should be—we can be a bit more focused 
on each individual case because people out there are struggling. 

Australia is not a nation that was meant to put up barriers, but the government had to do it. It has been tough on 
the minister, but it has been tough on some Western Australians who need to come home. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Minister for Health) [9.10 pm] — in reply: I thank members for their 
contributions this evening, and in particular I thank the Liberal Party and the Nationals WA for their support of 
the Public Health Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020. It is important legislation—fairly straightforward, 
fairly commonsense—but it is legislation that we need to continue to have a sustainable process when it comes to 
the hotel quarantining of our recent arrivals. From that perspective, it is appropriate that we pause to acknowledge 
that the political parties have worked extremely well together. I have enjoyed the opportunities to work with the 
member for Dawesville, Hon Martin Aldridge and the member for Central Wheatbelt as we have gone through 
this journey. I take the point from the member for Moore that we need more briefings. As the member for Dawesville 
will attest, we were guilty of having regular chats and making sure that he and the National Party were abreast of 
the major developments. That has dropped off a little of late, so I take the member for Moore’s point. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: I take it as a good sign. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, that is right. Some of the conversations that we were having in those early days, as the 
member for Riverton said, were during the panicky days. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: I still remember the conversation when you called and said what was about to happen. It was 
a Sunday and I was cleaning my bike and I was just like, this is — 

Mr R.H. COOK: It is next level. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Yes. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The Premier and I would say, “Okay, we’ll make a decision today. We don’t have to go beyond 
this; this is fine. We will never go to the next step.” The next day we found ourselves completely repudiating the 
previous position and going even further. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Is that a common trait? 

Mr R.H. COOK: No, just on this one, I can assure the member for Riverton! I do not want to replicate that practice 
anywhere else. 

Those early days were particularly challenging times. In that sense, a lot of the arrangements that we have in place 
are not perfect and they emerged out of our growing understanding of the disease and its impact on our community. 
From that perspective, some of the arrangements we have in place are less than perfect, some are adequate and 
some have worked really well. What has worked well is our hotel quarantining arrangements. We can see that 
simply by virtue of the outcomes compared with places such as Victoria. The State Health Incident Control Centre 
has done an amazing job making sure that we take a really hard line around infection control, essentially the public 
health risk associated with accommodating these folk. 

Mr R.S. Love: Could you perhaps outline what the difference is between your response and the Victorian, and 
why you think there is a problem there and not here? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes. I was going to relate an anecdote from a briefing we gave to federal members of Parliament 
the other day. The member for Stirling asked what the difference is between ours and theirs and Dr Robyn Lawrence 
said, “I don’t think we are as nice.” We have much tighter control in our hotel quarantining. The operational 
differences between us and Victoria is essentially that it contracted out the entire process, both in terms of clinical 
and security related matters, and as a result, I think it lacked the oversight and control. That is in part a result 
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of the public health unit not having as high a prominence in the Department of Health and Human Services in 
Victoria as it does in Western Australia. If we look at an organisational chart of the Department of Health and 
Human Services in Victoria and look for the name Brett Sutton, its Chief Health Officer, we have to go four or 
five rows down to find him. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: He does not report to the minister. 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is exactly right, member for Riverton. Victoria simply does not have the same capacity as 
we do. From that perspective, we have a much more robust public health unit that was able to mobilise. 

Mr R.S. Love: But on the ground? 

Mr R.H. COOK: We utilised contracted security staff in those hotels, but had Department of Health people 
embedded in the hotels with them, so, if you like, we were watching the watchers and were able to maintain much 
greater control of the functions that were going on there. It has not always been perfect; we had a few slip-ups earlier 
and we learned from those and significantly tightened the processes. Perhaps we were fortunate to have those early 
experiences when we were able to retrieve the situations. That led to tighter controls and tighter standard operating 
procedures. We required all our security staff to undergo extra training in infection control. We used a limited 
number of security firms because we were only using the ones that had the capability of taking their teams through 
that training process. They cannot be on a hotel site unless they have done that extra training. We have a greater 
level of oversight and a greater level of control, which has led to the good arrangements that we have. Again, it is 
not always perfect, humans are involved so sometimes mistakes are made, and I will come to the issue that the 
member for Dawesville raised earlier. The teams are doing an amazing job in the ways those hotels function. Our 
biggest health risk is from external influences—that is, people coming into the state from either outside the state 
or overseas. These hotels play a crucial frontline role for us in making sure that Western Australians stay safe. 

A number of people raised issues around some of the hardships that are associated with hotel quarantining. I accept 
that it is tough. It does not matter if people are in one of the hotels that the member for Dawesville described as 
economical or The Westin; they are stuck in a small room for 14 days. They do not have windows, by design. We 
have selected hotels without windows. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Indeed. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Why is that an issue? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Simply because of the risk for absconding, and, to be honest, member, some people find it a bit 
distressing and they could do things that could endanger them. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: No windows at all? 

Mr R.H. COOK: People can see out, but there is no fresh air. Again, I guess this is one of the issues that has kept 
our processes so tight. For instance, and I go back to the member for Moore’s point, I understand in Victoria they 
had smokos, or people could go out and stretch their legs, breath some fresh air and such things. We do not do that. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Do they have to stay on the floor of the hotel? 

Mr R.H. COOK: They cannot leave the room, although some have had to transfer to other hotels. I think the 
InterContinental had a leak at one point, so we had to get people out of that hotel and into another. Obviously, this 
is a tight regime. It is one that has kept us safe, but it comes at a cost. The member for North West Central also 
raised mental health issues in the hotels, which is the reason we have close monitoring of people’s physical and 
mental wellness. A team visits frequently. 

The fees that we have come to can only be cost recovery, because as the member for Riverton will tell us, that 
therefore becomes a tax. We have kept the fees for one adult in one room over 14 days at $2 520. That compares 
with $2 800 in Queensland, $2 500 in the Northern Territory and $3 000 in New South Wales. It is around $180 a day 
for an adult, $135 a day in Queensland for the room plus $65 a day for meals and so on. The fees that we have 
struck are comparable. In many cases they are manageable, but in some cases, member for Riverton, they are not 
manageable. Upon someone being told that they will be doing hotel quarantine, they are informed of the capacity 
to have those fees waived in part or in full. They are not issued with an invoice, and they are invited to apply for 
that in the first seven days. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: When they arrive. A lady is here now. Last I talked to her, she was leaving for WA. She had not 
been told whether she would have fees waived or not. She had made an application, which we helped her with. So 
the decision is to be made once she arrives and before she is given a bill, is that what the minister is saying? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, that is right. From what the member described, this is someone who will clearly struggle 
with those costs. The Department of Communities manages the fee-waiving arrangements. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Who do we contact? 
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Mr R.H. COOK: The member is welcome to contact me, and I will put him in touch with the appropriate person. 
This goes down to the issue the member also raised about whether people can get in the state through the G2G Pass. 
In the first instance, we will refer the member to Minister Roberts’s office, and Minister McGurk’s office is the 
appropriate one for the Department of Communities. 
For members’ information, I think I said in my second reading speech that we have had 1 973 people in hotel 
quarantine since 17 July. Of those, 92 have had their fees waived in full and another 53 partially waived. Around 
5.3 per cent of people get their fees waived. We try to take a compassionate approach. There are not clear guidelines, 
member for Riverton, but they are in relation to the sorts of things that we would anticipate—family and domestic 
violence issues, hardship and things of that nature. We try to take a compassionate approach to that. 
I know our lot of people have contacted members. The member for Nedlands raised issues about people who have 
had their G2G Passes rejected and so on. Can I just say that the police are dealing with over 500 feedbacks, for 
want of a better description, at the moment from people wanting to have their situations reviewed. I have discovered 
that many people perhaps did not realise that they held information that would have been more useful for the police 
to take a different approach. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: The application has limited space for words. Some people are not good with words. I think one of 
them had 600 words for exemption, and it took a while. I think you need to have a look at the form. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, okay. I think that is probably fair. The G2G app is a first for Australia, and we are continuing 
to update it, but I take the member’s point. The way the police have described it to me, the more information they 
have, the better. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: The form has limited space for information. 
Mr R.H. COOK: I take that point. I thank the member. 
The member for Moore raised the issue of complacency creeping into the community. I could not agree more with 
the member for Moore. I think Western Australians think we have done a good job. We are in a great situation. 
People are relieved, and as a result of that we need to continue to remind them and enforce the message that we need 
to make sure that people understand that we are not out of this by a long shot. The member for Dawesville wondered 
out loud: how long will hotels continue to be used, and how long will we continue to do this for? Unfortunately, 
they are questions we cannot answer. I think the member for Moore’s observations are absolutely spot on to make 
sure that we continue to have the capacity to send the message. It is certainly one of the things that gives reasons 
to consider staying our hand around the easing of phase 5 restrictions, which would mean that we would get rid of 
the two-square metre rule, that last bastion of social distancing the rules call for. That is going to be a big step, and 
while the situation in Victoria remains so fragile, I think it is a step that the Chief Health Officer would be reluctant 
to advise us to take. But, obviously, in Western Australia we have a truly remarkable situation. I look at my colleagues 
elsewhere, and we hear reports of 10 000 people refusing to take tests in Victoria. I went to the director general of 
Health in a panic saying, “My God, how many people in Western Australia have refused to take the tests?” He 
went, “None. People just take the test.” We talked about people not home-isolating or home-quarantining in 
Victoria. The police have undertaken over 30 000 visits to people in home isolation in Perth, and they can count 
on one hand the number of times people are not there. This is a quintessentially Western Australian thing. We are 
doing an amazing job. 
Mr R.S. Love: It is also a function of a society that has not had a second wave. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Maybe, yes. 
Mr R.S. Love: It is that prolonged and secondary lockdown that leads to the reaction we have seen in Britain, we 
have seen in America and we have seen in Victoria. I think we need to be careful not to ascribe some sort of special 
powers to the Western Australia community on the basis that we have not seen that here. 
Mr R.H. COOK: It is true we have not had the same hardships as they have experienced in other states, in 
particular the so-called second wave in Victoria, but I find that Western Australians have huge buy-in, and that is 
a credit to the community. 
I return to the fees around the hotels briefly, because I think a number of members mentioned that they would not 
be as happy paying fees at one of the economic hotels as opposed to the Westin. They are uniform fees, because 
they are based on the cost recovery. All the hotels we have in play are great; they are more than adequate, although 
I grant some are better than others. I remember seeing a video from New South Wales in the early days of hotel 
quarantining of a chap who was stuck in a bus outside—what was the hotel? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: His mate went to the InterContinental. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, he was outside the InterContinental. He said, “I am on the bus, waiting to get into the 
InterContinental. I have waited far too long”, and then the bus doors shut and they drove off and he stopped outside 
the Ibis! I did feel sorry for him, but I did not feel sorry for the two guests who we had quarantining at the Laverton 
hotel who tried to make passage. Understanding that there were police both on the Eucla and the Kununurra border 
crossing, they tried to come in through the middle. I understand that they are international backpackers. They had 
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forged letters saying that they were fruit pickers. I am not sure where they were going to find the orchards out 
there! Anyway, they underestimated the capacity of the WA Police Force. They were intercepted outside Laverton 
and then quarantined in the Laverton hotel! 
Dr M.D. Nahan: At their own cost? 
Mr R.H. COOK: I am not sure, member. I think they have long left the country actually. I think they got a one-way 
ticket straight out of Australia. These people were quarantining in the Laverton hotel, although I understand that 
is a great pub as well! 
I thank members for their contributions tonight. I look forward to going into further details around the IDEC declarations 
for the member for Dawesville. I am happy to provide more information about the fee arrangements as required. 
This is tough on people; this is horrible. A whole bunch of people are caught up by the changes with our hard 
borders. There are people who are caught up in the arrangements in our hotels, and we know it is distressing to 
some people. We do our best to make sure that we look after people’s health and wellbeing. I will provide some 
more detail about the incident that the member for Dawesville described at the Mercure Perth. I was not going to, 
but he went into some detail on that issue. The report I have from the department is that a hotel lobby security guard 
was asked by the Mercure hotel duty manager to move a TV remote from a vacant room, 603, to another room, 602. 
The message was relayed to another security guard on the sixth floor via radio to conduct the task. The security 
guard entered room 616, which he believed was vacant, without personal protective equipment and without knocking, 
because he was not expecting anyone to be there, and of course, there were the two guests. The floor security guard 
entered approximately two metres into the room, understood that the guests were visibly upset, did not come within 
two metres of the room’s occupants and was in the room for less than 30 seconds. The senior on-site supervisor 
security guard attended to speak with the guests and to try to de-escalate the situation. Obviously, in this instance, 
a heightened level of anxiety evolved and it was suggested that the department did not reach out to the guests. The 
state health incident control centre health and wellbeing team had previous contact with the guests and, following 
the incident, contacted the guests again. Both the lobby and floor security guards were stood down for 14 days, as 
a breach of standard operating procedure had occurred. The current standard operating procedures do not allow 
security guards to enter any guests’ room in the hotel. 
The floor security guard directly involved in the quarantine breach has been stood down for 14 days and was 
instructed, as per the security company measures, to have a COVID-19 test and remain in quarantine until he returns 
a “not detected” result. The hotel lobby security guard has been stood down for 14 days due to a breach of process. 
The state health incident control centre health and wellbeing team was in contact with the guests on the morning 
of 9 August and the guests were offered an apology. The SHIC health and wellbeing team liaised with the security 
company and the hotel general manager to clarify aspects of the reported incident. 
The security guard has confirmed that he did not at any stage say to the guests that he did not understand English. 
His level of English is supported by the fact that the passenger reported to the media that the guard was looking 
for a remote control. Obviously, English is his second language, but I believe that he made a mistake but undertook 
the correct and appropriate actions following that. As the Premier said in question time today, the concern about 
infection control is from the guests who were quarantined to the security guard, not the other way around. These 
situations are always unfortunate and it is appropriate and important that we learn from them and continue to tighten 
up our processes and provide the appropriate level of apology and support to the guests. 
It is clear that the member for Dawesville’s constituents were distressed both before and after the incident and 
I hope that the health and wellbeing team were able to help them out. The member raised the issue about their fees; 
that is not within my purview, but those things will be reviewed. 
I thank the members for their support. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Minister, can I ask you another question to follow-up on Elaine? 
Mr R.H. COOK: Sure. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: She had been allocated in a hotel; that’s fine. In what circumstances do you allow people such 
as her to self-isolate outside a hotel, in her own residence? 
Mr R.H. COOK: Has she travelled from Victoria? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: No, New South Wales. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Again, it is run by the WA Police Force, so I do not have oversight of it. My understanding is 
that travellers undertake a series of questions at the airport and it has to do with their capacity — 
Dr M.D. Nahan: At arrival? 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, at Perth Airport. It has to do with their capacity to be able to isolate or home quarantine 
effectively without coming into contact with others, and that they have appropriate support. Member for Riverton, 
I think we need to chat about your constituent. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: She might have already been in a hotel. I think she’s on her way. She was on her way two days ago. 
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Mr R.H. COOK: Right. People will come in under a whole range of categories and one of the things that I think 
the member for North West Central said is that we need people to be able to come in and take up jobs here. As 
members would have heard, the Premier is encouraging fly in, fly out workers to move to Western Australia and 
we are trying to facilitate their arrival as well, and, as the member for North West Central said, quarantining as 
appropriate. People are interviewed at the airport. If they come from states other than Victoria, such as New South 
Wales, they are tested at the airport and they are required to self-test by taking themselves to a COVID clinic on 
day 11. If they are from Victoria, they are immediately transported to a hotel and they are tested on days 2 and 12. 
If they are from any other state, they do not have a test at the airport, but they are required to test at day 11. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: She has been told she has to hotel quarantine. 

Mr R.H. COOK: It might be that they do not consider that she has the necessary support for home quarantining, 
but as I said, I think it is worthy of a conversation between the member for Riverton and I. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: When they are in a hotel, can I contact them? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, absolutely. I do not think there are any problems with that. In fact, if the member is worried 
about her wellbeing, the SHIC health and wellbeing team would be keen to hear from him. 

There will be other questions in consideration in detail, but I thank members for their support for the bill thus far. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 to 8 put and passed. 

Clause 9: Section 180 amended — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I note that after “area; or” is inserted at the end of section 180(c), paragraph (d) will be 
inserted, which states — 

(d) direct that any road, access route or area of water in or leading to the emergency area be closed. 

Why was there a need for that expanded definition? 

Mr R.H. COOK: This is seen as necessary because it may not be practical or resource efficient for the emergency 
officer to meet the requirements of section 180(c) to close any road, access route or area of water in or leading to 
the emergency area. For example, the Chief Health Officer, who will be an authorised officer under the amended 
act, will be able to direct owners of particular premises to close those premises in order to prevent, control or abate 
a serious public health risk. Giving relevant officers the ability to direct others to carry out this function overcomes 
the current restriction in the provisions that these relevant officers need to carry out this function themselves. 
The amendment reflects the same amendment as section 67(d) of the Emergency Management Act. In short, it 
replicates the cascade of authorities and power under the Emergency Management Act with those in the 
Public Health Act. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister for the response. What would be a practical example of doing that for 
an area of water? I do not quite understand the necessity of including the words “area of water” in that case. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Member, a good example is that when we were utilising Rottnest Island as a quarantine station, 
all the moorings and all the waters around the island were also off limits. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 10 and 11 put and passed. 

Clause 12: Section 187 amended — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Clause 12 states that — 

IDEC-directed person means a person who is subject to a quarantine direction in respect of an urgently 
notifiable infectious disease specified in an IDEC declaration at the time the person became subject to the 
direction. 

I enjoy the circular nature of that inclusion. 

Mr R.H. Cook: It is called drafting flourish! 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: They are fantastic words by the draftsman. Just to get a better understanding, if we are directing 
a class of people, as the bill now proposes, I assume that means effectively that if an infectious disease extreme 
circumstance–directed person falls into a class, they become an individually directed person as well. I imagine the 
current practice is that we name the individual; for example, Zak Kirkup becomes the directed individual. But if 
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I become a class of individuals—so I come by air into Perth Airport or something—does this therefore mean that 
this does not apply? Is this effectively a wholesale application of the IDEC? If an IDEC-directed person is part of 
that class, would they not necessarily need to be individually named? In that a correct assertion in this case? 
Mr R.H. COOK: Member, that is correct. Again, I draw on the Rottnest experience. As people were coming off 
the Artania, every person that stepped off the boat had to be given a direction. That direction then had to be updated 
in 24 hours. Ultimately, I think we did it under the Emergency Management Act, so that never came to pass. With 
this legislation, we could make the direction, “Dear Artania passenger, you all—defined by the fact that you are 
on the Artania at the moment—now have to go to Rottnest.” The passengers would become IDEC-directed persons, 
but they would be classified as a class of persons. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate the response, minister. On the class of people and how specific that can be, the 
minister used the example of the Artania. That is a very identifiable vessel. What parameters would be used to 
define that a person belongs to a class of person? Could it be by suburb, for example? Western Australia has replicated 
almost exactly what has happened in New Zealand in many respects, and now Auckland has gone back into 
lockdown because of COVID-19 cases there. I anticipate that, for example, we will probably have to shut down entire 
suburbs or regions again. What is the mechanism by which we would define an area? A vessel is very clear: it is 
the MV Artania. But if it is a town or suburb, would we just use the geographical constraint, if it is an individual’s 
origin? Is it as loose as that? Is that as easy as it could be? 
Mr R.H. COOK: Member, that is absolutely the case. Soon, we will be taking the member and his colleagues through 
a presentation and briefings on outbreak planning and preparation. Obviously, we anticipate an outbreak could 
occur in different circumstances—an aged-care setting is a classic one; a primary or high school is another. Indeed, 
we can envisage a situation in which we have decided that there has been an outbreak within a particular community, 
and we can define it geographically from that point of view, so it basically provides greater efficiency in the way 
that we do that. For instance, we might say that everyone who is a close contact at school such-and-such is now 
an IDEC-directed person, and we could go about defining people in that manner. But the member is absolutely 
right: we could come across the situation unfortunately at some point in the future where we would have to say 
school X, or aged-care facility Y, or, indeed, even suburb Z. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate the response, minister. I assume therefore that there is capacity in the legislation 
for this. I do not want—I imagine none of us do—this to be tested in a court and it be found that we had not defined 
the class of individuals enough. I assume this bill and the relevant clauses will allow for necessary flexibility 
through the associated public health emergency to provide that type of instruction. It can be just a defined school. 
Indeed, I am yet to see a legislative definition of “close contact”, but we understand that there is a clinical example 
of how that would be defined. I mean, there is obviously the capacity—I assume the minister would not have 
brought it in here otherwise. The minister is clearly confident enough that we will have the flexibility required to 
direct the class of individuals in the event of such an outbreak in the community. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, we are, member. This is obviously an important change to the Public Health Act to really, 
I guess, operationalise it in a pandemic scenario. From that perspective, we think it will do the trick, as all the 
amendments are combined. Ultimately, if an individual decides that they do not want to wear a mask at Bunnings, 
or something of that nature, we have powers under the Emergency Management Act as well, which is enforceable 
by the police. Of course, any law is subject to challenge in the courts, but we believe that this is an appropriate 
mechanism to be able to do these things more efficiently. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 13 put and passed. 
Clause 14: Parts 12A and 12B inserted — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I am very keen at the outset to understand how the Department of Health came up with 
“IDEC” as an idea. Would the minister enlighten the house? 
Mr R.H. Cook: It is such a cool name! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It is a cool name. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Member, I would like to say that it is drawing upon — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Ministerial direction. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes—that was my grand plan. I guess it is really a very functional name. It describes a situation 
in which there is an infectious disease of extreme circumstance. From that point of view, I think the nomenclature 
was really just worked up in conjunction with our friends in the drafting area. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate the — 
Mr R.H. COOK: I have more instructions. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sorry, I will yield to the minister. 
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Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, the definition of “infectious disease extreme circumstance declaration” was crafted upon 
advice from the Chief Health Officer and modelled on circumstances listed in section 475 of the federal 
Biosecurity Act 2015, which most consistently reflects a pandemic situation or circumstance. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Minister, I note that as part of the requirement for an IDEC declaration, on the same page 
that we are on now, page 7, proposed section 202A states — 

(3) The Minister cannot make an IDEC declaration unless the Minister — 
(a) has considered the advice of the Chief Health Officer; and — 

Obviously — 
(b) is satisfied that an urgently notifiable infectious disease is posing a severe and immediate threat, 

or is causing harm, to human health on a significant scale … 
And that, effectively, a person needs to be detained for more than 24 hours to prevent the spread et cetera. This 
has obviously been crafted as an immediate response to COVID-19. I guess one of the more curious thoughts that 
I had is that there are a number of infectious diseases that are urgently notifiable that could pose a severe threat to 
Western Australia. We have learned to live with all manner of things, for example, but I think they still present an 
urgently notifiable infectious disease. I assume that this is why the legislation includes the ability for the advice of 
the Chief Health Officer, for example. I am pretty certain, although I could be wrong, that some form of gastro is 
an urgently notifiable disease. 
Mr R.H. Cook: Measles is a good example. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is right. Obviously, we rely on the advice of the Chief Health Officer about the severity 
of what that might be. I suppose that the wild assertion might be that this provides the minister with significant 
power to quarantine a class of individuals for an extended period for things that are already in existence rather than 
responding directly to COVID-19. I was wondering why it has not been defined as COVID-19, given that this is 
a COVID-19 response bill and that we have defined COVID-19 legislation in the past, and why it has been 
extended to other urgently notifiable diseases. There are safety mechanisms to ease the concerns of libertarians 
that the government will not lock people up because they have got measles, for example. The minister would take 
the advice of the CHO and his integrity would come into play as the minister. 
Mr R.H. COOK: It is a good question, member. I guess ultimately there is a very good chance that we will see 
some mutation of COVID-19 at some point in time and we will be working with some other disease or a variation 
of it. From that perspective, it is about making amendments that best fit. In relation to the mechanism by which 
the minister must seek advice from the Chief Health Officer, that reflects the current public health state of 
emergency. I cannot do it on my own account. I am required by law to consult the Chief Health Officer and the 
Chief Health Officer is then required by law to advise me as to whether he thinks the circumstances exist to continue 
that. We have been going like that since March. Every fortnight, I re-sign the declaration and it is all based upon 
consultation with the CHO. It is consistent with that way of operating. In addition, the minister has to be satisfied 
that the urgently notifiable infectious disease is posing a severe and immediate threat or is causing harm to human 
health on a significant scale. Urgently notifiable infectious diseases are set under part 2 of the Public Health 
Regulations 2017 and may also be made by order of the Minister for Health. It has to be a significant outbreak; it 
has to be a significant infectious disease. It cannot just be about a gastro doing the rounds at the local primary school. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Minister, obviously last year is a very good example. We had a seasonal flu that killed 
90 people. I realise that the seasonal flu is not what we are dealing with here, but under the current requirements, 
that is an immediately notifiable disease, so it falls within the category. Of course, we have seen other examples. 
I realise that as a generality, the severity of harm to humans is not as much as what we are dealing with now, but 
90 people died last year. I believe that in previous legislation we have defined “coronavirus” in not only health bills, 
but also other bills that have come to this place. I appreciate that it will mutate. This is why I point to the gazettal 
and I appreciate the necessity to publish it. 
Another concern is that I think there was a significant outbreak of hepatitis in remote Aboriginal communities up 
north, which we spoke about last year. I could be wrong. When we spoke about it, it was sweeping across the 
northern parts of Australia. It started off in far north Queensland, came across the Northern Territory and hit the 
Kimberley. That posed a severe threat and harm. The infectious disease extreme circumstance declaration is 
expansive and necessary, and no doubt would support part of the public health response. We are trying to gauge 
at what point the minister would initiate it. If we think that we will be faced with a similar situation with a massive 
flu outbreak—90 people dying is significant; I realise that it is not an anomaly—what is the threshold? There is 
no threshold in the bill that defines what the death or severity will be, for example. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Indeed, ultimately, it comes down to a clinical decision. We would seek the advice of the 
Chief Health Officer. An IDEC declaration enlivens particular powers with respect to a serious public health 
incident and a public health emergency. We would have to have one of those two preconditions before making an 
IDEC declaration. It would take more than the flu, although I take the member’s point. In July this year, we had 
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seven cases of flu. That is not because the flu is not out there; it is because people have been physically distancing 
and practising good personal hygiene, and, lo and behold, all of a sudden there is no flu in the community. We 
have spared the loss of many lives. You and I and others may like to speculate about what we will do next year. If 
we have dealt with COVID-19 and we are bumping into a flu season, what will be the public health response now 
that we know what we are capable of? That is for another day. The minister has to also be satisfied that the ability 
to quarantine persons for longer than 24 hours is likely to be needed to prevent or control the entry of that disease, 
so it has to be a particularly special set of circumstances. We want people to go away for a specific period, longer 
than 24 hours, because we have a particular set of circumstances. At the end of the day, this is why we have 
incredibly capable people around the country called chief health officers. I am also advised that the IDEC has no 
power on its own. It only enlivens a waiver of the CHO’s detainment decision. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: The attempt to quarantine; is that right? 
Mr R.H. COOK: That is right; and it only comes down to the issue of detainment. There are other aspects of it 
that are beyond the reach of these amendments. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister for that response. I will move on to proposed sections 202B and 202C, 
which refer to the duration of an IDEC declaration and the extension of an IDEC declaration. As far as I understand, 
an IDEC declaration remains in force until the end of the period of three months commencing on the day on which 
it first came into effect. Why is that the case? Why was a three-month window chosen as a necessity to be enshrined 
in this legislation? 
Mr R.H. COOK: I am advised that the three-month period is in line with the federal Biosecurity Act 2015 and 
was simply recommended by the Chief Health Officer as an appropriate time. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Proposed section 202C refers to the extension of the IDEC declaration. At page 9, proposed 
subsection (4) states — 

Each extension, or further extension, of the duration of an IDEC declaration cannot exceed 3 months, but 
there is no limit on the number of extensions as long as subsection (2) is complied with. 

Can the minister explain the necessity to include that as an item? My reading of this—appreciating that I am not 
a lawyer—is that each extension cannot exceed three months, but there is no limit on the number of extensions. 
I assume that because the government has to comply with the commonwealth biosecurity arrangements that say 
that we have to have three months, it does not want to limit how many times that needs to be repeated but it cannot 
go more than three months because it has to be consistent with the commonwealth Biosecurity Act. Is that 
effectively it? 
Mr R.H. COOK: It is simply the same situation we have with a public health emergency. Every fortnight I have 
to renew it, and under an IDEC, it is every three months. We have to go full circle and retest the criteria against 
which the IDEC declaration was made in the first place. It is not limiting the number of declarations that can be 
made, but it is to say that we have to do it every three months and retest against those criteria. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: With respect to the process that the government would go through to make sure that it meets 
those criteria—excuse my ignorance, but I have never been the Minister for Health—I assume that the minister 
sits down with the CHO and goes through the legislative requirements. Is that minuted? How is that taken note of? 
Ultimately, if this was ever tested, I imagine that there would need to be some record that the minister had gone 
through the effort of making sure that that was complied with and met those requirements. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Essentially, member, the minister makes a declaration that a person has gone through the process. 
To give the member an idea of what that looks like at the moment, I receive an email from the department to say, 
“Minister, it’s coming to the end. You now need to consult the Chief Health Officer.” The Chief Health Officer 
sends me an email saying, “Minister, I’ve formed a view. We believe that you should extend the public health 
emergency.” Therefore, I have consulted and then I can fill out the declaration. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will move to proposed section 202D, “Revocation of IDEC declaration”, on page 9, 
which states — 

(1) The Minister may, by written declaration, revoke an IDEC declaration … 
I am going through the process the minister just explained. There is some form of words the minister has to issue 
to effectively revoke the declaration, but is that then provided to anybody? What happens after a IDEC is revoked? 
Does it have to be published in the Government Gazette or something like that? How is that it has been revoked 
published? Does it go to someone else? I believe that the publishing requirement under proposed section 202E is 
for the publication of only the IDEC declaration, not the revocation. I could be wrong. 
My apologies, proposed section 202E states — 

(1) The Minister must publish notice of a declaration made under section … 202D. 
In that case, I will move from that to proposed section 202E(3), which states — 

A failure to publish notice of the declaration does not affect the validity of the declaration. 
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I raised this provision in my contribution to the second reading because it is something that I am particularly concerned 
about. I do not quite understand why we need to include that provision. Aside from there being an established 
procedure in place, why do we effectively have this insurance mechanism that suggests that if the government 
does not get around to publishing it, it still matters anyway? Surely the publishing requirement is important. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Member, I am advised that the failure to publish or gazette the IDEC declaration or its revocation 
should not affect its legal validity. We could contemplate the situation in which things need to be done so quickly 
to allow for the efficient management of an infectious disease, and a technical requirement should not negate 
a health necessity. The publication a little time later is sufficient. This is because there is no change to the existence 
of the serious public health risk or the public health state of emergency. It is also consistent with the publishing 
provision for a public health state of emergency declaration. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: It is great to see the Acting Speaker. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): It is great to see you, too. Now, get on with it! 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Does the minister have an anticipated time frame for the requirement that the IDEC declaration 
needs to be gazetted? 
Mr R.H. COOK: I am advised that it has to be as soon as practicable. Obviously, the Government Gazette is 
published once a week or twice a week, so we would anticipate that it would be somewhere between 48 and 
72 hours at the most. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In that case, for argument’s sake, with respect to my concerns about the provision, we are 
not talking some months after it has been made. If the minister cannot get it done in the bi-weekly run, but a week 
or two after, that effectively will not invalidate the initial IDEC declaration being in place. 
Mr R.H. COOK: That is correct. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I will move to part 12B, “Recovery of certain costs relating to exercise of powers”. Under 
proposed section 202G, “Terms used”, a hotel is described as — 

(a) a motel; 
(b) a hostel; 
(c) a lodging house; 
(d) a boarding house; 
(e) a serviced apartment; 
(f) any other premises prescribed by the regulations; 

First, what regulations? I assume it is any other regulations issued subsequently, but I may be wrong. I will start 
there. What other premises are prescribed by the regulations? 
Mr R.H. COOK: The term is described in a manner to capture a range of scenarios. This term includes the ability 
to have other forms of accommodation to be prescribed in regulations to ensure legal certainty as to their inclusion. 
This will allow, for instance, accommodation on Rottnest Island and on cruise ships and other vessels to be 
included as the need arises. This will not include situations in which people are required to reside in hospital. It is 
not the government’s intent to charge people for hospital or medical services under this new fee provision. It is not 
intended, as yet, to prescribe additional premises in the public health regulations. It is really just acknowledging that 
as time goes on there could be other ways we can accommodate people. I think at one point with the Artania, we 
had a whole bunch of staff stay on the vessel to keep the ship ticking over. In that context, they would be, for want 
of a better description, technically hotel quarantining. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I assume that if the minister ever had to deem the Perth Convention Centre as an area of 
mass accommodation, the regulations would effectively allow for that site to be included as a hotel. That is the 
sort of breadth of the definition, I suppose, proposed by this legislation. In that case, the minister could effectively 
deem any premises to be included for the purposes of this legislation being exercised anywhere that the government 
saw fit to ensure that someone had to be mandatorily quarantined where the premises were operated by a third 
party. I assume fees for that would be recouped. 
Mr R.H. COOK: This proposed section gives light to the fact that “hotel quarantining” is the common usage of 
the term that we have at the moment for accommodating people for the purposes of quarantining, but understanding 
that this is a changing situation and that in the future we might have some other solutions or ways of doing this. It 
is really just accepting that it is a fast-changing situation and we need a bit of flexibility here. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Does the minister have a breakdown of the facilities currently being utilised for  
“hotel quarantine”, in a more colloquial parlance? Where do the facilities fit? Is the Westin hotel defined as 
a motel, for example? I do not know. It would not be a serviced apartment and I am curious to understand where 
it would fit in. Could the minister perhaps provide a breakdown of the existing facilities currently being used and 
where they might fit? 
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Mr R.H. COOK: The Perth hotels currently being used for quarantine include the Novotel Perth Murray Street Hotel, 
the Westin Perth, the InterContinental Perth City Centre, the Mercure Perth and the Hyatt Regency Perth. I assume 
that they are licensed under various descriptions such as lodging house and so on. I think it is really to capture the 
definition of a hotel in the very broadest terms. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I saw an article a number of weeks ago now about a gentleman from Queensland who was 
self-isolating in a serviced apartment. Potentially, he got news coverage because he had visitors over. In the case 
of a serviced apartment, when the individual has already entered into an agreement with the operator and paying 
the fees to be there, will they also be levied potentially in this case? I appreciate that in a normal hotel environment 
that makes a lot of sense because a person is not paying for their accommodation in the Westin hotel, but in the 
serviced apartment where the gentleman was already paying for an existing long-term or medium-term 
accommodation arrangement, will he be paying this fee on top of that? A serviced apartment is obviously very 
different from a hotel, for example. They are not getting a weekly linen change or the meal service. 

A member interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I always enjoy seeing the member for Mandurah this late at night; I really do. 

They are obviously not getting daily meals or the linen changed or things like that, so in the case of a serviced 
apartment, how is that differentiated from what exists in the longer term situation? 

Mr R.H. COOK: This only accounts for hotels or hotel quarantine situations operated by the State Health Incident 
Coordination Centre. In that case, it was part of the international protocols around international seafarers. An 
arrangement was struck by the commonwealth government as part of an international arrangement for the movement 
of seafarers around the world, so that merchant ships could keep operating. It was not part of our operation, essentially. 
The member is right: in that situation, it would be a very different set of circumstances, but in practical terms, it was 
not our gig. This is only for hotels that are operated by the state government under the auspices of the SHICC. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister for that answer. Moving on to proposed section 202H, “Fee payable by 
hotel-quarantined person in relation to cost of quarantine”, a lot of detailed and very prescriptive requirements are 
imposed on the Chief Health Officer. The date of the invoice, the name of the hotel-quarantined person to whom 
the invoice relates and the fee payable all have to be provided. Why is it necessary to go into such detail here, talking 
about invoices and dates and things like that? To use a Kevin Rudd term, I appreciate the specificity, but I am 
surprised to see such granular detail in this legislation, given that we have not legislated the flat fee, for example; 
it will be done by regulation. Usually agencies prefer very broad definitions that are then redefined by regulations 
as they see fit. Why would the government consider it necessary to outline the specific information on the invoice 
in this bill? 

Mr R.H. COOK: I am advised that core legal contents would be required on the invoice. Obviously, there is other 
information that may be included on the invoice, but this is the guts of it, essentially, to make it a legal instrument. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I realise there are members in another place who prefer very prescriptive activity in legislative 
considerations; others prefer regulations so that they can be flexible. I am just concerned that, for example, if there 
were an incorrect date on the invoice, it would nullify the activity. I realise that that may be a moot point, but 
I appreciate that it could be otherwise defined under regulations, and fairly easily, without taking up so much of 
the department’s time in putting this part together. 

I will move on to proposed section 202J, “Fee may be waived”. The member for Riverton raised the individual 
circumstances of one of his own constituents, and I have raised the case of Rob and Rosemary in my constituency; 
I appreciate that the minister has said that that is something that could be reviewed, although I will now have to hassle 
the Minister for Community Services about that, given the contribution made earlier. This provides for the fee to be 
waived for hotel quarantine services. Can the minister explain a little more the process by which the Chief Health 
Officer would be approached for that to be waived? What formalities will be in place? My understanding of what 
the minister said earlier about the cases raised by both the member for Riverton and me is that it is an operation of 
the Department of Communities, but under this provision the Chief Health Officer will have to be approached, and 
he is the one who has to waive it. Why is the process run by the Department of Communities, but the Chief Health 
Officer is ultimately in charge of who has their fees waived? 

Mr R.H. COOK: I think that is a fair question. The member is quite right: the actual process with regard to the 
hardship scheme or the waiving of fees is managed by the Department of Communities. The department has the 
expertise and specialist skills required to manage these sorts of issues. It would ultimately make a recommendation 
to the Chief Health Officer, who would already have delegated his or her functions under this provision to the SHICC, 
at least in an operational sense. It is really just an understanding that the Chief Health Officer relies upon the 
experts in the field on the gauging, understanding and management of hardship issues. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister for the response. On one hand, proposed section 202H is very prescriptive 
about the invoicing requirements, whereas proposed section 202J is not particularly prescriptive about the process 
for waiving fees, for example. I appreciate that we will work through it, but there will be some endpoint, I suppose, 
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when we will have to approach the Department of Communities to advocate on behalf of constituents who find 
themselves in those circumstances. Ultimately, it is quite a process. Until the minister said what he said this 
evening, I was going to provide correspondence to the Chief Health Officer to waive Rob and Rosemary’s fees, 
but of course there is nothing in this legislation to say that he—Dr Robertson—needs to consult with the 
Department of Communities. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Again, I guess it is anticipating that ultimately we may be in a different place and a different 
time in the future, but for the moment, I can assure the member that he should refer his inquiry to Minister McGurk 
as the Minister for Community Services. I will certainly forward the correspondence the member for Dawesville 
has already sent me to that minister for management. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister; I appreciate his help in getting Rob and Rosemary’s fee situation reviewed. 
I appreciate that the Department of Communities is perhaps best placed to assess an individual in that circumstance; 
it would come across that all the time in its day-to-day business. However, under proposed section 202J(b), the 
Chief Health Officer can otherwise consider that it is appropriate in the circumstances to do so—that is, to waive the 
fees in other certain circumstances. I really welcome that, because I think it is important to provide the Chief Health 
Officer with the necessary general power to do that in a very quick manner. Can the minister envisage what other 
circumstances there might be, just in case there are other things that might not fall under the Department of 
Communities’ definition of a situation of hardship? I think this is a good part, for what it is worth; I am not trying 
to be laborious. It is a good point, but it is quite open-ended. 

Mr R.H. COOK: There is also the sense that ultimately it really depends what is there in the future. At the moment, 
the Department of Communities is managing these things; I am aware, for instance, that in Victoria it is the 
Department of Health and Human Services. Potentially, Health would be doing its own work on that. This is what 
we have at the moment. The Chief Health Officer is the decision-maker in the context of the Public Health Act, 
so I guess he is the authorised officer to make these decisions. Despite the fact that at the moment we are doing 
it under the recommendations of the Department of Communities, ultimately he has to ink the decision. It 
may be that in the future the Department of Communities will have a different capacity and will be able to take 
that on. From that perspective, it is really just the framework that we are going to work with. I can assure the 
member that at the moment we are relying upon the expert advice of the Department of Communities to 
adjudicate these things. 

The scheme will be accessible by vulnerable cohorts, including those with low incomes or those facing financial 
hardship; people arriving on certain visa subclasses, including refugee or humanitarian reasons; and those 
experiencing family and domestic violence. To give the member some information, an excerpt from the manual 
that people are given states that eligibility is assessed against criteria including, but not limited to, an individual 
being unable to meet current financial obligations such as home loans and immediate living expenses; those who 
are unemployed or who are on JobKeeper, JobSeeker or another relevant Centrelink service; Australians studying 
overseas; those who have lost a business entity, home or possessions due to COVID-19; or those affected by 
a natural disaster.  

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I suspect the document will need to be quite fluid if things change. I do not think there is 
much need to necessarily change it. 

Mr R.H. Cook: I am happy to make that available. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate that, minister. If the Department of Communities provides that advice to the 
Chief Health Officer, given the generosity of the minister herself, I am certain there will be good outcomes for my 
constituents in particular in that case. 

Proposed section 202K, “Recovery of fees”, on page 13 states — 

An amount not paid by a person in accordance with this Division is recoverable in a court of competent 
jurisdiction as a debt due to the State from the person. 

Although it is not explicit, will the director general of the Department of Health initiate such court action or will 
the Chief Health Officer do that? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Member, I am advised that existing WA Health financial policy, functions and processes support 
invoice generation and delivery, records management and potential revenue collection. It sounds like it is a central 
office function. For the member’s information, if an invoice is raised from someone who is having an episode of 
care at a hospital, it is managed by the health service provider. I guess in this instance, it is just the central area of 
the Department of Health itself. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: So it is the director general in that sense. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Yes. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate that. Thank you very much. It is not a health service provider; it will have to 
be Health and, in that case, the director general. 
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Proposed section 202M, “Recovery of costs and expenses of requiring premises to be cleaned”, probably makes 
a lot of sense to a lot of people. One of the issues we raised during the briefing was whether an individual or entity 
might be directed to have their facilities disinfected specifically by the Department of Health or state services. 
Does the minister envisage that will ever be the case? Obviously, we are not a cleaning company and I cannot 
imagine that the state owns a cleaning company, so we would have to specify the disinfecting process that would 
take place. If the entity directed to disinfect believes it can comply with that, it would be up to it to do so and 
engage a private contractor. This is because the Artania — 
Mr R.H. Cook: The Al Kuwait. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: — the Al Kuwait did not have that capability. In that case, the state engaged a third party to 
deep clean the vessel and, effectively, we bore the cost at that point. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, member; I think that pretty much sums it up beautifully. The intent here is not to have 
a flying squad from the Department of Health. My understanding is that in these circumstances, ultimately, advice 
is simply provided by the Public Health Emergency Operations Centre, or the PHEOC as it is affectionately referred 
to, which will specify the level of cleaning required. That is what took place with the Artania. The Artania had the 
capacity and the workforce to do that. There were similar circumstances with the Al Kuwait, which did not have 
that capacity; therefore, we had to take responsibility for that and ensure that it happened. 
In relation to non-quarantine hotels where a COVID-19 case has been staying, the state is happy to provide advice 
on how to ensure that a room or floor is properly cleaned and disinfected to ensure the safety of staff and guests. 
In the unlikely event that the state provides the cleaning and disinfecting of the room or floor, there is an ability 
for the state to recover the costs of this. Ultimately, we do not anticipate this being a frequently used clause. We 
are in the process of undertaking, I guess, what were considered pertinent amendments to the Public Health Act at 
this point in time. The Al Kuwait is fresh in our mind, so we thought this would be a useful provision to have. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: On page 14 of my consultation draft, proposed section 202M(2)(b) states — 

in relation to a vehicle — the owner, operator, lessee or charterer (as is relevant) of the vehicle at the time 
that the vehicle was required to be cleaned or disinfected. 

I assume this is a catch-all. For instance, if an individual was in a taxi or a bus or something like that and an agency 
like the Public Transport Authority were to seek cleaning or disinfecting services from Health, will the government 
seek to cost-recover from other agencies, effectively? 
Mr R.H. COOK: It would technically be possible, but it is highly unlikely. The Public Transport Authority is an 
agency that undertakes a lot of cleaning and is doing so in double-time at the moment. It is cleaning a lot of buses 
and trains as an extra measure during these times of COVID-19. Health has a big workforce but I do not think 
a COVID-19-specific flying squad is anticipated. This provision is more about making sure we have capacity to 
instruct people to undertake deep cleans and make sure we have some management of that as well as, ultimately, 
a step-in capability and recovery of those resources if necessary. 
It is important to make sure that people are aware this is not an opportunity to charge hotels for the cleaning they 
undertake. Let me be really clear on that. This is about very specific circumstances. Hotels already have extensive 
cleaning capacity and it would be simply a matter of ongoing discussion and communications and advice from the 
Public Health Emergency Operations Centre. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 15: Section 203 amended — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Proposed section 203(1) provides for “a person who suffers loss or damage because of the 
exercise, or purported exercise” of the act and “is entitled to be paid just and reasonable compensation for the loss 
or damage”. Could the minister provide, for the benefit of this house, some explanation about what that might 
mean? I know, in brief, it was damage to property, premises or animals at one point. Can the minister give us 
a more fulsome explanation beyond what is provided in this subsection? 
Mr R.H. COOK: Clause 15 narrows the circumstances in which compensation may be claimed by the general 
public under section 203 of the Public Health Act. The intent of this amendment is in recognition of the unique 
circumstances brought about by a pandemic, public health emergencies and incidents. It is an essential amendment 
to ensure that the state is not automatically liable to compensation claims by persons affected by the exercise of 
a serious public health incident power; an emergency power; a power under part 12, division 6, “Other powers 
exercisable during public health state of emergency”; or section 199, “General provisions regarding powers”, 
relating to an emergency officer. Instead, the ability to claim compensation is narrowed to just and reasonable 
compensation for the loss and damage attributed to premises, property or animals. 
As a footnote, this change reflects the more conservative positions of section 78 of the Emergency Management Act. 
Under that act, compensation may be claimed only for loss and damage attributed to such things as destruction of 
property and animals. To provide some context, we were confronted in the early days by trying to work out whether the 
measures we put in place were done under the provisions of the Public Health Act or the Emergency Management Act. 
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One of the reasons that made us rely so heavily on the Emergency Amendment Act was the concern, particularly 
for people in quarantine and things like that, that people would come to the state for compensation. It is interesting 
that in Victoria and New South Wales, they do not have such compensation clauses. They rely very heavily on 
their public health acts because they do not have that fear. From that point of view, and given that we are detaining 
people, this is an appropriate amendment. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: One of the concerns that has been raised with me is the indemnity of hotels in their role. 
Some hotels over east have incurred significant reputational damage when things have gone awry. I presume this 
clause does not open hotels to the possibility of more substantive claims or anything like that being made against 
them. More than that, is the government looking at the question of indemnity? We are relying on hotel quarantine 
locations to act for some time as pseudo-health facilities. I assume that does not open them to liability, because 
they have been directed to undertake an act. 

Mr R.H. Cook: Do you mean hotels? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Yes. I understand it is a bit of a deviation from this clause, but has the government looked 
at it? Is indemnity a concern? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Member, thank you very much for raising this, because obviously there is some anxiety about the 
role that hotels play in this. It is important to put on the record that the compensation provisions in the Public Health 
Act 2016 and the Emergency Management Act 2005 relate to claims against the state when the loss or damage is 
suffered because of the exercise of powers by the state. The Public Health Act amendments narrow the circumstances 
of when compensation can be claimed by the general public under proposed section 203. If a member of the public 
wants compensation for loss or damage arising from a direction to quarantine, that claim has to be made against 
the state, and members of the public should be advised of such. The hotels themselves are acting subject to a lawful 
direction themselves, rather than undertaking a particular action. In an operational sense as well, we understand 
that hotels are providing just a facility. It is staffed by the Department of Health and secured by contractors on 
behalf of the Department of Health. From that point of view, the hotels do not play any role in the detainment or 
what might be some sort of loss of liberty that would give rise to any sort of claims against them. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 16 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Third Reading 
MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Minister for Health) [10.32 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [10.32 pm]: I would like to again place on the record my appreciation for the 
minister and his advisers and the work they do in guiding the house through important and timely legislation. It is 
a testament to the good work of the minister and his team that we can get through something relatively smoothly 
without too much trouble; of course reflecting that the Public Health Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020 
is part of a national cabinet decision. Before this legislation came to this place it was part of conversations that the 
minister had with us early on to say that this is something we should anticipate and this is where we are going. 
I again thank him for his close working relationship so that we can continue to legislate to protect the health of all 
Western Australians. I note and look forward to working with the Minister for Community Services in trying to 
waive some of the fees for those residents of Halls Head who had their hotel room breached and part of the security 
compromised. Other than that, I commend the bill to the house and look forward to its expeditious passage to be 
made into law so that we can help recover costs for those hotel-quarantined individuals. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Minister for Health) [10.33 pm] — in reply: I place on the record the 
government’s appreciation of other members of this place supporting the Public Health Amendment (COVID-19 
Response) Bill 2020. This is important legislation as we continue to try to find a sustainable approach to the wicked 
issues that we are confronted with under COVID-19. We thank members for their support. I would like to thank 
the advisers, both from within my office and the department, who have guided us through this legislation and very 
much thank everyone for the speedy passage of it. I take the opportunity to also place on the record my absolute 
appreciation for the doctors, nurses, allied health and support staff from the Department of Health and the incredible 
work they are doing. In particular, I thank those nurses and logistics technicians who stepped up and said that they 
are happy to go to Victoria as part of Western Australia’s efforts to support our friends on the east coast with their 
current outbreak. I also want to thank all those people in the Western Australia Police Force and the Department 
of Communities and everyone who has formed the great workforce that has helped us manage the COVID-19 
pandemic, or our experience of it to date. On that basis, I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 
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BILLS 
Appropriations 

Message from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the following bills — 
1. Iron Ore Processing (Mineralogy Pty. Ltd.) Agreement Amendment Bill 2020. 
2. COVID-19 Response and Economic Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020. 

COVID-19 RESPONSE AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY OMNIBUS BILL 2020 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Ms R. Saffioti (Minister for Planning), and read a first time. 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [10.38 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
Western Australia is living through the COVID-19 pandemic. We have all been grateful for the way in which the 
community has responded to the various restrictions that the pandemic triggered, with uncomplaining commonsense 
and resilience and by adapting to whatever was required of them. The pandemic required the government to act 
swiftly to respond to crises beyond anything that it has previously experienced while it continued to undertake the 
business of government under challenging constraints. The COVID-19 Response and Economic Recovery Omnibus 
Bill 2020 will allow specific new options for government agencies to continue to operate in a COVID-19 
environment. In doing so it will help to maintain Western Australia as open for business and mitigate damage to 
the economy that flows from the government not being able to function effectively due to pandemic restrictions. 
The bill will also ensure decisions taken since 16 March 2020 while the business of government continued during 
the pandemic—for example, by holding audiovisual meetings or waiving certain types of fees—are validated. 
The governments of Tasmania, Queensland, South Australia, New South Wales and the commonwealth have all 
passed comparable COVID-19-related legislation to assist governments to continue to function effectively during 
the pandemic. Although we have been able to lift many restrictions and return to a more normal life, we have only to 
look to our friends in the eastern states to see how quickly things can change. Our government is taking every 
possible measure to protect the Western Australian community, but we remain aware of the potential for a so-called 
second wave. 
At the start of the crisis, we moved quickly to offset, where possible, the inevitable economic pain brought about 
by the pandemic restrictions through a number of unprecedented initiatives. In March 2020, we activated the 
“Western Australian Government Pandemic Plan”, which provides a comprehensive whole-of-government 
approach to managing the impacts of COVID-19. The pandemic first and foremost required a health response, 
which led to a range of restrictions. The plan also called for actions to be taken across government to ensure business 
continuity, particularly to safeguard the economy. But this aspect has not been straightforward. 
On 31 March 2020, we announced the $1 billion COVID-19 economic and health relief package, which provided 
support to struggling households and businesses, and included waiving a range of business and occupational licence 
fees for 12 months. In many cases, this could be implemented reasonably quickly by regulation amendment to fee 
provisions in subsidiary legislation. However, in some instances, it could not happen because no head of power exists 
in particular acts to apply the fee relief. Naturally, there was an expectation within the community that this measure 
would come into immediate effect, so to support businesses, especially small and medium-sized businesses already 
in financial distress, fees were waived in anticipation of legislative amendments to bring about that relief measure. 
Some months ago, we asked all public sector bodies to review operations and identify any legislative impediments 
that could prevent agencies from carrying out certain roles and responsibilities in the COVID-19 environment. 
This revealed some 75 acts and regulations contained requirements that hindered the government’s ability to apply 
readily available business continuity measures. Without change, decision-making boards or authorities could struggle 
to fully perform their functions, potentially threatening the state’s major economic drivers—such as development and 
other approval processes—particularly in the event of further lockdown restrictions. Inflexible statutory requirements, 
put in place when modern communication practices did not exist, also have the potential to affect environment 
regulation, transport and the administration of justice. For example, regulations that require public meetings to be 
held, committee members to meet in person, fees paid within set time frames or lodging of witnessing documents 
in person mean agencies will struggle to undertake their operational processes if restrictions are reinstated. Some 
agencies do not have the ability to lessen the financial burden on businesses and individuals in a time of severe 
economic stress by refunding or waiving fees and charges. These measures are contrary to our urgent need to 
progress economic recovery and avoid activities associated with community transmission. Technological and 
practical solutions can overcome most of these challenges and enable business continuity and economic recovery 
in these challenging times, but in many cases these solutions may be incompatible with existing statutory 
requirements. 
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The COVID-19 Response and Economic Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020 has been drafted to ameliorate problems 
and impediments arising from the emergency response to the COVID-19 pandemic, facilitate aspects of the state’s 
economic recovery, make related amendments to certain acts and validate actions taken before, during or after the 
declaration of the state of emergency. The bill includes standard provisions that will apply for a limited time to 
classes of problems common to various acts or processes. These are designed to provide economic relief and make 
the processes possible in the COVID-19 environment. For example, they relate to waiving fees, holding meetings 
or addressing processes incompatible with social distancing requirements. As well, specific provisions can modify, 
for a limited time, certain obligations or authorisations under acts. This will enable business or administrative 
processes to be conducted in the COVID-19 environment. Other specific provisions modify, for a limited time, 
certain acts relating to mental health or the administration of justice. 
Some provisions within this bill apply permanently. These relate to the administration of justice or environmental 
matters and will allow many manual court and related processes and certain environmental applications and 
processes to be done electronically. Other permanent amendments are made to miscellaneous acts. These include 
permitting Executive Council meetings to occur by teleconference or remote communication; facilitating the 
administration of certain justice matters by electronic processes, such as issuing and lodgement of certain notices 
or the giving of evidence; and amending the Interpretation Act 1984 to support provisions in this bill.  
The bill was drafted by a working group comprising 10 major state government agencies including the 
Departments of Planning, Lands and Heritage; Transport; Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety; Water and 
Environmental Regulation; Health; Justice; Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions; Development WA; the 
Mental Health Commission and Landgate. WA Police Force and the Public Transport Authority were also 
consulted. The working group also included representatives from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and 
the State Solicitor’s Office. The Parliamentary Counsel’s Office has overseen drafting of this bill. 
As this legislation is required to respond to a crisis, the legislation is temporary, and most of its provisions will 
cease on 31 December 2021. There is capacity to extend the operative periods for some provisions if the 
government deems it necessary, but provisions cannot be extended beyond 30 June 2025. I will talk more on the 
time line later. 
Under the bill, agencies will have options for — 

• waiving, varying or refunding fees, charges, dues and late penalties; 
• extending time frames in which fees, charges or dues can be paid; 
• meetings via telephone or audiovisual means, rather than in person, as well as for decisions to be made 

out of session; and audiovisual meetings that can be observed by the public as required by legislation; 
• flexibility across a number of portfolios to permit witnessing by video link; 
• expanding the list of authorised witnesses for affidavits under the Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory 

Declarations Act 2005; 
• lodgement, transfer, distribution and serving of documents, applications and decisions via electronic means; 
• documents available for public inspection online; 
• extending or freezing statutory deadlines or time frames that apply to permits, licences and other similar 

instruments; 
• exempting, and exempting with conditions, the need for a licence, permit or approval or existing 

conditions of approval; 
• providing for telehealth consultations under the Mental Health Act 2014; 
• extending provisions of the Courts and Tribunals (Electronic Processes Facilitation) Act 2013 to other 

acts within the Attorney General and police portfolios to facilitate drafting subsidiary legislation to allow 
electronic processing; 

• providing audio links to be used for sentencing in certain limited circumstances under the Sentencing Act 1995; 
and 

• provide for sureties to be entered into over video link when the surety may be intrastate, but unable to 
appear in person, allowing certain electronic notices to be issued under the Bail Act 1982, facilitating 
electronic lodgement of prosecution notices under the Criminal Procedure Act 2004, and increasing the 
ability of the courts to use audiovisual technology in specified circumstances under the Evidence Act 
1906. 

Importantly, the bill contains provisions that also validate any actions taken by agencies after 16 March 2020, 
particularly those relating to holding audiovisual meetings or waiving fees. This is a substantial piece of complex 
legislation comprising seven parts, each part consisting of a range of specific divisions, subdivisions and clauses 
that deal with individual acts. I do not intend to examine every proposal but will endeavour to provide the house 
with some representative examples of how this will maintain business continuity within government operations 
and the support it can provide to business and the community. 
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A significant outcome from this legislation is the ability for agencies to waive or refund fees and charges, providing 
essential financial relief to both businesses and individuals. This provision impacts 18 acts and the decision to do 
so will generally sit with the agency’s director general or chief executive officer, who also has the power to extend 
time frames for payment of fees and charges; for example, the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 
administers environmental, waste and water legislation. Under the Environmental Protection Act 1986, over 
1 500 occupiers of premises are regulated through permits, works approvals and licences. The power to refund or 
extend payments for fees relating to instruments under the Environmental Protection Act 1986 will support 
business continuity and maintain effective environmental regulation during a possible second wave of COVID-19 
in the state and in the recovery period. Currently, there are no extension or postponement powers for fees, licences, 
works approvals and registrations under the Environmental Protection Regulations 1987, or for an application fee 
for approvals for sporting, cultural and entertainment events under regulation 18 of the Environmental Protection 
(Noise) Regulations 1997. 
During the height of the COVID-19 emergency, social distancing measures and requirements to self-isolate made 
it impossible for major decision-making meetings to be held in person. Most agencies were able to develop 
technological workarounds so that the business of government did not stall. This allowed the work of a huge, diverse 
range of boards and committees—from the Rottnest Island Authority Board to the Pastoral Lands Board and the 
variety of committees under the Conservation and Land Management Act—to continue. The work of development 
assessment panels, for example, is crucial to the state’s economy. Last financial year saw the various panels receive 
close to 300 development applications valued at more than $4.5 billion, but governing regulations require panel 
members to meet in person, which clearly is not possible under social or travel restrictions. 
Not meeting for three months or so would have had a disastrous impact on the development sector, so members 
met via audiovisual means, with details on how to observe meetings provided to the public through the published 
agenda. Online panel meetings that can be viewed by the public satisfy the requirement to hold public meetings. 
Most acts and regulations were drafted before the rapid growth of digital technology, so many legislative instruments 
still require certain dealings with documents such as inspection, lodgement and access to be done in person and with 
paper copies. Providing documents online for public inspection, under a variety of acts, including the Planning and 
Development Act 2005, the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority Act 2011, the Waste Avoidance and Resource 
Recovery Act 2007 and the Water Services Act 2012 will ensure that the community is still able to participate in 
decision-making processes, even when people may not be able to travel to a location to view physical documents 
due to COVID-19 restrictions. 
The witnessing of documents was particularly problematic. The bill will allow for the witnessing requirements 
under the Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory Declarations Act 2005 and 15 other related acts to be met through 
audiovisual means. 
The state government administers a number of regulatory regimes, from issuing licences to drive a vehicle to 
administering schemes designed to regulate the use or development of land. Agencies need the ability to extend 
the validity period of many authorisations, modify conditions or even obviate the need for certain authorisations 
or requirements. These provisions provide decision-makers the power to postpone expiry dates and modify or 
remove conditions that apply to authorisations, including approvals, licences or permits. 
Continuing the seamless administration of justice underpins the civil life of a community and nothing, certainly 
not a pandemic, should impede its fundamental role. 
The bill also modifies the Mental Health Act 2014 by providing telehealth consultations if a mental health practitioner 
is satisfied that it is necessary to do so to comply with the “Mental Health Infection Control Directions”, and 
validates any such actions taken on or after 7 April 2020. 
As I mentioned earlier, for the most part, these measures are temporary. However, the bill also includes provisions 
that are permanent. These cover the justice, water and environment portfolios, and include electronic automation 
of processes, replacing manual processes such as handwritten evidence; electronic meetings for bodies such as the 
Executive Council; and the electronic receipt and lodgement of documents and decisions. Provisions within the 
bill deal specifically with this. My colleague the Attorney General will be speaking more on this at a later stage. 
Modifications will be made to the Bail Act 1982 to allow sureties to be entered into via video link if the proposed surety 
cannot appear in person. Ordinarily, this can happen only when the proposed surety is in another state or territory. 
The bill provides for modifications to the Evidence Act 1906 to ensure the timely administration of justice by 
allowing witness evidence to be given if a key witness is not able to attend the court due to COVID-19 circumstances. 
Primarily, this is aimed at protecting child witnesses and will allow a child to give evidence, even if the accused 
person is not able to attend court. This is critical as it will shield child witnesses from further distress, anxiety and 
trauma if delayed in giving sensitive evidence. This will also ensure the timely delivery of evidence of child witnesses 
when the passage of time may cause issues with memory recall. 
Modifications that impact the Sentencing Act 1995 will allow sentencing by audio link in specified circumstances 
if travel restrictions prevent an offender from appearing before the court either in person or by video link.  
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Provisions within the bill extend the application of part 2 of the Courts and Tribunals (Electronic Process Facilitation) 
Act 2013 to a number of acts within the portfolios of the Attorney General and the Minister for Police. Part 2 provides 
for the use of electronic technology to court and related proceedings, and the recording of those proceedings. This 
includes allowing for things that are required to be done in writing under an applied act to be done electronically; 
electronic lodgement of documents with courts and tribunals; electronic recordkeeping; electronic authentication; 
and giving and obtaining of information, provided these processes are done in accordance with the regulations or 
rules of court. 
As I said earlier, this legislation has been introduced to meet a critical need brought about by extraordinary 
circumstances. It is needed to validate actions taken by agencies during the current state of emergency to ensure 
the work of the Western Australian government continues with as little disruption as possible, and it is needed to 
sustain the work of government now, even as restrictions are easing, and in the future, in the event of a second 
wave and as we focus on recovery. 
The provisions in parts 2 to 4 of the bill are time limited, and mostly set to expire on 31 December 2021. Given 
future uncertainty, the option for extensions has been built in, if the crisis or the response period extends beyond 
this date. We cannot tell how long we may need to live with some of the measures provided to ameliorate the effects 
of this pandemic. These provisions can be extended by up to 12 months at a time. The extensions are granted by 
the Governor upon recommendation of the Premier, and these provisions cannot be extended beyond 30 June 2025. 
Parts 5 and 6 contain permanent amendments, which do not expire. We believe these time frames are appropriate to 
enable business continuity measures to be applied for the duration of the pandemic and to support economic recovery. 
This pandemic required immediate and decisive responses from the government. We must now do whatever we 
can to support economic recovery while remaining prepared to meet the genuine and realistic risk of a further outbreak 
of COVID-19. This bill will help the government meet the challenges that have been identified so far in undertaking 
government business during this pandemic. I call upon all members to take this opportunity to support the government 
in this endeavour. I commend the bill to the house. 
MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [10.56 pm]: I rise as the Legislative Assembly lead for the COVID-19 Response 
and Economic Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020, given that I represent Hon Tjorn Sibma in the other place. That is 
obviously the reflective nature of the bill, given that it has been introduced by the Minister for Planning here in 
the debate we are having this evening. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): She is a polymath, member. Proceed. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: A polymath. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Madam Acting Speaker, it is a little late in the day for me to be trying to — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: That is all right; you can google it when you get home. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I look forward to it. I will ask Siri later on. I appreciate that the government has suggested 
that the COVID-19 Response and Economic Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020—I wrote this down, because it was 
repeated a number of times—meets a critical need in extraordinary circumstances. I understand why the government 
has brought this bill before this place: because, effectively, what we have found is that decisions have been taken 
since 16 March, when the pandemic was declared, which may not otherwise have been validated. It is quite 
a significant set of circumstances that we find ourselves in, in which we would hope that people were undoubtedly 
operating in good faith, but have possibly been in contravention of the existing law of the land. It is not an 
insignificant bill that we are dealing with here tonight to help revalidate those actions or to help validate them in 
the first place. We do not know what many of those actions actually are. We hope to get a greater understanding 
of some of these decisions through the consideration in detail stage, but, obviously, quite a number of areas have 
been identified where clearly there were some concerns with decisions that had been made in certain areas.  
I appreciate the response from the minister and her team; indeed, I would like to recognise the minister’s chief of 
staff, whom I personally have found very accommodating to the requests that have been made. I appreciate that, 
particularly when it comes to the conduct of this bill. I think that the minister has furnished us with a lot of 
information when it has been requested, so I appreciate that in this circumstance. I note that other iterations of the 
legislation have been proposed; of course, we do not see parts that we were most concerned about here. I think 
that, on the face of it, what we are dealing with here reflects the substantive area that the minister has identified 
previously in the briefings that she has had with us. The minister has found areas in which there is perhaps some 
overreach or some decisions that have been made that represent an issue for government that need to now be, as the 
minister has said a number of times, validated. I note that the governments of Tasmania, Queensland, South Australia 
and New South Wales, and I think also the commonwealth, have introduced similar legislation with comparable 
functions. The commonwealth legislation was the most substantive, from what I can recall. I guess these are the 
circumstances that governments find themselves in when they cannot conduct business as usual. 
There is an expectation in the community that government functions can continue. I would hope that critical 
government functions would continue. The Liberal Party spokespeople this evening represent different areas, and 
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I imagine they will be speaking about their different areas and certainly querying those during consideration in detail. 
There is a lot of breadth to this omnibus bill. It is a significant deviation from the minister’s core role as a minister 
in this place. I do not doubt the minister’s capabilities, but I find it unusual to be asking the minister questions about 
the Mental Health Act and things like that. I appreciate the challenge that all of us in this chamber might have as 
we ask the minister specific questions about areas of concern in different agencies. It is important to recognise that 
because of the community expectation that the government will operate as normal during this time, unless we come 
across something that is particularly nefarious or otherwise, the Liberal Party will not be opposing this legislation. 
However, we need to thoroughly investigate and scrutinise this bill. I expect that is what the government would 
want us to do, to make sure that we are operating in good faith in our compact with the people of Western Australia 
and that the government has not made any decisions or taken any actions that may otherwise have been illegal or 
invalid. Because of the nature of where we find ourselves with the phasing of the COVID restrictions, I am 
interested in whether these provisions will still be required following the end of the state of emergency. I suspect 
that ultimately we will return, as evidenced here, to business as somewhat of a new normal. I will be interested to 
see what that will look like after the most critical phase of the pandemic, when we had particularly tight restrictions, 
has passed, and where we find ourselves now, and whether some actions are being undertaken by agencies that 
they have continued as part of the normal business routine that they established during COVID-19. 

The overriding object of this bill is to make sure that we validate certain actions. We should all take a particularly 
close look at that. My concern is that although it is important to provide retrospective approval to government agencies 
that have been acting in good faith, if those actions have not been done in good faith and are in contravention of 
what we would consider the normal actions of agencies, we are being asked to undertake a task when we are largely 
blind. I do not know the extent of other actions that have been taken. We are expecting a lot. We are taking on face 
value that the government believes agencies have been doing things in good faith and have been making decisions 
that would be invalid if this bill does not become law. 

I also find interesting the breadth of this bill. Some of the key areas are very broad. The bill provides that 
Executive Council can be conducted via a teleconference. To my mind, that is quite significant. The waiving of late 
fees and penalties makes sense. Another area of concern is the proposed amendments to the Mental Health Act. 
They have been nicely couched as providing for telehealth consultations. Sure, they do provide for telehealth 
consultations. However, they also provide that an individual can be involuntary detained for up to 144 hours under 
that act. That is a not insignificant circumstance. If that is found to have been happening during COVID-19, I would 
be very concerned about that. 

I understand the need to ensure that we protect our clinicians. I understand the need in the Mental Health Act, as 
I reviewed it, for a clinician to assess an individual’s mental health in certain circumstances that are prescribed by 
the act. A teleconference in this case is not one of those circumstances when it comes to somebody’s involuntary 
detention. I would be concerned if that has already occurred. All of us would. That is not part of the act that the 
minister administers, and I appreciate that. 

We all appreciate the breadth of this omnibus bill and the challenges it will present for us because it covers the 
Sentencing Act, the Courts and Tribunals (Electronic Processes Facilitation) Act, the Bail Act, the Criminal Procedure 
Act, the Evidence Act and the Oaths, Affidavits and Statutory Declarations Act, unfortunately none of which the 
minister administers. There are obviously others that I appreciate relate more directly—for example, there are 
water fees that are not administered by the Minister for Planning but by the Minister for Water. 

The bill is stitched together as well as possible. There are areas that I have concerns about that we will seek to get 
some better clarity of during consideration in detail. Outside any other concerns, I genuinely worry about the 
Mental Health Act side of things. I genuinely worry about the teleconference capability or whether action has 
already been undertaken by clinicians who have involuntarily detained people, effectively without capacity. We now 
have to validate that decision. That is obviously an area of concern. Outside of that, there are some process-oriented 
provisions within the act that the bill seeks to validate. I hope we get a better understanding of what they will be 
going forward. We anticipate receiving answers on those provisions during consideration in detail. Fundamentally, 
it is important that we know the facts of what we are dealing with. 

Outside of the act itself and what the government is seeking to introduce in this place, albeit with more cooperation 
in the past than other pieces of legislation that we have dealt with during COVID-19, the opposition has seen 13 or 
14 urgent pieces of legislation dealt with as part of the COVID-19 response, all often in very quickstep. I appreciate 
that we have been furnished with more information in this instance, as I said at the very start. Some of these are 
not significant changes. The changes are not just small minor fees being waived, processes for paperwork not being 
witnessed appropriately and electronic lodgement. Some of the changes are quite considerable. It is considerable 
when it comes to the area that I represent in this place—health and mental health. That is an area of significant 
interest to me and other members of the Liberal Party with the respective portfolios that they look after. 

Ultimately, as I said, unless we come across something that is particularly nefarious, we will not be opposing the 
bill but we will be going through the appropriate steps in what I hope will be a fairly extensive consideration in 
detail phase. 
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MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [11.07 pm]: I would like to speak to the 
COVID-19 Response and Economic Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020 on behalf of the Nationals WA. I would like to 
thank the Minister for Planning for the relatively early engagement on this bill from her department and from her 
advisers. We had a briefing on Tuesday, I think, of last week. We have had some time to consider some of the 
aspects of this bill. I note that the bill has changed a little since that first briefing. I want to talk about what is not 
in the bill, and that is a further part to do with ministerial orders, which I think needs some careful consideration 
of its effect as we enter into a caretaker period and an election period. We made those points at the briefing. It 
appears that that has been taken on face value by the government. There has been some withdrawal there and a bit 
of a rethink. I look forward to what might come forward on those original concepts. Our original concerns remain. 
As the Liberal Party has just outlined, the Nationals WA will generally be supportive of the matters that have been 
brought forward. By its nature, the bill touches on many portfolios. I do not know why the Minister for Planning 
ended up with this bill. I know there are some synergies with development assessment panels and other planning 
matters but it could easily have been the Minister for Water, the Minister for Mental Health or the Minister for 
Justice who brought forward this bill because many portfolios are touched by it. As members could imagine, that 
makes it difficult for a generalist like me to go through all the various aspects of the bill, so I have relied upon 
input from the rest of the National Party’s small team to make some comments about various aspects of different 
parts of this bill. I have some concerns, as does the Liberal Party as outlined by the member for Dawesville, around 
the mental health aspects of this legislation and the very significant changes it will make, albeit as a temporary 
measure. I think parts 1 to 4 are the more temporary measures that are envisaged. It is a very significant matter for 
the people involved. 
Looking at the bill, we see that parts 1 to 4 are thought to be only temporary. As the minister outlined in her second 
reading speech, that may mean by extension that some aspects of the bill may in fact run through until 30 June 2025, 
which is a significant period of time when we consider that that would be the entire term of the next government. 
We are talking about a very considerable length of time to grant extraordinary procedures and powers, so we need 
to go through the legislation with care and concern. No doubt, there will be a lot of discussion in the consideration 
in detail stage on a lot of those measures to do with the Justices Act, the Mental Health Act, development assessment 
panels et cetera. 
The other key areas impacted are contained in parts 5 and 6. I understand that they are mainly to do with justice, 
court processes, and the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation and the Department of Environment 
Regulation processes. One area that concerned me a little bit was the servicing of bail conditions et cetera under 
the Bail Act, the Criminal Procedure Act and the Evidence Act. No doubt that is something we will talk about 
further in consideration in detail. As we know, the functions of Executive Council will be permanently changed. 
Potentially, the way that Executive Council meetings are carried out will be changed by this legislation, so this will 
be a very long living document, not just temporary legislation. Aspects of this legislation will carry on and affect 
the fundamental operation of the state’s democracy, which takes place through changes to Executive Council. 
Those longer living aspects of the bill bring to mind the need, as the Nationals have brought forward before, for 
consideration of a careful way to monitor and learn from some of the processes of the current pandemic and state 
of emergency. I do not think the government is listening to us on this issue. There needs to be a process whereby 
the whole Parliament can consider the lessons that have been learnt throughout this exercise and this period we 
are living through. It is an unprecedented period in our lives. No doubt, generations that have gone before have 
had such disruptive periods—wars, the Spanish flu and other things—but for us, certainly for me, this is a most 
extraordinary time. If we are going to introduce measures such as those in parts 5 and 6 of the legislation, it would be 
very good to look at this legislation in a much more holistic manner and to have a much broader understanding of 
some of the benefits that would accrue to the state if we were to take on some of the lessons learnt in this pandemic.  
Also, there is a need to have some oversight of the actions of executive government. I believe that both the Liberal Party 
and the second party in opposition, the Nationals WA, have given a great deal of support to the executive in handling 
the situation. We have willingly gone along with limited debates on the many extensive and far-reaching bills that 
have come through Parliament in the last few months. We have had special sittings of Parliament. Throughout that 
period, the National Party has sought to facilitate the good governing of this state, because in the initial period, 
especially when there was a great fear that COVID would run like wildfire through the community, we did not 
want to see the dreadful outcome of a community ravaged by the pandemic. Regardless of politics, we wanted the 
government to succeed in its handling of the pandemic, because that success was essential for the safety of our 
communities. All members of this place—I can speak on behalf of the National Party—wanted to see the government 
succeed in its handling of those early stages of the pandemic to ensure that the health of the community was not 
threatened. Now we are looking at a range of measures that are more to do with the economics and mechanics of 
government than with the immediate response to the public health threat that was evident in March and April. 
When we are moving into this phase, I think it is important that we not only enable the government to act as it 
needs to, but also learn from what is going on and take that forward in a considered way and make a whole raft of 
long-living improvements to the way that the business of government is done. We know that many benefits can be 
accrued by streamlining processes, for instance. We have heard throughout this period that red tape and bureaucracy 
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often stand in the way of business getting on with the job. That is one aspect of what can be achieved by a careful 
examination of some of the lessons that we have learnt. We also need to understand how we can act better so that 
we do not disadvantage communities by overreaching with some of the things we do. We need to ensure that the 
measures that are being taken for the protection of the community are achieving their aim. 
The Nationals believe very strongly that, along with the cooperation that the opposition parties are giving to the 
government, there should be a tacit understanding by the government that we would like to examine carefully the 
types of measures that have been put in place to see what effect they have had, how effective they have been and 
whether changes can be brought forward in the future. We do not want to do that as some sort of emergency response; 
we want to have a considered response over time. We have called for inquiries and we have called for cooperation 
with the government. When the COVID standing order, under which we are dealing with this bill, was first discussed, 
assurances were given that there would be regular briefings for the Leader of the Nationals WA and the Leader of 
the Liberal Party about the state of play. My understanding is that those things have not been happening; we have 
not been getting those updates. The understanding was that opposition parties would have some oversight of the 
processes of Parliament for some of these measures so that we had some greater insight into what is happening in 
the state. Sadly, that has not always happened. 
I make those points to the ministers who are in the house, and I do so in a cooperative way. I am not trying to say that 
we would withdraw support for these measures. I believe we will support the COVID-19 Response and Economic 
Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020, but we reserve the right to examine carefully many of the aspects of it, both in 
consideration in detail and when it progresses to the Legislative Council. No doubt members of that place will want 
to look at some of the aspects of this bill in great depth. I again put on the record the Nationals’ view that some of 
these long-lived changes, such as those under parts 5 and 6, should quite properly be part of a wider review of the 
effects of the pandemic, the government’s responses to it, and the lessons we have learnt through those responses. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [11.20 pm]: As has been indicated by our lead speaker on the COVID-19 Response 
and Economic Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020, the Liberal Party will support it. Once again, here we are, late at 
night, presented with a complex bill that allows the government extraordinary powers. As was mentioned by the 
member for Moore and our lead speaker, the member for Dawesville, this bill needs considerable scrutiny. Some 
parts look simple—for example, clauses 96 to 108, which delete numerous sections of other acts—but it is no trivial 
matter to go through and try to find out what they refer to. As has been indicated, that will require consideration 
in detail here, but I also expect the Legislative Council to apply considerable scrutiny to the bill and likely refer it 
to a committee so that it can get the scrutiny it deserves. 
Maybe this bill should be called the “Trust Me” bill, because it requires a considerable leap of faith on the part of 
the opposition in agreeing to its provisions. We are being asked through this bill to authorise unknown actions 
carried out by unknown people. There is no transparency about what the previous decisions were or what decisions 
are being authorised. It is not clear whether we are authorising decisions that were illegal; it is not even clear if we 
are authorising decisions that were, in fact, corrupt. The provisions in this bill are extraordinarily general, particularly 
in the provisions for retrospective approval of past actions. I will focus on that in a little detail, because I am 
intrigued as to why we have different wording in different parts of the bill. Some parts are very specific on what 
we are providing; others are extremely general. That leads us to the suspicion that certain acts have been carried 
out that, in fact, fall outside the scope of this bill, so I think it is fair for the opposition to know what they are. I will 
go through those, minister. I am not sure how carefully the minister has read the bill; I know she is a thorough 
minister and that she goes through things, and I rate her work. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You’re a nasty piece of work. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not being condescending, minister; I am being genuine. The minister does her work, but — 
Ms R. Saffioti: You’re a nasty piece of work. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: That is a very offensive thing to say, and the minister should withdraw. It is very offensive. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Get back to the bill! It is getting late, and the Speaker is getting tired and cranky. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister is making offensive comments to me. 
Ms R. Saffioti: What did you just say about us? What were we? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: What did I say about the government? 
Ms R. Saffioti: Yes. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I said that it is not transparent. I will not go through it, minister. The minister can go and look 
at Hansard and have fun. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Minister! 
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Dr D.J. HONEY: Most of the effects of this bill will last until 2025. Some of the changes are permanent. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Minister! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I believe the minister made a remark about the member for Cottesloe, and he has asked her 
to withdraw. 
The SPEAKER: I did not hear it; I guess I was telling her to behave. Do you want to withdraw, minister? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No. I said he was nasty and sexist. Just like he stands up and uses the word “corrupt”, every 
time he stands up I can say “sexist”. 
The SPEAKER: No, I do not think that is offensive. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am disappointed, I will say, because that is an extremely offensive comment.  
The SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe, I made a ruling, do not query my ruling. If you do, you can sit down. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not querying your ruling, but I am deeply offended by the minister’s comment. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe, I call you to order for the first time. You cannot keep talking on a ruling. 
Get on with it or I will sit you down. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: So that I am entirely clear, I think the member for Cottesloe was simply returning to the 
second reading rather than responding to your — 
The SPEAKER: No, he was not. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: While we are at it, I am not entirely certain that you had made a ruling, Mr Speaker. 
The SPEAKER: I did; I said I did not think it was unparliamentary and he kept talking about it. I said if he kept 
going, he would be sitting back in his seat. Member for Cottesloe. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much, Mr Speaker. 
When we talk about trust, and trust of the McGowan Labor government, trust here is very low. 
Mr D.R. Michael: The Liberal Party is full of liars. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Point of Order. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The SPEAKER: No; you do not need to. Withdraw. 
Mr D.R. Michael: I just said the Liberal Party. 
The SPEAKER: It does not matter; you cannot call a person a liar. 
Mr D.R. Michael interjected. 
The SPEAKER: You called the Liberal Party liars. I will get a ruling for you. 
Mr D.R. Michael: Thank you, Mr Speaker. 
The SPEAKER: Just be careful. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr D.J. HONEY: As I said, trust in the McGowan Labor government is very low. I sat in this chamber when we 
put through the first tranche. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! Leader of the House and Minister for Transport, I call you to order for the first time. 
The member is on his feet; give him an opportunity. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: May I continue? 
The SPEAKER: Yes, you may. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much. I sat in this house when the first tranche of the COVID provisions went 
ahead. During that debate, when the budget was pushed back, the Treasurer gave an undertaking to the Leader of the 
Opposition and the Leader of the National Party that they would receive regular updates on the financial position of 
this state. How many briefings has the Leader of the Opposition or the Leader of the National Party received on the 
financial position of this state? Zero, minister. That is how many briefings they have received because we have 
a government that is secretive and, as we have seen tonight, feels it can bully its way through this Parliament. It treats 
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this Parliament with absolute contempt. It is no more witnessed than by keeping those matters secret, not informing 
the Leaders of the Opposition and the National Party when the Treasurer undertook to provide those briefings, but 
we got nothing. Again, we see bills coming in. This Public Health Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill came in 
with some notice, and that was good. Again we saw an example of a bill coming in today with no notice to this house. 
Parts of the bill as it was presented to us in the original draft go to the mind of this government. The provisions in 
clause 7, which, thankfully, have been largely removed, can only be described as Putin provisions. They reflect on 
a government that believes it can do anything. As I have said before in this place, the Labor Party is making a major 
mistake by conflating popularity with infallibility. The McGowan Labor government smashed our domestic economy 
before COVID-19 began. We have a state with 40 per cent of the nation’s export income and only 10 per cent of 
the population, the second highest unemployment and second highest youth unemployment in Australia. That speaks 
to the ability of the McGowan government to make decisions. A cascading series of poor decisions was made. 
Given the hour and given that some of my colleagues wish to make a contribution, I will not go through them, but 
they go to this government’s ability to make proper decisions for the wellbeing of the people of this state. Members 
opposite may feel buoyed by the Premier’s popularity during this COVID period, but they should not conflate that 
with infallibility in their own decision-making. 
I understand the overall intent of the bill and other members have been through it. A number of the provisions 
make some sense. However, I am particularly concerned with a couple of aspects of the bill, which I will go 
through. We will explore them a bit more during the consideration in detail stage. Firstly, I refer to the different 
wording used in retrospectivity in the bill. Clause 19, “Validation of meetings and decisions”, a retrospectivity clause, 
is all qualified “as validly held or made as it would have been if Subdivision 1, and any regulations made under 
that Subdivision, had been in effect at the time of the meeting or decision.” I assume that is saying the decisions 
that were made before, consistent with the principles outlined from section 12, are authorised retrospectively. 
However, clause 20, “Public availability of documents” does not refer at all to the preconditions in subdivision 1 
of that section. Why is that not the case? Were decisions made that fall outside the preconditions in subdivision 1? 
What were those decisions? We do not know. I do not know why that has changed. This legislation has been 
through the drafting office, but there is different wording between those clauses. Other clauses also have different 
wording. It makes me extremely concerned that decisions have been made and acts have been carried out that are 
not covered in the scope of this act, other than being authorised retrospectively. That is a great concern. 
There are very broad powers in this legislation. Clause 31 states the “Decision-maker may modify or remove 
conditions of authorisations during operative period”. That is a very broad power that needs to be explored in some 
detail. It covers clearing licences, licences under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act and prescribed authorisations. 
There is no sunset clause in part 5 of the bill, so those provisions will last forever. These are lasting changes, not 
just about the emergency happening now. 
Some of the changes the legislation will make are very significant. Clauses 98 to 103 include the deletion of 
sections of other acts. That is quite significant and quite difficult to track. Again, it will require significant scrutiny. 
A number of provisions in this bill make sense in the context of COVID-19 and some of those provisions go well 
beyond 2025, which is a considerable time. Some of those provisions are permanent. Although we are supporting 
this bill as it is being presented, it will require significant scrutiny. In particular, we need transparency on what 
decisions have already been made. Were they in fact legal at the time and were the decisions made at a time that 
falls outside the scope of the provisions that are enabled in the future by this act, not the blanket authorisation of 
a past decision? Were those decisions consistent with the provisions in this bill that enable future acts?  
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House). 

IRON ORE PROCESSING (MINERALOGY PTY. LTD.) 
AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 

Remaining Stages — Standing Orders Suspension — Notice of Motion 
By leave, Mr D.A. Templeman (Leader of the House) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he 
would move — 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the Iron Ore Processing 
(Mineralogy Pty. Ltd.) Agreement Amendment Bill 2020 to proceed through all remaining stages without 
delay between the stages.  

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [11.35 pm] — without notice: I move — 
That the house at its rising adjourn until Wednesday, 12 August 2020 at 1.00 pm.  

This means that the house will commence tomorrow at 1.00 pm, not the normal time of 12 noon. There has been 
a request from the opposition that the government has exceedingly generously agreed to. If Labor members of 
Parliament get here at 12 noon, they will be an hour early.  
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MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [11.36 pm]: I would like to place on the record my thanks to the Leader of the 
House for acquiescing to our request to push back the commencement of the Legislative Assembly’s session 
tomorrow given that we now have to consider this urgent bill, which the Leader of the House already forecast as 
part of the suspension of standing orders. This will enable the Liberal Party to meet as a party room whilst adhering 
to our committee obligations, of which there are many. I appreciate that the Leader of the House, as part of his 
generosity, as he already stated here this evening, has allowed us to start the house so late tomorrow.  

The SPEAKER: Do not pucker up to him too much! 

Question put and passed.  

House adjourned at 11.37 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

WATER CORPORATION — SOLAR ENERGY 
6014. Dr D.J. Honey to the Minister for Water: 
I refer to the announcement of a $30 million investment over 3 years by Water Corporation to install solar panels 
at Water Corporation locations, and I ask: 
(a) What is the expected annual breakdown of the investment (by year); 
(b) Does Water Corporation expect to increase or decrease the cost of energy to run their facilities once these 

new solar panels are installed; 
(c) What are the expected financial impacts by year over the next 10 years resulting from this proposal 

(amount that energy costs will increase or decrease – please indicate if the amount is an increase or 
decrease in expected energy costs by year); 

(d) What is the expected net present value, rate of return and payback period for the $30 million investment 
over a 10 year period; and 

(e) Does Water Corporation expect to increase the dividend to the State Government as a result of this 
investment and, if so, by how much per year? 

Mr D.J. Kelly replied: 
(a) The planned estimated investment for the three years is: 

(a) 2020 $2 million 
(b) 2021 $10 million 
(c) 2022 $18 million 

(b) The Water Corporation expects a decrease in the cost of energy to run these sites once the panels are installed. 
(c) The planning level estimates for the energy cost savings over the next 10 years are on average $2.3 million 

per year. 
(d) The Water Corporation requires each individual solar project be financially net present value positive or 

neutral using a discount rate of 10.1%. The estimated net present value aggregated for the full program is 
approximately $1.1 million, which is net present value positive. The expected payback period is 10 years 
and the Internal Rate of Return is 10% over this period. 

(e) The Water Corporation has not yet made a decision on how savings will be used. 
POLICE — OFFICERS 

6126. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
I refer to Police numbers in Western Australia as of 14 May 2020, and ask: 
(a) what is the actual number of Police Officers; 
(b) what is the authorised/approved strength of Police Officers; and 
(c) what is the current actual and authorised strength of each policing district? 
Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 
The Western Australian Police Force advise: 
(a) 6 603 
(b) 6 393. 
(c) As at 30 April: 

Actual strength 
Armadale District 270.75 
Cannington District 252.06 
Fremantle District 261.86 
Joondalup District 273.50 
Mandurah District 284.88 
Midland District 272.12 
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Mirrabooka District 261.82 

Perth District 295.86 

Goldfields–Esperance District 213.09 

Great Southern District 188.17 

Kimberley District 199.89 

Mid-West Gascoyne District 233.31 

Pilbara District 208.06 

South West District 253.39 

Wheatbelt District 147.32 

Authorised strength 

Armadale District 270.75 

Cannington District 262.00 

Fremantle District 266.65 

Joondalup District 273.00 

Mandurah District 289.00 

Midland District 269.00 

Mirrabooka District 266.00 

Perth District 292.00 

Goldfields–Esperance District 233.00 

Great Southern District 194.00 

Kimberley District 218.00 

Mid-West Gascoyne District 249.00 

Pilbara District 221.00 

South West District 269.00 

Wheatbelt District 164.00 

POLICE — HILLARYS BOAT HARBOUR 

6130. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
I refer to the new CCTV cameras installed in late 2019 in the northern car park of the Hillarys Boat Harbour, and 
ask: 

(a) Since the installation of these cameras, how many times has the Western Australian Police Force accessed 
the footage; 

(b) How many instances of hoon driving have been identified using the CCTV cameras; 

(c) How many hoon drivers have been charged as a result; 

(d) Has a Memorandum of Understanding been signed between the Department of Transport and the 
Western Australian Police Force regarding the access of footage from the CCTV cameras; and 

(e) If yes to (d) when was this signed? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 
The Western Australian Police Force advise: 

(a) The Department of Transport (Marine) have installed, manage and control all of the overt Closed Circuit 
Television (CCTV) cameras in operation in the Hillarys Boat Harbour Carparks. The Western Australia 
Police Force has accessed footage from these CCTV cameras on 15 occasions. 

(b) One. 

(c) Investigations are ongoing in relation to identified incidents. 

(d) Agreed reporting protocols are in place. 

(e) Not applicable. 
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MINISTER FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 
6134. Ms M.J. Davies to the minister representing the Minister for Education and Training: 
(1) For the date 13 March 2017, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 

the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(2) For the date 13 March 2018, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(3) For the date 13 March 2019, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

(4) For the date 13 March 2020, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to each of 
the Minister’s departments and agencies: 
(a) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(b) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(c) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(d) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(e) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(f) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

Mr P. Papalia replied: 
Department of Education 
Figures are provided using Workforce Planning Human Resources data and are recorded at a point in time, the 
closest pay date to 13 March in each of the four years. 
Staff can have multiple jobs so the unique headcount in (b) for each year will not match the number of job FTE 
rows answered for (c), (d), (e) and (f). 
Staff employed in the metropolitan area such as Statewide Services (Teaching, Learning and Early Childhood 
Services; Student Support and Aboriginal Education Services; Leadership Institute); Schools of Special 
Educational Needs (Behaviour and Engagement; Disabilities; Medical and Mental Health; Sensory); Instrumental 
Music School Services; and corporate support (Education Business Services; Workforce), also provide services 
and support to the regions. 
(1) (a) 45 695 (headcount) 

(b) 12 565 (headcount) 
(c)–(f) [See tabled paper no 3547.] 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013547a3126c3e99646b2d6482585c10057c25b/$file/3547.pdf
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(2) (a) 46 130 (headcount) 
(b) 12 554 (headcount). 
(c)–(f) [See tabled paper no 3547.] 

(3) (a) 46 872 (headcount) 
(b) 12 560 (headcount). 
(c)–(f) [See tabled paper no 3547.] 

(4) (a) 47 887 (headcount) 
(b) 12 604 (headcount). 
(c)–(f) [See tabled paper no 3547.] 

Department of Training and Workforce Development 
North Metropolitan TAFE 
South Metropolitan TAFE 
North Regional TAFE 
Central Regional TAFE 
South Regional TAFE 
[See tabled paper no 3547.] 
Building Construction Industry Training Fund 
(1) (a) 21 

(b)–(f) Not applicable. 
(2) (a) 21 

(b)–(f) Not applicable. 
(3) (a) 21 

(b)–(f) Not applicable. 
(4) (a) 21 

(b)–(f) Not applicable. 
POLICE — MENTAL HEALTH ESCORTS 

6152. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
I refer to Police Officers performing the duties of mental health escorts, and ask: 
(a) In 2019, and 2020 year to date, on how many occasions did Police Officers act as mental health escorts; 
(b) In 2019 what was the average time spent for a Police Officer performing mental health escorts? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 
The Western Australian Police Force advise: 
(a) 2019, 1314; 1 January to 31 May 2020, 498. 
(b) Metropolitan, 2 hours 11 minutes; and Regional, 5 hours 55 minutes. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — WAITLISTS 

6175. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the public housing waitlist, and ask: 
(a) How many people are on the waitlist: 

(i) Of this number how many are: 
(A) Individuals; 
(B) Women; 
(C) Families; and 
(D) Seniors (over 65 years); and 

(ii) Please provide a breakdown by geographic region; and 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013547a3126c3e99646b2d6482585c10057c25b/$file/3547.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013547a3126c3e99646b2d6482585c10057c25b/$file/3547.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013547a3126c3e99646b2d6482585c10057c25b/$file/3547.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013547a3126c3e99646b2d6482585c10057c25b/$file/3547.pdf
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(b) How many people are on the priority waitlist: 
(i) Of this number, how many are: 

(A) Individuals; 
(B) Women; 
(C) Families; and 
(D) Seniors (over 65 years); and 

(ii) Please provide a breakdown by geographic region? 
Mr P.C. Tinley replied: 
(a)–(b) [See tabled paper no 3545.] 

HOUSING INVESTMENT PACKAGE 
6177. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the Minister’s announcement of 300 new public housing properties, and ask: 
(a) How many properties will be newly constructed; 
(b) How many properties will be a new build on a vacant block of a previously demolished public housing 

property; 
(c) How many properties will be purchased, established properties; 
(d) How many properties have been acquired to date; 
(e) By what date will the 300 new properties all be acquired; 
(f) Please provide a breakdown, by geographical region, of where the properties will be located; and 
(g) Please provide a breakdown by type of property (i.e. 1 bedroom unit, 3 bedroom x 1 bathroom house)? 
Mr P.C. Tinley replied: 
(a) All public housing properties delivered under the Housing and Homelessness Investment Package will 

be newly constructed. 
(b) Approximately 150 already vacant sites are currently earmarked for the program. Of these, less than 10% 

required demolition of an existing vacant dwelling. 
(c)–(d) No established properties will be purchased as part of the Housing and Homelessness Investment Package. 
(e) All newly constructed public housing properties will be completed by 30 June 2022. 
(f) Approximately 70% of new public housing properties delivered under the Housing and Homelessness 

Investment Package will be constructed in the metropolitan area, and approximately 30% will be 
constructed in regional areas. Below is an approximate breakdown by geographical region: 
(i) Perth/Peel – 70% 
(ii) Kimberley – 9% 
(iii) Pilbara – 6% 
(iv) Great Southern – 5% 
(v) Goldfields – 3% 
(vi) South West – 3% 
(vii) Wheatbelt – 2% 
(viii) Midwest/Gascoyne – 2% 

(g) The program intent is to address the demand for appropriate housing for vulnerable singles, seniors and 
families. Approximately 70% of all properties delivered will be one or two-bedroom dwellings, and the 
remaining 30% will be three to six-bedroom homes. At this stage, these numbers are approximate and 
subject to change based on site design, approvals and procurement. 

HOUSING — SOCIAL HOUSING 
6178. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Housing: 
For each of the past five years and this calendar year to date can you please advise: 
(a) the total number of social housing properties; 
(b) the number of social housing properties sold; and 
(c) the number of social housing properties purchased/built or otherwise acquired? 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013545a358bc0a849dc6a8b482585c10057c21b/$file/3545.pdf
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Mr P.C. Tinley replied: 

(a) The total number of social housing properties at the end of the past five financial years is as follows: 

Financial Year 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 

Social Housing Stock 43,196 44,087 43,863 43,615 42,932 

While there has been a 264 property reduction to the State’s social housing stock since the 2015/16 
Financial Year, strategic portfolio management is resulting in a stock portfolio that is more fit for purpose, 
and a continued decline in the social housing waitlist over the past 4 years. 

The Department of Communities continues to actively address the typology and quality of its asset 
base, and subsequent amenity to its clients, through disposing of assets having reached the end of 
their useful lives and replacing them with dwellings “right-sized” to better respond to the changing 
needs of applicants today, such as the mandatory inclusion of silver liveable homes standard on new 
dwellings. This evolving response is well illustrated by the demolition of the 300 properties comprising 
Brownlie Towers; although homes that served many well for many years, these complexes were 
ultimately beyond their usefulness and in no way representative of the State Government’s modern 
approach to social housing. Bentley will be now be home to a new generation of contemporary social 
housing, integrated into the community. 

(b) The total number of social housing properties sold during each of the past five financial years is as 
follows: 

Financial Year 2015–16 2016–17 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 

Social Housing Sales 127 92 296 234 196 

(c) The number of social housing properties purchased or built in the last five financial years is as follows:  

Financial Year 2015/16 2016/17 2017/18 2018/19 2019/20 

Construction 228 597 52 20 47 

Spot Purchase 61 359 37 50 18 

Total 289 956 89 70 65 

Figures for Construction reflect properties completed in that financial year. Asset transfers between 
programs by Communities have not been included. 

CORONAVIRUS — ROUGH SLEEPERS 

6179. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Community Services: 

In the context of COVID-19, can you please advise: 

(a) What additional strategies have been put in place to house rough sleepers during the pandemic; 

(b) How much additional funding has been provided to address homelessness, during the pandemic 
(including a breakdown of who received the funding and what project/s were funded); 

(c) How many rough sleepers have been provided with accommodation immediately following the pandemic 
(to date) and please provide a breakdown by accommodation type; and 

(d) Why the Hotels with Heart project was not expanded? 

Ms S.F. McGurk replied: 
(a) The Department of Communities (Communities) implemented the following pilot projects to 

accommodate rough sleepers during the pandemic: 

emergency accommodation in the Pan Pacific hotel for people who were rough sleeping and 
considered to be at high risk of complications should they contract COVID-19 (the Hotels with 
Heart pilot); and 

emergency accommodation at Woodman Point Recreation Camp for people who were homeless 
and considered high risk of complications should they contract COVID-19. 

(b) The total cost of the Hotels with Heart pilot at 30 June 2020 is $408,475. 

An additional $227,109 was allocated to provide emergency accommodation at Woodman Point 
Recreation Camp. The funding was provided to Wungening Aboriginal Corporation, Rooforce Facility 
Services, EON Protection and Accolade Catering. 
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The State Government, through Lotterywest, has committed $159 million to a COVID-19 Relief Fund, 
of which up to $20 million is available for non-for-profit community sector organisations and local 
government authorities to provide crisis and emergency relief services to people experiencing hardship, 
including homelessness support. 
A list of grant recipients, including the name of the organisation funded and the amount of money 
received, is available on the Lotterywest website. 
On 15 July 2020, the State Government announced a total of $6.8 million in additional funding for 
homelessness services to support people experiencing or at risk of homelessness throughout COVID-19 
and recovery. The funding details are as follows: 

$1.13 million in Lotterywest grant funding to provide immediate crisis and housing support for 
rough sleepers 
$1.17 million in Lotterywest grant funding to deliver time-limited projects which address 
homelessness, including research and data collection to identify rough sleepers and workforce 
re-skilling and training 
$900,000 for the youth accommodation support services funded through the National Housing 
and Homelessness Agreement to support young people with alcohol and other drug use who are 
homeless or at risk of homeless; and 
$3.6 million to continue operation of crisis, transitional and long-term accommodation and 
housing support services. 

(c) At the conclusion of the Hotels with Heart pilot, Ruah Community Services advise that: 
13 clients were housed in a mix of private rental accommodation and social housing 
four clients returned to family, and 
one client was assisted to return to country. 

Ruah Community Services and Uniting West continue to work with clients who left the Hotels with Heart 
pilot early to help them secure safe and appropriate accommodation. 
At the conclusion of the pilot project run at the Woodman Point Recreation Camp, a total of 47 people 
had been provided with emergency accommodation. A number of individuals ceased accessing the 
emergency accommodation while the Camp was in operation for a range of reasons, including health needs, 
non-adherence with the rules of the Camp, or self-selecting alternative accommodation arrangements. 
At the closure of the Camp on 15 May 2020, a total of 11 people were still residing at the Camp and 
were assisted to transition into social housing across nine properties within the North Metropolitan, 
South Metropolitan and South East Metropolitan regions. Noongar Mia Mia is providing property and 
tenancy management services to these properties, with 12 months of support services being provided by 
Ruah Community Services. 
Communities also funds community sector organisations to provide crisis and transitional accommodation 
and housing support services that help find longer term accommodation for people experiencing 
homelessness. These services have continued to operate and provide assistance during the COVID-19 
pandemic. 
The total number of rough sleepers supported with accommodation immediately following the pandemic 
to date cannot be determined due to the delay in data accessibility of the relevant time period in question. 
The Australian Institute of Health and Welfare provides quarterly data of the number of people accessing 
specialist homelessness services with the most current data available covering the period January to 
March 2020. 

(d) Hotels with Heart was a four-week pilot project to test an emergency health response to protect vulnerable 
rough sleepers with underlying health issues from COVID-19. The pilot was a short-term emergency 
health response and not a long-term housing strategy. As the situation in Western Australia changed 
significantly during the pilot and widespread community transmission of COVID-19 did not eventuate, 
the pilot was discontinued at the end of the four weeks. 

HOMELESSNESS — CORONAVIRUS 
6180. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Community Services: 
In the context of COVID-19, can you please advise whether: 
(a) You have received any advice regarding the health and medical impact of COVID-19 on the homeless 

population: 
(i) If yes, will you table a copy of the same and if no, why not? 
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Ms S.F. McGurk replied: 
Following the declaration of a Public Health State of Emergency on 23 March 2020 in response to the COVID-19 
pandemic, the Department of Communities (Communities) has engaged with the Department of Health and 
received ongoing medical advice in various taskforces and forums. 

The State Welfare Incident Coordination Centre, responsible for coordinating the provision of emergency welfare 
within Communities, also provides continual support to the State Health Incident Control Centre. 

The COVID-19 Taskforce on Homelessness, one of a number of taskforces established to combine the efforts of 
community sector service partners, has also contributed to the response to people experiencing, or at risk of 
experiencing, homelessness during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

The Department of Health is represented on the Taskforce, and has provided guidance on the potential health and 
medical impact of COVID-19 on the homelessness population and on how to prevent the transmission of the virus 
to this group. 

The Department of Health has also engaged with community sector representatives to develop plans to respond to 
the needs of people experiencing homelessness under a range of COVID-19 scenarios. 

HOMELESSNESS STRATEGY — CORONAVIRUS 

6181. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Community Services: 
In the context of COVID-19, can you please advise whether: 

(a) Any initiatives announced as part of the 10 Year Strategy on Homelessness will be brought forward: 

(i) If yes, please provide details of the projects, funding and updated commencement dates; if no, 
why not? 

Ms S.F. McGurk replied: 
(a) Yes. 

(i) The Department of Communities (Communities) has brought forward implementation of the 
Housing First Homelessness Initiative in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Communities has 
commenced negotiations with a community services organisation to provide the coordination role, 
a critical component of the housing first model. Contracts for additional assertive outreach workers 
and caseworkers in all locations will be finalised following an expression of interest process. 

Implementation of the Common Ground project has commenced, and Communities have 
determined the site for the first Common Ground facility in Perth CBD. Construction is expected 
to commence in financial year 2021/22. 

PLANNING — COASTAL PROJECTS 

6182. Mr I.C. Blayney to the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to the Government media release distributed on Wednesday, 26 July 2017 titled ‘State Government support 
for WA coastal planning projects’, and I ask: 

(a) Please provide a full list of the 24 funded projects including a list of the completed projects as of 
May 2020 and how much of the allocated funding has been spent on each project as of May 2020? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 

Project title Project status Funding provided  
as of May 2020 

Walsh Point Visitor Management Master Plan Ongoing $22,050 

Broome Community Seagrass Monitoring Project Completed $17,300 

Cleaverville Foreshore Management Plan Completed $16,000 

Denham Townsite Coastal Hazard Risk Management and 
Adaptation Plan 

Ongoing $52,000 

Geraldton Foreshore African Boxthorn Control – Stage 1 Grant declined by 
City 12 October 2017 

$0 

Marmion Coastal Foreshore Reserve Rehabilitation  
2017–2018 

Completed $19,500 

Rehabilitation and Care of Kennedy Bay Coastal Sand Dunes Completed $8,750 
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Restoring Bush Forever Site 325 at Iluka – North Ocean 
Reef Foreshore 

Completed $20,100 

Climate ready coastal vegetation trial at Singleton Beach, 
Rockingham 

Completed $12,480 

Restoration and Habitat Protection Swanbourne Dunes Completed $19,307 

Tompkins Park Foreshore Restoration Stage 2 Completed $18,900 

Restoring the Iconic Cottesloe Coast – Stage 2 Completed $8,591 

Integrated Foreshore Restoration in City of Stirling  
Trigg–Scarborough Coast 

Completed $48,980 

Challenger Parade Dune Restoration Completed $15,000 

Mandurah Fairy Tern Sanctuary Completed $20,000 

Murray Delta Monitoring Completed $5,620 

Preston Beach Foreshore Restoration Completed $14,840 

City of Busselton Coastal Adaptation Strategy Ongoing $37,500 

Coastal Stakeholder Forums & Best Practice Case Studies Completed $8,000 

On ground action to protect the Prevelly/Gnarabup coastal 
environment 

Completed $14,175 

Science on the Toby Inlet Completed $18,627 

Emu Point to Middleton Beach Coastal Hazard Risk 
Management and Adaptation Plan 

Completed $75,000 

Albany Senior High School Marine Science Project Completed $21,000 

Dempster Head Management Planning Completed $12,500 

RESOURCES SECTOR — ROYALTY REVENUE 
6186. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
(1) Can the Minister advise what royalty revenue the State has received for the past four quarterly financial 

periods from the following commodities: 
(a) Iron Ore; 
(b) Gold; 
(c) Alumina; 
(d) Copper; 
(e) Nickel; 
(f) Lithium; and 
(g) Petroleum? 

(2) For each of these commodities can the Minister advise what the budget estimates were for the past 
four quarterly financial periods.? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(1) The June 2019 through March 2020 quarter royalty revenues are as follows: 

(a) Iron Ore $7,708.2 million 
(b) Gold $341.1 million 
(c) Alumina $121.1 million 
(d) Copper $66.6 million 
(e) Nickel $76.4 million 
(f) Lithium $80.3 million 
(g) Petroleum $5.0 million (excluding NWS Grant) 

(2) As State Budget estimates are prepared for financial years they do not correspond to the period in question 
(June 2019 through March 2020 quarters). 
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RESOURCES SECTOR — ROYALTY REVENUE 

6187. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
(1) Can the Minister advise what royalty revenue the State received for the past four quarterly periods from 

each of the following companies: 
(a) BHP Group; 
(b) Rio Tinto Limited; 
(c) Fortescue Metals Group; 
(d) Roy Hill Holdings; and 
(e) Mineral Resources? 

(2) For each of these companies can the Minister advise the exported tonnages of iron ore for the past 
four quarters? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(1)–(2) In accordance with Regulation 95A and Regulation 96(2) of the Mining Regulations 1981, the 

Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety does not release statistics such that information in 
respect of a particular person or mining operation can be ascertained. 

RESOURCES SECTOR — MINERAL RESOURCES LTD 

6188. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
(1) For the past four quarters, can the Minister provide the iron ore tonnages exported and the royalties 

received by the State from Mineral Resources Limited? 
(2) Does Mineral Resources Limited receive royalty relief for their iron ore exports, and if so: 

(a) What is the rate per tonne paid; 
(b) Is there a cut off price for iron ore whereby royalty relief is no longer received; 
(c) How much in total has Mineral Resources saved in royalty payments to the State since the start 

of the royalty relief; 
(d) Is there a cut off date when royalty relief expires; 
(e) Do any other mining companies currently receive royalty relief; and 
(f) Have other iron ore companies received royalty relief in the past, and if so, which companies 

and what was the rate per tonne? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(1) In accordance with Regulation 95A and Regulation 96(2) of the Mining Regulations 1981, the 

Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety does not release statistics such that information in 
respect of a particular person or mining operation can be ascertained. 

(2) Mineral Resources Limited does not receive royalty relief for their iron ore exports. It does receive 
payments via a Government Support Package for iron ore exports from its Koolyanobbing project. 
(a) The Government Support Package is a 100 per cent rebate of iron ore royalties paid by 

Mineral Resources Limited on its Koolyanobbing project. 
(b) No. 
(c) Based on the 2019/20 Budget Papers, Mineral Resources Limited is estimated to receive 

$48.9 million in rebates of royalty payments via the Government Support Package for the 
2018/19 and 2019/20 financial years. The actual amounts paid are expected to be released in the 
2020/21 Budget Papers. 

(d) The Government Support Package relates to either the first 30 million tonnes shipped by 
Mineral Resources Limited from the Koolyanobbing project or five years from first date of 
export, whichever comes first. 

(e) No. 
(f) Iron ore companies have not received royalty relief in the past. Royalty relief requires an 

amendment to legislation to remove the requirement for the payment of royalties. Financial 
assistance programs have been provided to iron ore companies where royalties are paid and then 
royalty rebate payments are made. Under an Iron Ore Financial Assistance Program offered to 
junior iron ore companies in 2014, up to 50 per cent of royalties that were paid were rebated to 
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Atlas Iron Ltd and BC Iron Ltd. Also, under a Magnetite Financial Assistance Program, 
since 2014/15, Karara Mining Ltd and CITIC Pacific Mining received a rebate for a percentage 
of royalties that were paid. Both these programs no longer apply. 

TRAIN STATIONS — PATRONAGE — JOONDALUP LINE 

6189. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
For each month of 2017, 2018, 2019, and 2020 year to date, what was the patronage numbers at the following train 
stations: 
(a) Edgewater; 
(b) Whitfords; 
(c) Greenwood; and 
(d) Warwick? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) 01-17: 32,587; 02-17: 37,430; 03-17: 46,871; 04-17: 37,615; 05-17: 46,486; 06-17: 42,219; 07-17: 

39,955; 08-17: 45,194; 09-17: 41,854; 10-17: 45,930; 11-17: 46,226; 12-17: 39,731; 01-18: 42,404; 
02-18: 44,451; 03-18: 48,428;04-18: 42,820; 05-18: 49,007; 06-18: 43,813; 07-18: 44,592; 08-18: 48,018; 
09-18: 43,661; 10-18: 49,339; 11-18: 49,004; 12-18: 41,874; 01-19: 45,555; 02-19: 46,624; 03-19: 
49,613; 04-19: 44,011; 05-19: 50,828; 06-19: 42,720; 07-19: 46,814; 08-19: 48,842; 09-19: 45,170; 
10-19: 51,535; 11-19: 46,959; 12-19: 40,837; 01-20: 44,381; 02-20: 45,921; 03-20: 33,048; 04-20: 4,696 

(b) 01-17: 73,523; 02-17: 79,178; 03-17: 96,526; 04-17: 73,919; 05-17: 91,656; 06-17: 83,251; 07-17: 
77,241; 08-17: 87,452; 09-17: 79,240; 10-17: 85,951; 11-17: 86,211; 12-17: 75,106; 01-18: 74,710; 
02-18: 83,076; 03-18: 89,582; 04-18: 76,359; 05-18: 89,306; 06-18: 78,014; 07-18: 77,939; 08-18: 
86,654; 09-18: 76,160; 10-18: 84,709; 11-18: 85,227; 12-18: 71,372; 01-19: 73,966; 02-19: 80,072; 
03-19: 86,341; 04-19: 76,521; 05-19: 90,813; 06-19: 72,557; 07-19: 77,488; 08-19: 84,808; 09-19: 
78,629; 10-19: 85,384; 11-19: 80,631; 12-19: 72,188; 01-20: 73,776; 02-20: 81,325; 03-20: 59,732; 
04-20: 9,099 

(c) 01-17: 43,485; 02-17: 45,302; 03-17: 54,458; 04-17: 42,903; 05-17: 52,887; 06-17: 49,106; 07-17: 
45,083; 08-17: 51,400; 09-17: 46,491; 10-17: 50,700; 11-17: 49,757; 12-17: 44,494; 01-18: 45,418; 
02-18: 49,547; 03-18: 52,849; 04-18: 45,312; 05-18: 51,830; 06-18: 47,082; 07-18: 46,230; 08-18: 
51,444; 09-18: 47,729; 10-18: 52,020; 11-18: 52,309; 12-18: 45,745; 01-19: 46,266; 02-19: 50,231; 
03-19: 52,792; 04-19: 46,077; 05-19: 54,268; 06-19: 44,015; 07-19: 48,108; 08-19: 53,007; 09-19: 
49,556; 10-19: 54,567; 11-19: 50,318; 12-19: 45,635; 01-20: 47,996; 02-20: 49,732; 03-20: 35,325; 
04-20: 4,588 

(d) 01-17: 100,236; 02-17: 108,797; 03-17: 136,402; 04-17: 104,479; 05-17; 129,956; 06-17: 117,525; 07-17: 
109,337; 08-17: 125,304; 09-17: 112,805; 10-17: 119,617; 11-17: 117,496; 12-17: 103,022; 01-18: 
103,100; 02-18: 115,458; 03-18: 124,609; 04-18: 106,604; 05-18: 124,635; 06-18: 108,905; 07-18: 
110,354; 08-18: 121,987; 09-18: 110,451; 10-18: 121,333; 11-18: 118,095; 12-18 : 99,117; 01-19: 
102,740; 02-19: 113,742; 03-19: 124,232; 04-19: 108,642; 05-19: 126,890; 06-19: 102,486; 07-19: 
111,973; 08-19: 122,228; 09-19: 112,107; 10-19: 121,921; 11-19: 112,131; 12-19: 100,307; 01-20: 
105,005; 02-20: 113,350; 03-20: 86,696; 04-20: 13,172 

TRAIN STATIONS — CAR PARKS — JOONDALUP LINE 

6190. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
For the years 2017, 2018, 2019, and 2020 year to date, on average how many times a year did the car parks reach 
full capacity at the following train stations: 
(a) Edgewater; 
(b) Whitfords; 
(c) Greenwood; and 
(d) Warwick? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) Nil; Nil; Nil; Nil. 
(b) 123; 149; 142; 30 
(c) 178; 195; 221; 42 
(d) 188; 206; 130; 44 



4654 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 August 2020] 

 

MINISTER FOR WATER — PORTFOLIOS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6191. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Water; Forestry; Innovation and ICT; Science; Youth: 
In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 
Mr D.J. Kelly replied: 
(a)–(c) I refer the Member to the answer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

MINISTER FOR CHILD PROTECTION — PORTFOLIOS —  
FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6192. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Child Protection; Women’s Interests; Prevention of 
Family and Domestic Violence; Community Services: 

In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 
Ms S.F. McGurk replied: 
I refer the Member to the answer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT — PORTFOLIOS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6194. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
Refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

MINISTER FOR TOURISM — PORTFOLIOS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6195. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Tourism; Racing and Gaming; Small Business; Defence 
Issues; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 
Mr P. Papalia replied: 
I refer the Member to the answer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

MINISTER FOR MINES AND PETROLEUM — PORTFOLIOS —  
FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6196. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 



 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 August 2020] 4655 

 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 

(a)–(c) Questions cannot be answered in the way asked due to current reporting methodology. 

Public sector departments and organisations report FDV leave usage to the Department of Mines, Industry 
Regulation and Safety Public Sector Labour Relations Division (PSLR). Reporting reflects leave uptake 
over each six-month period following the introduction of FDV leave on 18 August 2017. 

Schedule 1 entities under the Public Sector Management Act 1992 (WA), including Government Trading 
Enterprises, are not required to report on FDV leave usage. 

The following table summarises sector-wide FDV usage since 2018. Reporting does not include the 
Department of Health (DoH), as there is no designated DoH payroll code for FDV leave. 

Reporting period Whole days taken Part days taken (hours) 

18 August 2017 – 17 February 2018 80 481.4 

18 February 2018 – 17 August 2018 226 208.7 

18 August 2018 – 17 February 2019 446 238.9 

18 February 2019 – 17 August 2019 451 294.5 

18 August 2019 – 17 February 2020 424 130.4 

Detailed data relating to FDV leave usage by department and organisation is attached. [See tabled paper 
no 3543.] 

TREASURER — PORTFOLIOS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6197. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Treasurer; Minister for Finance; Aboriginal Affairs; Lands: 
In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 

(a) 2018; 

(b) 2019; and 

(c) 2020 year to date? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 

I refer the Member to the answer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL — PORTFOLIOS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6198. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Attorney General; Minister for Commerce: 
In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 

(a) 2018; 

(b) 2019; and 

(c) 2020 year to date? 

Mr J.R. Quigley replied: 

(a)–(c) I refer the Member to the answer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

MINISTER FOR SENIORS AND AGEING — PORTFOLIOS —  
FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6199. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Seniors and Ageing; Volunteering; Sport and Recreation: 

In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 

(a) 2018; 

(b) 2019; and 

(c) 2020 year to date? 

Mr M.P. Murray replied: 

Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice No 6196. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013543a4b6e26f7157cffb3482585c10057c1c5/$file/3543.pdf
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MINISTER FOR HEALTH — PORTFOLIOS — FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 
6201. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Deputy Premier; Minister for Health; Mental Health: 
In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 
Mr R.H. Cook replied: 
I refer the Member to the answer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — PORTFOLIOS —  
FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6202. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6196. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — PORTFOLIOS —  
FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6204. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the minister representing the Minister for Regional Development; 
Agriculture and Food; Ports; Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 

In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 
Mr M. McGowan replied: 
I refer the Member to the answer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING — PORTFOLIOS —  
FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE LEAVE 

6207. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the minister representing the Minister for Education and Training: 
In relation to the Minister’s department, agency or government trading enterprise, since the introduction of family 
and domestic violence (FDV) leave in 2018, how many days of FDV leave has been taken for each month of: 
(a) 2018; 
(b) 2019; and 
(c) 2020 year to date? 
Mr P. Papalia replied: 
I refer the Member to the answer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6196. 

WORKSAFE — ASBESTOS MANAGEMENT 
6208. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
(1) In respect to WorkSafe’s asbestos management, specifically respirable crystalline silica, for the years 

2018, 2019, and 2020 year to date, how many: 
(a) Verbal directions were issued; 
(b) Improvement notices were issued; and 
(c) Prohibition notices were issued? 

(2) When is it anticipated that the review of WorkSafe’s computer system will be completed? 
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Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(1) Asbestos is a different substance to silica. The Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety – 

WorkSafe Directorate (WorkSafe) addresses silica and asbestos matters separately. In relation to silica, 
WorkSafe has conducted proactive campaigns since July 2018 and the following data is from 1 July 2018 
to 15 June 2020: 
(a) 2018 – 8 verbal directions 

2019 – 31 verbal directions 
2020 – 3 verbal directions 

(b) 2018 – 107 improvement notices 
2019 – 451 improvement notices 
2020 – 164 improvement notices 

(c) 2018 – 0 prohibition notices 
2019 – 6 prohibition notices 
2020 – 2 prohibition notices 

(2) The WorkSafe Information System Environment (WISE) is a 25 year old computer system. A project is 
expected to commence by the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety, in the second half 
of 2020, to identify available replacement systems and determine the specifications required to ensure the 
new system meets the needs of WorkSafe as a contemporary Case Management and Reporting System, 
including in the context of requirements of new Work Health and Safety legislation currently being 
progressed by the Government. 

TAXIS — PLATES BUYBACK SCHEME 
6211. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the McGowan Government’s voluntary taxi plate buy-back scheme, and I ask: 
(a) How many taxi plates have been bought-back for: 

(i) Conventional or Multi-Purpose taxi plates; 
(ii) Area Restricted plate; and 
(iii) Peak Period plate; and 

(b) What is the total amount of compensation that has been paid to date for: 
(i) Conventional or Multi-Purpose taxi plates; 
(ii) Area Restricted plate; and 
(iii) Peak Period plate? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) (i) 997 

(ii) 14 
(iii) 21 

(b) (i) $116,611,793 
(ii) $918,785 
(iii) $585,209 

REGIONAL TAXI TRANSITION SUPPORT PACKAGE 
6212. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the McGowan Government’s Regional Taxi Transition Support Package, and I ask: 
(a) How many regional taxi operators have received payments through the support package; 
(b) What is the total amount paid to regional taxi operators through the support package to date; and 
(c) How many taxi-car licences does the amount in (b) apply to? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
The following information applies to the Regional Taxi Transition Support Package announced on 9 May 2019: 
(a) 236 Individuals. 
(b) $2.77m 
(c) 282 country taxi-car licences. 
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TAXIS — PLATES 
6213. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
How many taxi plates were operational in the Perth metropolitan area as at: 
(a) 1 January 2018; 
(b) 1 January 2019; and 
(c) 1 January 2020? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) 1,978 
(b) 1,900 
(c) 1,827 
Note: these figures include all Metropolitan taxi plates (not vehicles) including Conventional, Peak Period, Area 
Restricted, Multi-purpose and Purpose built (all these categories ceased to exist when the Passenger Transport 
Vehicles commenced). 

TRANSPORT — FREMANTLE CONTAINER SUBSIDY 
6214. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the Fremantle container subsidy, and I ask: 
(a) what was the total payments made for each of the following years: 

(i) 2010–11; 
(ii) 2011–12; 
(iii) 2012–13; 
(iv) 2013–14; 
(v) 2014–15; 
(vi) 2015–16; 
(vii) 2016–17; 
(viii) 2017–18; and 
(ix) 2018–19; and 

(b) What are the forecast payments for each of the following years: 
(i) 2019–20; 
(ii) 2020–21; 
(iii) 2021–22; and 
(iv) 2022–23? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) (i) $2.17 million 

(ii) 2.79 million 
(iii) $2.77 million 
(iv) $3.28 million 
(v) $3.46 million 
(vi)–(viii) Refer to Legislative Council Question without Notice 897 and Legislative Assembly 

2019–20 Budget Estimates Supplementary Information No. A22. 
(ix) Refer to Legislative Council Question without Notice 897. 

(b) (i)–(iv) Refer to the relevant Budget Paper and Mid-year Financial Projections Statement. 
METRONET — PROJECTS UNDER DEVELOPMENT 

6215. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to page 537 of Budget Paper 2, Volume 2 of the 2019–20 Budget, and I ask: 
(a) Will the Minister provide a list of all of the projects currently captured under the line item – Provision for 

projects under development – METRONET – related road projects under development; 



 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 August 2020] 4659 

 

(b) What is the estimated value of each of those projects that make up the $209.145 million; and 
(c) What is the forecast completion date for each of the projects? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a)–(c) The Provision for METRONET Road Projects Under Development is a provision for future road-related 

works across the METRONET program. The provision is not broken down into individual METRONET 
projects. The Government will allocate roadworks funding from the provision on a case-by-case basis, as 
and when it considers investment proposals. 

POLICE — TREASURY — RESOURCES AGREEMENT 
6217. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the Police resource agreement between the WA Police Force and Treasury, and ask: 
(a) On what date did the WA Police Force and the Department of Treasury reach agreement on a draft 

resource agreement; 
(b) On what date did the draft resource agreement become the agreed resource agreement for the current 

financial year; 
(c) On what date did Police Commissioner Chris Dawson sign the current resource agreement; and 
(d) On what date did the Treasurer sign the current resource agreement? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
(a) Not applicable. The Department of Treasury does not reach agreement with the WA Police Force on the 

Resource Agreement. The Resource Agreement allocates responsibilities for meeting Budget targets, 
including expenditure targets. It is signed by the Minister for Police and Road Safety, the Commissioner 
of Police and the Treasurer. 

(b) 8 July 2019. 
(c) 6 May 2019. 
(d) 8 July 2019. 

TRANSPORT — MORLEY–ELLENBROOK RAIL LINE 
6218. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the Project Business Case Evaluation Summary for the Morley–Ellenbrook rail line by Infrastructure Australia, 
which states that the total cost of the project is $2.12 billion, and I ask: 
(a) What is the breakdown of the project cost by: 

(i) Capital expenditure for rail; 
(ii) Capital expenditure for new stations; 
(iii) Capital expenditure for upgraded Bayswater Station; 
(iv) Rolling stock; 
(v) Maintenance; 
(vi) Recurrent costs; and 
(vii) Other? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) Procurement for the Morley–Ellenbrook line is currently underway. Specific cost breakdowns will be 

confirmed as this process progresses. 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT — AUTHORISED INQUIRIES 

6219. Mr R.S. Love to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to Authorised Inquiries, and ask: 
(a) Please give details of the Authorised Inquiries currently underway; 
(b) For each Authorised Inquiry please advise: 

(i) the expected completion date; and 
(ii) the expenditure; 

(c) Please give details of the Authorised Inquiries completed since March 2017, and the expenditure on each; 
(d) Please give details of the Authorised Inquiries in the period March 2013 to March 2017, and the expenditure 

on each? 
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Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a) The Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries (the Department) currently has 

seven Authorised Inquiries underway: 
Town of Cambridge; 
Shire of Toodyay; 
Shire of Wiluna; 
City of Cockburn; 
City of Subiaco; 
Shire of Coolgardie; and 
Shire of Mingenew. 

(b) (i) Whilst the Department endeavours to provide a timely response to all Authorised Inquiries and 
complaints, due to the fluid nature of investigations they are not subject to completion dates. 

(ii) The Department does not record specific costs for individual Authorised Inquiries unless there 
is a specific reason to do so. An Authorised inquiry is part of the agency’s core business. 

(c) Shire of Wiluna; 
City of Melville; 
Shire of Perenjori; 
Shire of Carnarvon; 
City of Perth; 
Shire of Ngaanyatjarraku; 
City of Joondalup; and 
City of Mandurah. 
Expenditure as per answer in (b)(ii). 

(d) City of Perth (2016) and Shire of Wiluna (2016) 
Expenditure as per answer in (b)(ii). 

CORONAVIRUS — AL KUWAIT 

6221. Mr D.T. Redman to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the Al Kuwait docking in Fremantle Port on 22 May 2020, and ask: 
(a) When was Mr Paul Armstrong (WA Director of Communicable Disease Control) first notified of the email 

sent by a federal department to the Public Health Emergency Operations Centre (PHEOC ) prior to the 
docking of the Al Kuwait at Fremantle port, the contents of which referred to health issues on the vessel; 

(b) What is the position title of the highest ranking person in PHEOC who ultimately determines whether 
information in an email or a phonecall should be escalated for reasons of COVID-19 response: 
(i) Does the person in this position read all emails coming in on the generic email address; 

(c) What is the position title of the highest ranking person in the Department of Health who read the email 
sent from a federal department to the PHEOC up to the point where the issue was raised with authorities 
by Keith McCorriston; 

(d) At what point were WA authorities aware that the crew of the Al Kuwait were not leaving the vessel 
following docking on 22 May 2020; and 

(e) Have any vessels entering WA Ports been refused rights to birth on the based upon a WA decision to 
reject it on the basis of health risk: 
(i) If so, on which occasions and what were the circumstances? 

Mr R.H. Cook replied: 
I am advised: 
(a) Dr Paul Armstrong was first notified of the email on 25 May 2020. 
(b) Senior Medical Advisor. 

(i) No. 
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(c) The Department of Health is unable to confirm the specific time the email was read, or by whom. On 
22 May, the PHEOC Operations Team comprised persons working in the following roles: Senior Medical 
Advisor, Medical Registrar, and Senior Policy and Planning Officer. 

(d) 22 May 2020. 
(e) No. 

(i) Not applicable. 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT REVIEW PANEL 

6222. Mr R.S. Love to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the Local Government Review Panel announced on 6 November 2019, and ask: 
(a) Please table the current terms of reference, specifically referencing whether the panel will address the 

following: 
(i) Council boundaries; 
(ii) Rates and setting of rates; 
(iii) Current regulations; 
(iv) Oversight by the Minister; and 
(v) Interactions with the Department of Local Government, Sports and Culture or any future 

Department of Local Government; 
(b) Given the pandemic may have delayed proceedings, when is the Panel expected to report and is this 

different to the original timeline; 
(c) Who will receive a copy of the final report; 
(d) Why was the panel established more than two years after the Local Government Review commenced; 
(e) Please identify the local government ‘best practice models in Australia and overseas’ which the panel are 

reviewing; 
(f) Regarding the selection process to identify members of the Local Government Review Panel: 

(i) How many members are on the panel; 
(ii) Please detail the selection process; and 
(iii) Please detail the selection criteria; 

(g) What is the budget for the panel’s operations? Please detail: 
(i) Payment of panel members; 
(ii) Reimbursement of out of pocket expenses; 
(iii) Expected travel budget; and 
(iv) Expenditure to date; 

(h) Has the panel changed since it was formed? If yes, please identify the date members left or joined; 
(i) Why are there no members of the public on the panel; and 
(j) Why are there no current Local Government councillors represented on the panel? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a) The report of the Local Government Review Panel was publically released on 5 August 2020. 
(b)–(c) See (a). 
(d) The Panel was established to independently assess and provide recommendations on the feedback collected 

during the extensive consultation on the direction and requirements for a new Local Government Act. 
(e) See (a). 
(f) The six Panel members were selected on the basis of their diverse experience working either in, or with, 

local governments. 
(g) $62,700 

(i) Four Panel members were paid $1,800/day (ex GST) or $225/hour (ex GST) for half day 
meetings. Two Panel members received no remuneration for their participation. 

(ii)–(iii) One member claimed travel. The budget for their out of pocket expenses and travel was $7,680. 
(iv) $65,630 
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(h) No. 
(i)–(j) The panel members were selected on the basis of their experience in, or with, local government, including: 

policy; legal practitioner; and drafting legislation in other states. They were appointed to assess and 
provide recommendations on the feedback received during extensive consultation with the community 
and local governments, including council members. 

FINFISH NURSERY — GERALDTON 
6224. Mr I.C. Blayney to the Minister for Fisheries: 
I refer to the media release on 12 February 2020 titled ‘Progress on the finfish nursery to boost WA aquaculture 
growth’, calling for tenders to fit-out a marine finfish nursery facility in Geraldton, and I ask: 
(a) What criteria was used by the evaluation panel to assess offers; 
(b) How many applications were received: 

(i) Did any of these applications include proposals to operate as well as build the nursery; 
(ii) How many of these applications were local; and 
(iii) Outline how local is defined according to (ii) above; 

(c) When can the facility expected to be: 
(i) Completely constructed; 
(ii) Open; 
(iii) Fully operational; and 
(iv) Operating at bi-monthly capacity; 

(d) Considering all tender offers for the nursery were declined, will the request for tender for the nursery be 
re-opened and if so, when; 

(e) If no to (d), outline the expected progress of the nursery now that the request for tender was not successful; 
(f) How many staff will be employed at the nursery; 
(g) Will these staff be employed by the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, 

specifically as Fisheries Officers: 
(i) If not, who will be their employer; 

(h) Is the new nursery still expected to be located within the Batavia Coast Maritime Institute; 
(i) Please provide a breakdown of expenditure to date; 
(j) Is the development of the finfish nursery in any way dependent on the proposal by Huon Aquaculture to 

build a yellowtail kingfish farm in the Mid West Aquaculture Zone; and 
(k) Will the finfish nursery proceed even if the Huon Aquaculture venture does not? 
Mr P.C. Tinley replied: 
(a) Criteria used to assess offers: 

Value for money; 
Suitability of proposed products; 
Experience and compliance; 
Personnel and skills; and 
Western Australian Industry Participation Strategy. 

(b) Two 
(i) No. 
(ii) Nil. 
(iii) Local is defined as Western Australia. 

(c) (i)–(iv) Q4 2021 
(d) No. 
(e) A specialist company has been engaged to undertake the design as a sole supplier, with input from the 

Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD). Supply and installation of 
equipment for fit-out will be undertaken through a separate tender process. 

(f) Three to four full time employees and approximately 10 casual employees. 
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(g) Staffing arrangements for nursery operations are not yet finalised. 
(h) Yes. 
(i) Breakdown of expenditure to date: 

Environmental consulting: $64,290. 
Professional fees and preliminary site works: $243,970. 
Seawater intake and treatment trials: $152,530. 
Professional services and construction of seawater supply bores: $228,200. 

(j) No. 
(k) Yes. 

TRAIN STATIONS — ESCALATORS 
6225. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
For the years 2019 and 2020 to date, how many days of each calendar year were escalators at each train station 
across the Transport network non-operational due to breakdowns and maintenance? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
It is noted that escalators at stations along the Joondalup line and in the Perth CBD were upgraded in 2012/13. 
Since these upgrades, there have been significant issues with escalator performance and downtime. 
Average Downtime Between January 2019 and June 2020: 
Aubin Grove: 37 outages, 3.87 hours; Bull Creek: 22 outages, 12.45 hours; Butler: 26 outages, 6.19 hours; 
Clarkson: 14 outages, 13.26 hours; Cockburn Central: 21 outages, 11.46 hours; Elizabeth Quay: 37 outages, 
1.85 hours; Glendalough: 34 outages, 13.92 hours; Joondalup: 35 outages, 95.37 hours; Kwinana: 34 outages, 
2.57 hours; Murdoch: 13 outages, 6.12 hours; Perth Bus Port 41 outages, 3.62 hours; Perth City: 119 outages, 
3.22 hours; Perth Underground: 230 outages, 2.77 hours; Rockingham: 9 outages, 12.56 hours; Stirling: 
48 outages, 163.9 hours; Subiaco: 8 outages, 24.82 hours; Warnbro: 27 outages, 7.97 hours; Warwick: 39 outages, 
8.24 hours; Wellard: 10 outages, 7.56 hours; Whitfords: 21 outages, 126.11 hours. 

TRAIN STATIONS — ESCALATORS 
6226. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
Since 17 March 2017, how much has been spent on escalator repairs and maintenance at each train station across 
the Transperth rail network? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
Aubin Grove: $64,376.96; Bull Creek: $110,622.50; Butler: $112,828.59; Perth Busport: $428,864.97; Clarkson: 
$273,497.73; Cockburn Central: $198,582.56; Elizabeth Quay: $11,327.46; Glendalough: $458,585.54; 
Joondalup: $259,297.78; Kwinana: $167,851.62; Murdoch: $111,261.50; Perth: $922,742.30; Rockingham: 
$309,527.73; Stirling: $147,730.01; Subiaco: $218,960.46; Wanbro: $180,862.07; Warwick: $550,414.93; 
Wellard: $152,957.45; Whitfords: $208,320.15 

TRAIN STATIONS — ESCALATORS 
6227. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the WA Today article ‘Lawyers involved as Perth train station problems escalate’ on 21 March 2019, and I ask: 
(a) What was identified as the cause of train station escalators breaking down; 
(b) Has a permanent solution been implemented to improve their reliability; 
(c) Are there any outstanding issues with train station escalators; 
(d) What was the outcome of the legal dispute regarding the train station escalator replacement program 

resulting in train station escalators breaking down; 
(e) How many additional resources did the Public Transport Authority commit to resolving these issues; and 
(f) Has there been any additional cost to the State Government related to these issues? If yes, what was the 

total additional cost? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
It should be noted that the escalators to which the Member is referring were upgraded under the former 
Barnett–Harvey Liberal government in 2012/13. Since these works, there have been significant issues with 
escalator performance and downtime. 
(a) Mechanical defects 
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(b)–(c) A solution is in the process of being implemented. 
(d) The Public Transport Authority (PTA) and KONE have entered into a Deed of Settlement. 
(e) The PTA did not employ additional staff to deal with this matter. 
(f) The PTA incurred costs for legal support and technical review by independent experts. The total cost was 

approximately $470,000. 
PLANNING — HILLARYS BOAT HARBOUR 

6228. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
I refer to the Government announcement on 3 June regarding the Hillarys Boat Harbour, and I ask: 
(a) What is the expected total cost of the three walking trails; 
(b) Was there a tender for the work; 
(c) If yes to (b), how many tenders did the Department of Transport receive; 
(d) If yes to (b) when did tenders open and close; 
(e) Who was awarded the contract; and 
(f) Was there consultation with the City of Joondalup about the new trails? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
In addition to walking tail markers, at Hillarys Boat Harbour the McGowan Government has invested $20,000 in 
additional CCTV cameras, $1.6 million in maintenance and $6.8 million for the replacement of jetties with a new 
floating pen system. 
(a) $1,080 
(b) No. 
(c)–(d) Not applicable. 
(e) This is an internally resourced Department of Transport project. 
(f) Yes. 

PLANNING — HILLARYS BOAT HARBOUR 
6229. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
I refer to the $117 million contract awarded to Broadspectrum announced by the Government on 3 June, and I ask: 
(a) What amount has been allocated for works at the Hillarys Boat Harbour; 
(b) What will this maintenance work entail; and 
(c) When will the work commence? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) The current proposed maintenance budget for Hillarys Boat Harbour in 2020–21 is $1.6 million. 
(b) The maintenance works vary from reactive to programmed maintenance for various asset types. 
(c) Works have commenced. 

COMMUNITY SERVICES — EMERGENCY ACCOMMODATION 
6230. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Community Services: 
I refer to the decision by the Department of Communities to remove eleven hotels and hostels from its emergency 
accommodation list, following a fire at the Exclusive Backpackers, and ask can you provide: 
(a) a list of all eleven hostels/hotels; 
(b) details of the new standards which are in place to determine the suitability of emergency accommodation; 

and 
(c) details of how each of the eleven hostels/hotels do not meet the new standards? 
Ms S.F. McGurk replied: 
(a) The Department of Communities (Communities) removed the following facilities from the list of 

emergency accommodation providers: 
(1) Beatty Lodge 
(2) Billabong Resort 
(3) Emperors Crown – Queensbay Ltd 
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(4) Exclusive Backpackers 
(5) Great Eastern Motor Lodge 
(6) Indian Ocean Hotel 
(7) Kangaroo Inn 
(8) Palms Bed and Breakfast 
(9) Perth City Backpackers Hostel 
(10) Perth City Apartment Hotel 
(11) Perth City Motel 

(b) Communities is implementing a staged, ongoing annual compliance review process which involves 
Communities staff working in partnership with regulatory agencies and local governments to assess if an 
accommodation facility continues to meet Communities’ expectations of safety, health and comfort. 
It is proposed to use the inspection reports obtained from the regulatory agencies and/or local governments 
on an annual basis to assess if a property meets Communities’ expectations and provides appropriate 
comfort with respect to health and safety requirements. 
It is proposed to only use accommodation that provides the following as a minimum standard: 

Rooms and public areas are clean and tidy; 
Rooms and facilities, including kitchens, meet health and hygiene standards and are in 
reasonably good repair; 
Rooms are lockable from the inside to provide comfort of mind and protection but may be easily 
exited in an emergency; 
Smoke detection equipment and fire extinguishers are installed, operating and maintained; 
Emergency exits exist, are clearly signed, clear of obstructions and are available to be used in 
an emergency; and 
Residual Current Devices are installed on electric circuits. 

Reports from the regulatory agencies and/or local governments will be reviewed by Communities to 
provide specific information and comfort with respect to each of the above minimum requirements. 
If reports are not available that report on each of the above requirements, or the property does not meet 
minimum standards based on the reports, the particular property will not be used for crisis accommodation 
by Communities. 

(c) The decision by Communities to remove these properties from the emergency accommodation list does 
not imply the property was non-compliant with the new standards. 
In the case of several facilities, despite being on the emergency accommodation list, they were not actively 
being used and have now been formally removed for the following reasons: 

Facilities have indicated they are no longer willing to accommodate clients of the Department 
Dispute in regard to damage payments 
Not conducive to supporting highly vulnerable clients 
Facilities only available on a “bed and breakfast” basis. 

CORONAVIRUS — LAND TAX 
6231. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Treasurer; Minister for Finance; Aboriginal Affairs; Lands: 
I refer to the government’s 23 April 2020 announcement of $100 million in land tax relief grants, and I ask: 
(a) Please detail the number of applications that have been received and what is the total amount sought from 

these applications.; 
(b) How much land tax relief has so far been approved and how many applicants have been successful; 
(c) Does the Government expect to expend its full $100 million relief package for commercial landlords; and 
(d) If not, will the Government consider loosening the criteria for land tax concession eligibility to ensure 

the $100 million in land tax relief is delivered, especially to those landlords whose main source of income 
is from commercial property? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
(a)–(d) The Treasurer will provide an update on the application of the $100 million to support land tax relief in 

the next sitting of Parliament, including how many applications and how much money has been paid out. 
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CORONAVIRUS — TOURISM ORGANISATIONS 
6232. Mr D.T. Redman to the Minister for Tourism; Racing and Gaming; Small Business; Defence Issues; 

Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
I refer to the $14.5m grants program for tourism operators impacted by the COVID-19 crisis, and ask: 
(a) Can the Minister outline how many tourism businesses are members of each of the Regional Tourism 

Organisations (RTO); 
(b) Can a member of an RTO be a member without being accredited: 

(i) If not, what is the process for becoming accredited; 
(ii) If yes, are members of an RTO who are not accredited, eligible for the $6,500 tourism grants as 

announced by the Minister; 
(c) Are former members of an RTO (gave up membership prior to 31 January 2020) who have achieved 

accreditation in the past, eligible for the $6,500 grants announced by the Minister: 
(i) If not, why not; 

(d) Is the eligibility criteria for the $6,500 grants simply a tool to reduce the number of applicants for the grants: 
(i) If not, what is the basis for using accreditation with defined organisations as eligibility for the 

$6,500 grants; 
(e) According to the eligibility criteria for the $6,500 grant, how many tourism businesses in WA are eligible 

for the grant; 
(f) How many tourism businesses are there in WA: 

(i) What proportion of those tourism businesses are eligible for the $6,500 grant; 
(g) What tourism organisations were involved with setting criteria for the tourism grants; and 
(h) Was the Tourism Council of WA involved with setting the criteria for the grants? 
Mr P. Papalia replied: 
The State Government’s $14.4 million WA Tourism Recovery Program includes two funding streams – the 
$10.4 million Tourism Recovery Fund (one-off cash grants of $6 500) and the $4 million Tourism Business 
Survival Grants. 
(a) Refer to Legislative Council Question without Notice 609. 
(b) Yes. 

(i) Not applicable. 
(ii) Yes. 

(c) No. 
(i) Refer to Legislative Council Question without Notice 646. 

(d) No. 
(d)(i)–(f)(i) Refer to Legislative Council Question without Notice 646. 
(g) Refer to Legislative Assembly Question without Notice 444. 
(h) No. 

CORONAVIRUS — TOURISM STAFF 
6233. Mr D.T. Redman to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the DETECT COVID-19 testing program of asymptomatic tourism staff announced on 2 June 2020, and ask: 
(a) What are the eligibility criteria for asymptomatic testing of tourism staff; 
(b) Can the Minister confirm that only “accredited” tourism businesses are eligible for asymptomatic covid 

testing: 
(i) If yes, what is the basis for only accredited businesses being eligible for testing; 

(c) Has there been any analysis of the geographic location of accredited tourism businesses, as it applies to 
an effective strategy of asymptomatic testing across the state: 
(i) If not, why not; 
(ii) If so, will the Minister table that analysis; and 

(d) On what basis was the eligibility criteria of being an “accredited” tourism business used as a criteria for 
asymptomatic testing of tourism staff? 



 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 August 2020] 4667 

 

Mr R.H. Cook replied: 
(a) The DETECT Snapshot eligibility criteria included aged 18 years and over, not experiencing symptoms 

of COVID-19 and presentation of identification that the individual was an employee of the tourism sector. 
(b) All tourism sector employees, involved in the planning, booking and delivery of tourism activities were 

eligible for testing. 
(i) Not applicable. 

(c) No. 
(i) Testing was available from all public hospitals across the state and various pathology collection 

centres. 
(ii) Not applicable. 

(d) This was not a criterion. 
COMMUNITY SERVICES — EMERGENCY ACCOMMODATION 

6234. Mr A. Krsticevic to the Minister for Community Services: 
I refer to the decision by the Department of Communities to remove eleven hotels and hostels from its emergency 
accommodation list, following a fire at the Exclusive Backpackers, and ask can you provide details of: 
(a) how many people accessed emergency accommodation at each of the 11 hotels/hostels in each year since 

2017; 
(b) please provide a breakdown of the information provided in (a) by the number of: 

(i) males; 
(ii) females; and 
(iii) people aged: 

(A) under 18 years; 
(B) 18–25 years; 
(C) 26–35 years; 
(D) 36–65 years; and 
(E) 66 years plus; and 

(c) which service providers were contracted to support individuals receiving emergency accommodation at 
each hotel/hostel? 

Ms S.F. McGurk replied: 
(a)–(c) In order to obtain this information, the Department of Communities would need to conduct a manual 

search of individual personal case files. This would take significant time and effort and it would be 
unreasonable to apply operational resources to undertake this task. 

FRACKING — IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
6235. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the government’s Implementation Plan and its 20 implementation actions in response to the 91 findings 
and 44 recommendations of the Final Report of the Independent Scientific Panel Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture 
Stimulation, and ask: 
(a) How many of the 20 actions have been implemented; 
(b) Which action items are yet to be implemented; 
(c) What is the target implementation date for outstanding actions; and 
(d) Will target dates for outstanding actions be met, and if not what is the revised target for each action? 
Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
Progress on the implementation plan is reported publicly on the implementation website 
(www.hydraulicfracturing.wa.gov.au) and updated quarterly. The following information is as at 30 June 2020. 
(a)–(b) Actions 1, 12, 16, 18 and 20 have been fully implemented. The remainder are yet to be fully implemented. 
(c)–(d) As the House is aware, the COVID-19 crisis has had an impact on many of the State’s programs, including 

the Government’s implementation of the scientific inquiry recommendations. 
Despite this, implementation of the scientific inquiry recommendations is continuing and the McGowan 
Government is working to implement the remaining actions (except those requiring legislative amendments) 
by 31 December 2020. 
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FRACKING — IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
6236. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the government’s Implementation Plan in response to the Final Report of the Independent Scientific Panel 
Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation, specifically Action 5a, and ask: 
(a) Has a draft process and procedures document been prepared that covers the proposed new requirement 

for consent of relevant traditional owners before hydraulic fracture stimulation production is permitted, 
and if not, when is it likely to be completed and available for stakeholders to examine; 

(b) Will the draft process and procedures be displayed on the Implementation Plan website prior to seeking 
consent of traditional owners; 

(c) Will the final requirement for consent of traditional owners before hydraulic fracture stimulation 
production is permitted be a veto power, and will this be implemented by regulation, legislation or by 
some other mechanism; 

(d) Does Action 5a, which refers to “production” apply to exploration permits as well as production licences; 
(e) Will the draft process and procedures document allow for a dispute resolution process and a mechanism 

for the Minister to intervene and if necessary make a final determination; 
(f) What consultation has been undertaken to date with traditional owners in developing the draft process 

and procedures; and 
(g) When will the final process and procedures document be completed and approved by the government and 

will legislation be required to implement any of its requirements? 
Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a) No. The target completion date as set out in the Government’s implementation plan is December 2020. 

However, some delays have been experienced due to COVID-19. Outstanding actions except those 
requiring legislative change, are due to be implemented by 31 December 2020. 
Information describing the process for consent of relevant traditional owners will be published on the 
Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety’s website once it is finalised. 

(b) See answer (a). 
(c) The mechanism for requiring the consent of traditional owners will be finalised after the Government has 

had the opportunity to consider stakeholder feedback arising from the consultation process. 
(d) No. 
(e) No. 
(f) Specific consultation with Traditional Owners on the mechanism has been delayed by COVID-19 restrictions. 
(g) The target completion date as set out in the Government’s implementation plan is December 2020. Any 

legislative amendments will be confirmed following consultation. 
FRACKING — IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

6237. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the government’s Implementation Plan in response to the Final Report of the Independent Scientific Panel 
Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation, specifically Action 5b, and ask: 
(a) Have draft legislative amendments and policies been prepared that cover the proposed new requirement 

for the consent of private owners before hydraulic fracture stimulation production is permitted on freehold 
land, and if not, when are they likely to be completed and available for stakeholders to examine; 

(b) Will the draft legislative amendments and policies be displayed on the Implementation Plan website to 
enable stakeholders to submit comments; 

(c) Will the draft legislative amendments and policies allow for a dispute resolution process and a mechanism 
for the Minister to intervene and if necessary make a final determination; 

(d) What consultation has been undertaken to date with stakeholders in developing the draft legislative 
amendments and policies; and 

(e) When will the final legislative amendments and policies be completed and approved by the government 
and will legislation be introduced into Parliament this year? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a) No. The target completion date as set out in the Government’s implementation plan is December 2020. 

However, some delays have been experienced due to COVID-19. Outstanding actions except those 
requiring legislative change, are due to be implemented by 31 December 2020. 
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(b) This will be considered after consultations on appropriate mechanisms. 
(c) No. 
(d) Delays have been experienced due to COVID-19. 
(e) The target completion date as set out in the Government’s Implementation Plan is December 2020. Any 

legislative amendments will be commenced following consultation. 
TRANSPORT — PERTH PARKING LEVY 

6238. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the Perth Parking Levy, and I ask: 
(a) What is the current balance of the Perth Parking Licensing Account; 
(b) What future projects are anticipated to be funded from the Perth Parking Licensing Account? 
Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(a) As at 30 June 2019: $93.44m 
(b) Future projects anticipated to be funded from the Perth Parking Licensing Account will be guided by the 

Perth Greater CBD Transport Plan. 
FRACKING — IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

6239. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the government’s Implementation Plan in response to the Final Report of the Independent Scientific Panel 
Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation, specifically Action 6, and ask: 
(a) Has consultation with stakeholders commenced to develop appropriate mechanisms for access to land 

with relevant traditional owners, private landowners and lease holders, for the location, maintenance, 
operation and remediation of infrastructure and compensation for residual damage to the subsequent 
productive use of the land, for hydraulic fracturing production projects. If so, who has been consulted; 

(b) Has consultation with stakeholders begun to develop appropriate mechanisms for compensation with 
relevant traditional owners, private landowners and lease holders, for the location, maintenance, operation 
and remediation of infrastructure and compensation for residual damage to the subsequent productive use 
of the land, for hydraulic fracturing production projects. If so, who has been consulted and what will be 
the parameters to determine the monetary value of any compensation; 

(c) Will any draft legislative amendments for land access and compensation be displayed on the 
Implementation Plan website to enable stakeholders to submit comments; 

(d) Will the draft legislative amendments allow for a dispute resolution process and a mechanism for the 
Minister to intervene and if necessary make a final determination; and 

(e) When will the final legislative amendments be completed and approved by the government and will 
legislation be introduced into Parliament this year? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a) No. 
(b) No. 
(c) This will be considered after consultation on appropriate mechanisms. 
(d) Not as currently proposed (based on the Mining Act access to surface rights model). 
(e) The target completion date as set out in the Government’s Implementation Plan is December 2020. 

However, some delays have been experienced due to COVID-19. Outstanding actions except those 
requiring legislative change, are due to be implemented by 31 December 2020. 

TRANSPORT — PERTH PARKING LEVY 
6240. Ms L. Mettam to the Minister for Transport: 
(1) Can you please provide a breakdown on how the Perth Parking Levy has been spent since 1 July 2017, 

including: 
(a) details of the specific projects; 
(b) the successful contractor for each project; 
(c) the budgeted amount for each project; and 
(d) the actual expenditure for each project? 

(2) If no to (1) why not? 
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Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
(1) (a) Central Area Transit and Free Transit Zone services within central Perth; Active traffic 

management and incident response service; Operation and administration of the Perth Parking 
Levy scheme and Act; CAT bus replacement program; Windan Bridge PSP and lighting; East Perth 
multi-modal transport initiatives 

(b) Public Transport Authority; Main Roads; Department of Transport; Public Transport Authority; 
Main Roads; City of Perth 

(c) $47.713m; $6.75m; $5.981m; $7.27m; $0.9m; $1.231m 
(d) $46.047m; $6.707m; $3.599m; $7.27; $0.581; $1.231 

FRACKING — IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
6241. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the government’s Implementation Plan in response to the Final Report of the Independent Scientific Panel 
Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation, specifically Action 8 which is for the Department of Health (DOH) 
to review proposals where there is potential for public health impacts, and ask: 
(a) How many hydraulic fracture stimulation projects in the past have been referred to DOH for review and 

did they add or recommend further conditions to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) approval 
conditions; 

(b) If no projects have been referred by the EPA to the DOH in the past is there a reason; 
(c) Given that Action 7 seeks the EPA to consider under Part IV of the Environmental Protection Act, 

“among other things”, an exhaustive prescribed list of environmental and health related factors for 
assessment, what additional factors will DOH be able to add as part of their review of any proposals; 

(d) Has DOH provided the Senior Officials Steering Group (SOSG) with a draft process for DOH to review 
and provide advice to the EPA on the robustness of referred, peer-reviewed, site-specific risk assessments 
for future hydraulic fracture stimulation projects; 

(e) What date was Action 8 planned to be completed; and 
(f) When will Action 8 be completed and will it include the release of a draft discussion paper for public 

comment and feedback? 
Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a) The Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety (DMIRS) has not referred any hydraulic 

fracture stimulation projects to DoH. 
(b) The EPA chose not to assess any hydraulic fracture stimulation proposals prior to 2016 and none were 

received post-2016, prior to Black Mountain’s (Bennet Resources) self-referral in July 2020. 
(c) DoH will review and provide advice on: 

human health risk assessments for chemicals proposed for use in the composition of drilling and 
hydraulic fracture fluids, utilised in exploration and production activities involving hydraulic 
fracture stimulation, where they have the potential to impact public health; and 
the risk to public health from impacts on air and water quality and contamination of land arising 
from such proposals. 

(d) Yes. 
(e) As set out in the publicly available Implementation Plan, the original completion date for Action 8 was 

May 2020. 
(f) The position paper is planned to be published on the Hydraulic Fracture Website in the quarter ending 

30 September 2020. 
FRACKING — IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 

6242. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the government’s Implementation Plan in response to the Final Report of the Independent Scientific Panel 
Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation, specifically Action 10, and ask: 
(a) Is Action 10 specific to hydraulic fracture stimulation projects or more broadly to all development projects 

submitted to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) for assessment under Part IV of the 
Environmental Protection Act; 

(b) Has the government completed investigations into data requirements to estimate additional greenhouse 
gas (GHG) emissions from projects; 
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(c) Does “additional” GHG emissions include Scope 2 and Scope 3 emissions; 
(d) If Scope 2 and 3 emissions are included by the EPA in assessing offsets for projects how will they be 

determined for exploration permits; 
(e) Has the feasibility of a policy framework setting out government expectations for GHG offsets for proposals 

been assessed and have stakeholders been consulted; 
(f) Will the government release a policy for public comment and feedback via the Implementation Plan website; 
(g) What date was Action 10 planned to be completed; and 
(h) When will Action 10 be completed and does it require legislative amendments? 
Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a) Action 10 is specific to onshore oil and gas production involving Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation. 
(b) Yes. 
(c) No. 
(d) Action 10 only applies to hydraulic fracture stimulation for oil and gas production, not exploration. 
(e) The relevant Government agencies are still assessing policy implementation options. Specific stakeholder 

consultation has not occurred. 
(f) As set out in the publicly available Implementation Plan, a draft policy framework will be released for 

public comment. 
(g) As set out in the publicly available Implementation Plan the original completion date for Action 10 was 

April 2020. 
(h) A revised completion date will be announced soon through the publicly available Implementation Plan website. 

FRACKING — IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
6243. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to Action 18 of the government’s Implementation Plan in response to the Final Report of the Independent 
Scientific Panel Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation, which recommends the establishment of the Clean Energy 
Future Fund (CEFF), to be administered by the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation (DWER) and 
the allocation of net royalties from onshore hydraulic fracture stimulation petroleum projects to the fund, and ask: 
(a) Does the allocation of net royalties refer to all royalty income due to Western Australia from both 

petroleum and gas arising from a hydraulic fracture stimulation project; 
(b) Does this include any royalty from the Ungani Oilfield; 
(c) What other current projects will contribute to the CEFF; 
(d) What royalty income has the government projected for the next 4 years from hydraulic fracture 

stimulation projects and that will flow into the CEFF; and 
(e) Does the government anticipate new applications for exploration permits by companies wishing to use 

hydraulic fracture stimulation techniques over the next 4 years and if so which prospective regions are 
these permits likely to be located? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a) Yes. 
(b) No, fracking has not been used, nor is projected to be used, at the Ungani oilfield. 
(c) None. There are no producing onshore oil and gas projects that use hydraulic fracture stimulation in 

Western Australia. 
(d) The Government’s royalty projections over the next four years do not include any royalties from hydraulic 

stimulation projects. 
(e) No. 

PERTH CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL — CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT 
6244. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Deputy Premier; Minister for Health; Mental Health: 
I refer to the construction contract for the construction of Perth Children’s Hospital in the electorate of Nedlands, 
and ask: 
(a) What was the original tender price for the construction of Perth Children’s Hospital; 
(b) What was the total additional cost of all approved cost variations due to any change in scope of the 

contract initiated by the government and how many variation orders did this number; 
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(c) What was the additional cost of all cost variation orders for non-scope changes approved by the government 
during construction and how many did this number; 

(d) What is the total disputed cost of all unapproved variation order requests by the contractor and how many 
does this number; 

(e) What additional contract works were required to complete the construction and fit-out of Perth Children’s 
Hospital outside the Main Contractor works and what was the cost of these works; and 

(f) Will the $13 million remaining in the Perth Children’s Hospital Special Purpose Account, as reported in 
the 2019–20 Quarterly Financial Results Report in March, be sufficient to cover the total disputed 
variation orders submitted by the contractor? 

Mr R.H. Cook replied: 
(a)–(f) Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6245. 

PERTH CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL — CONSTRUCTION CONTRACT 
6245. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Treasurer; Minister for Finance; Aboriginal Affairs; Lands: 
I refer to the construction contract for the construction of Perth Children’s Hospital in the electorate of Nedlands, 
and ask: 
(a) What was the original tender price for the construction of Perth Children’s Hospital; 
(b) What was the total additional cost of all approved cost variations due to any change in scope of the 

contract initiated by the government and how many variation orders did this number; 
(c) What was the additional cost of all cost variation orders for non-scope changes approved by the 

government during construction and how many did this number; 
(d) What is the total disputed cost of all unapproved variation order requests by the contractor and how many 

does this number; 
(e) What additional contract works were required to complete the construction and fit-out of Perth Children’s 

Hospital outside the Main Contractor works and what was the cost of these works; and 
(f) Will the $13 million remaining in the Perth Children’s Hospital Special Purpose Account, as reported in 

the 2019–20 Quarterly Financial Results Report in March, be sufficient to cover the total disputed 
variation orders submitted by the contractor? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
(a) $851 million (excluding GST); 
(b) $65,546,014 (excluding GST) – 320 variation orders; 
(c) nil; and 
(d)–(f) as the matter is currently before the Court, no public comment can be made at this time. 

MINES AND PETROLEUM — MINING REHABILITATION FUND 
6246. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the Mining Rehabilitation Fund (MRF) Special Purpose Account established by the Liberal–National 
government in 2013 to hold levy collections from mining operators, and ask: 
(a) Can the Minister advise for each financial year and to the end of the March quarter this year the following 

amounts: 
(i) Total Receipts from mining operators; 
(ii) Total interest earnings; 
(iii) Total payments made towards rehabilitation works; and 
(iv) Total administration costs; 

(b) Can the Minister advise what rehabilitation projects have been funded by the MRF since 2013 and their 
final or cost to date; 

(c) Can the Minister advise for the cost of each of the rehabilitation projects whether funds were drawn from 
the interest account or the capital account; 

(d) Can the Minister confirm that the year to date payments from the MRF, as reported in the 2019–20 
Quarterly Financial Results Report in March, totaled $0.6 million and no rehabilitation payments have 
been made; and 

(e) Has the Minister a forward program of rehabilitation works for the remainder of this financial year and for 
future years, and if so, what are the estimated funds required for each project and where are they located? 
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Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
The Mining Rehabilitation Fund was created by legislation of the Parliament of Western Australia. 
(a) (i) Total receipts from mining operators: 

2013/14 $6.7m 
2014/15 $25.6m 
2015/16 $27.8m 
2016/17 $27.6m 
2017/18 $29.0m 
2018/19 $30.7m 
2019/Mar2020 $32.6m 
Total $180m 

(ii) Total interest earnings: 
2013/14 $0.2m 
2014/15 $0.7m 
2015/16 $1.3m 
2016/17 $1.7m 
2017/18 $2.2m 
2018/19 $3.0m 
2019/Mar 2020 $1.0m 
Total $10.1m 

(iii) Total payments made towards rehabilitation works, inclusive of investigative and on-ground 
activities: 
2013/14 0 
2014/15 0 
2015/16 $101 270 
2016/17 $228 428 
2017/18 $15 232 
2018/19 $18 952 
2019/Mar2020 $253 994 
Total $617 876 

(iv) Total administration costs for administering the Mining Rehabilitation Fund and the Abandoned 
Mines Program: 
2012/13 $673 882 
2013/14 $1 600 287 
2014/15 $1 232 318 
2015/16 $897 170 
2016/17 $763 097 
2017/18 $607 634 
2018/19 $603 849 
2019/Mar 2020 $431 403 
Total $6 809 640 

(b) The following projects have been funded by the MRF since 2013. The below costs are inclusive of investigative 
and on-ground works associated with rehabilitation; and associated administration of the projects. 

Ellendale $670,000 
Black Diamond $180,000 
Pro Force $29,000 
Bulong $101,000 
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Elverdton $36,000 
Yalgoo $10,000 

(c) Ellendale Principal 
Black Diamond Interest 
Pro Force Interest 
Bulong Interest 
Elverdton Interest 
Yalgoo Interest 

(d) The $0.68 million reported in the 2019–20 Quarterly Financial Results Report in March, has been reported 
as administrative costs. This figure includes administrative costs and investigation costs associated with 
rehabilitation projects. Upon review it has been determined that investigation costs specific to 
a rehabilitation project are to be reported as rehabilitation costs for the project. The reported administrated 
costs in (a) above have been re-casted to reflect this determination. 

(e) The Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety has an Abandoned Mines Program and has 
announced four specific sites for further investigation: the Bulong Pilot Project (40km east of Kalgoorlie), 
Elverdton Pilot Project (10km south of Ravensthorpe), Donnybrook Shaft Project (5km south of Donnybrook), 
and the Ellendale Diamond Mine (120km east of Derby). The scale of required rehabilitation at these sites 
is under investigation and the funds required for each project has not been finalised. 

MINISTER FOR HEALTH — PORTFOLIOS —  
RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6250. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Deputy Premier; Minister for Health; Mental Health: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 

(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 
(a) Universities; 
(b) State government agencies; 
(c) Private organisations; 
(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 
(e) All Other Categories? 

Mr R.H. Cook replied: 
Department of Health and health service providers advise: 
(1) $41,682,357 
(2) $54,710,160 
(3) 2017/18 and 2018/19 

(a) $16,643,442 
(b) $4,434,981 
(c) Nil. 
(d) $90,833 
(e) $20,513,102 
2019/20 and 2020/21 
(a) $14,338,956 
(b) $3,560,427 
(c) $45,000 
(d) $200,000 
(e) $10,880,777 
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Mental Health Commission advises: 

(1) 
 

2017–18 2018–19 

Expenditure/Funding (excluding GST) $359,117 $245,601 

(2) 
 

2019–20 2020–21 

Expenditure/Funding (excluding GST) $292,033 $40,700 

(3) 

Breakdown of expenditure/funding 
(excluding GST) 

2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 

(a) Universities $295,145 $133,301 Nil Nil 

(b) State government agencies Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(c) Private organisations $28,791 $112,300 $292,033 $40,700 

(d) Cooperative Research Centres Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(e) All Other Categories $35,181 Nil Nil Nil 

Total $359,117 $245,601 $292,033 $40,700 

Health & Disability Services Complaints Office advises: 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) (a)–(e) Not applicable. 

Healthway advises: 

(1) 2017–18 Expenditure – $2,157,651 

2018–19 Expenditure – $1,831,504 

(2) 2019–20 Expenditure – $2,597,088 

2020–21 Funding Allocated – $1,091,464 

(3) 

Category 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 

Universities $2,157,651 $1,831,504 $2,584,493 $1,070,597 

State Government Agencies – – – – 

Private Organisations – – $12,595 20,867 

Cooperative Research Centres – – – – 

All Other Categories – – – – 

Total $2,157,651 $1,831,504 $2,597,088 $1,091,464 

Animal Resources Authority advises: 

(1) Nil. 

(2) Nil. 

(3) The ARA provides the essential tools for biomedical research on a fee for service basis, but provides no 
funding per se for either internal or external research. 

MINISTER FOR EDUCATION AND TRAINING — PORTFOLIOS —  
RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6251. Mr W.R. Marmion to the minister representing the Minister for Education and Training: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 
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(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 

(a) Universities; 

(b) State government agencies; 

(c) Private organisations; 

(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 

(e) All Other Categories? 

Mr P. Papalia replied: 
Department of Education 

(1)–(3) 

Category 2017–18 ($) 2018–19 ($) 2019–20 ($) 2020–21($) 

(a) Universities Nil 406 828 727 346 741 053 

(b) State Government agencies Nil 23 375 Nil Nil 

(c) Private organisations 589 074 1 786 672 3 754 375 2 480 957 

(d) Cooperative research centres Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(e) All other categories Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Total 589 074 2 256 875 4 481 721 3 222 010 

The Department of Education provides funding for resources for science laboratories and STEM-related 
professional learning. 

Department of Training and Workforce Development 

(1)–(3) 

Category 2017–18 
($) 

2018–19 
($) 

2019–20 
($) 

2020–21 
($) 

(a) Universities 62 172 42 234 285 604 88 434 

(b) State Government agencies 35 284 54 330 390 810 525 972 

(c) Private organisations 45 511 50 758 195 073 113 300 

(d) Cooperative research centres Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(e) All other categories 128 347 77 767 57 259 50 000 

Total 271 314 225 089 928 746 777 706 

South Metropolitan TAFE 

(1)–(3) 

Category 2017 $ 2018 $ 2019 $ 2020 $ 

(a) Universities Nil Nil 125 136 Nil 

(b) State Government agencies Nil 883 015 584 163 552 597 

(c) Private organisations Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(d) Cooperative research centres Nil Nil Nil 362 500 

(e) All other categories 140 000 731 861 733 615 344 274 

Total 140 000 1 614 876 1 442 914 1 259 371 

TAFE Colleges reporting is on a calendar year as this aligns their reporting to the requirement under the 
Vocational Education and Training Act (1996) to have a Ministerially approved Strategic and Business 
Plan that commences on 1 January of each year.” 
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North Regional TAFE 
(1)–(3) 

Category 2017 ($) 2018 ($) 2019 ($) 2020 ($) 
(a) Universities Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(b) State Government agencies 1 679 21 099 72 325 60 000 

(c) Private organisations Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(d) Cooperative research centres Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(e) All other categories Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Total 1 679 21 099 72 324 60 000 
TAFE Colleges reporting is on a calendar year as this aligns their reporting to the requirement under the 
Vocational Education and Training Act (1996) to have a Ministerially approved Strategic and Business 
Plan that commences on 1 January of each year.” 
Note: 

the above is North Regional TAFE’s share of the project costs. 
For the Cherabin Aquaculture Research project, North Regional TAFE collaborated with CRC 
for Developing Northern Australia (CRCNA) and Emana Nguda, Aboriginal Corporation. 
For the East Kimberley strain barramundi restocking project, North Regional TAFE collaborated 
with the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, Recfishwest, the 
Lake Kununurra Barramundi Restocking Group, the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation 
and Attractions and Miriuwung Gajerrong Rangers. 

North Metropolitan TAFE 
Central Regional TAFE 
South Regional TAFE 
Building Construction Industry Training Fund 
(1)–(3) Nil response. 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — PORTFOLIOS —  
RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6254. Mr W.R. Marmion to the minister representing the Minister for Regional Development; 
Agriculture and Food; Ports; Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 

(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 
incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 

(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 
(a) Universities; 
(b) State government agencies; 
(c) Private organisations; 
(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 
(e) All Other Categories? 

Mr M. McGowan replied: 
Fremantle Port Authority 
(1) 2017–18 – $436,486 

2018–19 – $244,872 
(2) 2019–20 – $300,000 

2020–21 – $325,000 
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(3) (a) $320,894 
(b) $39,700 
(c) $937,714 
(d) nil. 
(e) $8,050 

Kimberley Ports Authority 
(1) 2017–18 – $31,270 

2018–19 – $37,119 
(2) 2019–20 – $41,465 

2020–21 – $47,500 
(3) (a) Nil. 

(b) $74,600 
(c) $52,354 
(d) Nil. 
(e) $30,400 

Mid West Ports Authority 
(1) Nil. 
(2) Nil. 
(3) Not applicable. 
Pilbara Ports Authority 
(1) 2017–18 – $348,626 

2018–19 – $347,785 
(2) 2019–20 – $63,120 

2020–21 – $1,433,406 
(3) (a) Nil. 

(b) $146,013 
(c) $2,046,924 
(d) Nil. 
(e) Nil. 

Southern Ports Authority 
(1) 2017–18 – $45,636 

2018–19 – $45,443 
(2) 2019–20 – $701,188 

2020–21 – $564,750 
(3) (a) $45,937 

(b) $139,000 
(c) $1,172,080 
(d) Nil. 
(e) Nil. 

Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development 
For the portfolios of Agriculture and Food, Regional Development, and Fisheries within the Department of 
Primary Industries and Regional Development: 
(1) 2017–18 $99,683,887 

2018–19 $85,173,971 
(2) 2019–20 $101,864,284 

2020–21 $94,331,352 
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(3) The Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD) current chart of accounts 
does not identify expenditure on research, science and innovation in the manner required to address the 
Honourable Member’s question, it is not identified as a single activity or task. Therefore, it is not currently 
possible to identify these transactions without significant use of department resources and time to 
interrogate each transaction across approximately 600 projects across all years. 

MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — PORTFOLIOS —  
RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6256. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 

(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 
(a) Universities; 
(b) State government agencies; 
(c) Private organisations; 
(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 
(e) All Other Categories? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries 
(1) 2017–18 $168,843 

2018–19 $442,763.20 
(2) 2019–20 $366,988.44 

2020–21 $425,300 
(3) 

 
2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 

(a) Nil $25,250 $30,000 Nil 

(b) Nil $41,638 $28,350  $125,000 

(c) $144,553 $277,416.64 $240,116 $260,300 

(d) Nil $10,000 Nil $40,000 

(e) $24,290 $88,458.56 $68,522.44 Nil 

Western Australian Museum 
(1) 2017–18 $10,000 

2018–19 $10,000 
(2) 2019–20 $10,000 

2020–21 $10,000 
(3) 

 
2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 

(a) $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 $10,000 

(b) Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(c) Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(d) Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(e) Nil Nil Nil Nil 
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State Library of Western Australia 

(1) 2017–18 $109,267 

2018–19 $83,025.56 

(2) 2019–20 $86,167.40 

2020–21 $7,700 

(3) 
 

2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 

(a) $17,600 $14,410 $49,500 $7,700 

(b) Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(c) Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(d) Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(e) $91,667 $68,615.56 $36,667.40 Nil 

Art Gallery of Western Australia 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) (a)–(e) Not applicable. 

Perth Theatre Trust 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) (a)–(e) Not applicable. 

Metropolitan Cemeteries Board 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) (a)–(e) Not applicable. 

Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 

(1)–(3) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6262. 

Heritage Council of Western Australia 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) (a)–(e) Not applicable. 

National Trust of Western Australia 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) (a)–(e) Not applicable. 

ATTORNEY GENERAL — PORTFOLIOS —  
RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6257. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Attorney General; Minister for Commerce: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 

(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 

(a) Universities; 

(b) State government agencies; 

(c) Private organisations; 

(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 

(e) All Other Categories? 
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Mr J.R. Quigley replied: 
The Corruption and Crime Commission 
(1) 2017–18: $4,000 

2018–19: Nil. 
(2) 2019–20: Nil. 

2020–21: Nil. 
(3) (a) $4,000 

(b)–(e) Not applicable. 
Department of Justice 
(1) 2017–18: Nil. 

2018–19: $ 299,413 
(2) 2019–20: $260,000 

2020–21: $286,000 
(3) (a) Not applicable. 

(b) 2017–18: Nil. 
2018–19: $ 299,413 
2019–20: $260,000 
2020–21: $286,000 

(c)–(e) Not applicable. 
Department of Mines, Industry Regulation & Safety 
(1) 2017–18: $100,000 

2018–19: $100,000 
(2) 2019–20: $100,000 

2020–21: $50,000 
(3) (a) 2017–18: $100,000 

2018–19: $100,000 
2019–20: $100,000 
2020–21: $50,000 

(b)–(e) Not applicable. 
Legal Practice Board 
(1)–(2) Nil. 
(3) Not applicable. 
Legal Aid WA 
(1)–(2) Nil. 
(3) Not applicable. 
Office of the Commissioner for Children and Young People 
(1) 2017–18: $70,000 

2018–19: $22,000 
(2) 2019–20: $3,000 

2020–21: Nil. 
(3) (a) 2017–18: $70,000 

2018–19: Nil. 
2019–20: Nil. 
2020–21: Nil. 

(b) Nil. 
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(c) 2017–18: Nil. 

2018–19: $22,000 

2019–20: $3,000 

2020–21: Nil. 

(d)–(e) Not applicable. 

Equal Opportunity Commission 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) Not applicable. 

Office of the Information Commissioner 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) Not applicable. 

Solicitor General’s Office 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) Not applicable. 

State Solicitors Office 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) Not applicable. 

Office of the Director of Public Prosecution 

(1)–(2) Nil. 

(3) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR SENIORS AND AGEING — PORTFOLIOS —  
RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6258. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Seniors and Ageing; Volunteering; Sport and Recreation: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 

(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 

(a) Universities; 

(b) State government agencies; 

(c) Private organisations; 

(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 

(e) All Other Categories? 

Mr M.P. Murray replied: 
Sport and Recreation WA 

Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice No 6256. 

Department of Communities 

Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice No 6264. 

TREASURER — PORTFOLIOS — RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6259. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Treasurer; Minister for Finance; Aboriginal Affairs; Lands: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 
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(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 
(a) Universities; 
(b) State government agencies; 
(c) Private organisations; 
(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 
(e) All Other Categories? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
Department of Treasury 
(1) Nil. 
(2) Nil. 
(3) (a)–(e) Nil. 
Western Australia Treasury Corporation 
(1) Nil. 
(2) Nil. 
(3) (a)–(e) Nil. 
Economic Regulation Authority 
(1) Nil. 
(2) Nil. 
(3) (a)–(e) Nil. 
Fire and Emergency Services Superannuation Fund 
(1) Nil. 
(2) Nil. 
(3) (a)–(e) Nil. 
Insurance Commission of Western Australia 
(1) 2017–18: $529,431; 2018–19: $532,730 
(2) 2019–20: $505,851; 2020–21: $0 
(3) See table below 

Name 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 
Universities $529,431 $364,715 $305,851 – 
Cooperative Research Centres – – – – 
Private Organisations – $168,015 – – 
All Other Categories – – $200,000 – 
Total $529,431 $532,730 $505,851 – 

Office of the Auditor General 
(1) Nil. 
(2) Nil. 
(3) (a)–(e) Nil. 
Government Employees Superannuation Board 
(1) 2017–18 – $97 184 

2018–19 – $92 798 
(2) 2019–20 – $82 175 

2021–21 – $226 600 
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(3) 
 

2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 

(a) Universities Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(b) State Government Agencies Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(c) Private organisations $97 184 $92 798 $82 175 $226 600 

(d) Cooperative Research Centres Nil Nil Nil Nil 

(e) All other categories Nil Nil Nil Nil 

Department of Finance 
(1) Nil. 
(2) Nil. 
(3) (a)–(e) Nil. 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
(1)–(3) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6262. 
Aboriginal Engagement 
(1)–(3) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6249. 
Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries 
(1)–(3) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6256. 
DevelopmentWA 
(1) $7 129 592 (GST excl). 
(2) $9 269 541 (GST excl). 
(3) As per table below: 

Category 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 2020–21 

(a) Universities $122 400 $196 200 $64 206 $50 000 

(b) State Government Agencies $237 500 
   

(c) Private Organisations $1 598 506 $4 804 986 $3 563 159 $5 442 176 

(d) Cooperative Research Centres $80 000 $90 000 $50 000 $100 000 

(e) All Other Categories 
    

Total (GST excl). $2 038 406 $5 091 186 $3 677 365 $5 592 176 

Landgate 
(1) 2017–18: $721,998 2018–19: $648,818 
(2) 2019–20: $797,777 2020–21: $17,000 
(3) 2017–18 

(a) $9,102 
(b) $0 
(c) $105,699 
(d) $400,000 
(e) $207,197 
2018–19 
(a) $10,000 
(b) $117,000 
(c) $237,441 
(d) $0 
(e) $284,377 
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2019–20 
(a) $10,000 
(b) $0 
(c) $332,777 
(d) $0 
(e) $455,000 
2020–21 
(a) $0 
(b) $0 
(c) $17,000 
(d) $0 
(e) $0 

MINISTER FOR MINES AND PETROLEUM — PORTFOLIOS —  
RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6261. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 

(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 
(a) Universities; 
(b) State government agencies; 
(c) Private organisations; 
(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 
(e) All Other Categories? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(1)–(3) [See tabled paper no 3544.] 

MINISTER FOR TRANSPORT — PORTFOLIOS —  
RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 

6262. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 

(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 
(a) Universities; 
(b) State government agencies; 
(c) Private organisations; 
(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 
(e) All Other Categories? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 
Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
(1) $422,245 
(2) $655,000 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013544a7ea67c2480680a76482585c10057c1ea/$file/3544.pdf
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(3) (a) $841,625 
(b) Nil. 
(c) $100,620 
(d) Nil. 
(e) $135,000 

Western Australian Planning Commission 
(1) $600,000 
(2) $600,000 
(3) (a) Nil. 

(b) $1,200,000 
(c)–(e) Nil. 

Department of Transport 
(1) $1,178,905 
(2) $1,325,786 
(3) (a) $508,741 

(b) $115,000 
(c) $1,880,950 
(d)–(e) Nil. 

Main Roads Western Australia 
(1) $5,424,067 
(2) $7,302,266 
(3) (a) $4,895,840 

(b) $49,539 
(c) $1,277,310 
(d) $250,000 
(e) $6,253,643 

Public Transport Authority 
(1) Nil. 
(2) $200,000 
(3) (a) $200,000 

(b)–(e) Nil. 
MINISTER FOR CHILD PROTECTION — PORTFOLIOS —  

RESEARCH, INNOVATION AND SCIENCE PROJECT FUNDING 
6264. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Child Protection; Women’s Interests; Prevention of Family 

and Domestic Violence; Community Services: 
(1) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility, what expenditure was 

incurred in supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for the 
years 2017–18 and 2018–19? 

(2) Can the Minister advise for each portfolio agency within their responsibility what funding has been 
allocated towards supporting external and internal research, innovation and/or science related projects for 
2019–20 and 2020–21? 

(3) For each of (1) and (2) can the Minister provide a breakdown of expenditure/funding between the 
following recipient categories: 
(a) Universities; 
(b) State government agencies; 
(c) Private organisations; 
(d) Cooperative Research Centres; and 
(e) All Other Categories? 
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Ms S.F. McGurk replied: 
This answer covers multiple Ministers’ portfolios, including Disability Services, Seniors and Ageing, 
Volunteering, Housing, Veterans Issues, Youth, as well as my Child Protection, Women’s Interests, Prevention of 
Family and Domestic Violence and Community Services portfolios. 
This answer also encompasses the Department of Communities and legacy agencies whose functions were 
amalgamated into the Department of Communities from 1 July 2017. 
(1) $662,021 
(2) For 2019–20 there was $734,649 in relevant expenditure. Budget allocations are yet to be finalised for 

2020–21 financial year. 
(3) The breakdown of expenditure between recipient categories is as follows: 

Recipient 2017–18 2018–19 2019–20 
(a) Universities 0 $192,500 $137,500 

(c) Private organisations $294,339 $159,890 $597,149 

(d) Cooperative Research Centres 0 $15,292 0  
$294,339 $367,682 $734,649 

TOURISM — ROTTNEST ISLAND 
6266. Mrs A.K. Hayden to the Minister for Tourism; Racing and Gaming; Small Business; Defence 

Issues; Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
I refer to the announcement in April 2019 that Rottnest Island was to receive a $33 million makeover after a State 
and Federal funding boost, and ask: 
(a) Can you please provide a breakdown of this expenditure by project, including: 

(i) start and completion dates; 
(ii) costs of each individual project? 

Mr P. Papalia replied: 
(a) (i)–(ii)  

Start (a)(i) Completion (a)(i) Budget (a)(ii) 
State Funded Marine Projects 
Fuel Jetty Underway By November 2020 $3.0 million 

Main Jetty Required to be 
completed by 
June 2023 

$4.0 million 

Barge Ramp at South Thomson $9.15 million 

Total Stated Funded $16.15 million 
Federal Funded Projects 
City of York (public space) Underway All projects are 

required to be 
completed by 
April 2022 

$0.6 million 

Oliver Hill (public space) $0.4 million 

West End (public space) $2.0 million 

Wadjemup Hill (public space/ 
buildings / ablutions) 

$2.6 million 

Wayfinding (signage) $0.6 million 

Island Gateway (museum / 
public space) 

$4.5 million 

The Basin (public space / 
ablutions) 

$1.5 million 

Accommodation (buildings / 
refurbishment) 

$5.0 million 

Total Federal Funded $17.2 million 
Total Project Funding $33.35 million 
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CORONAVIRUS — SOCIAL HOUSING ECONOMIC RECOVERY PACKAGE 
6267. Mr K.M. O’Donnell to the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the Social Housing Economic Recovery Package announcement made on 8 June 2020, specifically on 
“Delivering a regional maintenance program to 3,800 homes”, and I ask: 
(a) For each region: 

(i) What is the total number of properties and the dollar value allocated from the maintenance 
program; 

(ii) List the companies that have been awarded maintenance contracts and the total dollar value 
allocated to each company to complete the maintenance work; 

(iii) How many of these properties have been refurbished by local contractors based in the same 
region as the property address; and 

(iv) If these works have been awarded to companies based in the metropolitan area, provide 
justification why this occurred; 

(b) How many tenders or contracts from this program have been awarded in the last 12 months; and 
(c) How many additional tenders or contracts have been awarded since COVID-19 started? 
Mr P.C. Tinley replied: 
(a) (i) The Department of Communities continues to identify properties that align with the program 

and finalise the location of works and spend per region. 
Over the life of the program the $80 million maintenance component will include 
3,800 properties. As at 31 July 2020, the following amounts have been awarded: 

South West region – 41 properties, with maintenance works valued at $130,778; 
East Kimberley region – eight properties, with maintenance works valued at $99,011; 
Wheatbelt region – three properties, with maintenance works valued at $26,528; 
Pilbara region – two properties, with maintenance works valued at $27,355; and 
Mid-West/Gascoyne region – two properties, with maintenance works valued at $19,148. 

(ii) As at 31 July 2020, $302,821 in regional maintenance works had been awarded across 
56 properties to the below companies within the following regions: 

South West: 
Bunbury Glass – $25,252 
Ascot Aluminium – $50,948 
Southbound Security – $28,758 
South West Screens and Doors – $25,820 
East Kimberley: 
Camlismar Pty Ltd – $14,538 
CMT Building – $63,045 
Kununurra Maintenance Service – $21,429 
Wheatbelt: 
Northam Carpet Court – $10,352 
Narrogin Carpets – $16,176 
Pilbara: 
Karratha Glass – $27,355 
Mid-West Gascoyne: 
Trac Building Services – $19,148 

(iii) As at 31 July 2020, all works have been awarded to local contractors. 
(iv) Nil. 

(b) As at 31 July 2020, 11 contracts had been awarded. 
(c) The Social Housing Economic Recovery Package was announced to aid the State’s recovery from the 

COVID-19 pandemic. As such all 11 contracts have been awarded since COVID-19. 
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WARREN DONNELLY WATER ADVISORY COMMITTEE 
6268. Mr D.T. Redman to the Minister for Water; Forestry; Innovation and ICT; Science; Youth: 
I refer to the Warren Donnelly water advisory committee, and ask: 
(a) Can the Minister confirm that current activity of the Warren Donnelly water advisory committee has been 

suspended: 
(i) If so, why; 
(ii) If so, when will the committee resume its meetings or ordinary business; 

(b) When was the last meeting of the Warren Donnelly Water advisory committee; 
(c) Can the Minister confirm a number of existing members are finishing up on the committee: 

(i) If so, who is finishing up on the committee; 
(ii) If so, what is the timing and process for appointing new members to the committee; 

(d) Given the significant interest in all matters to do with water advisory roles in the Manjimup and 
Pemberton districts, what is the Ministers strategy to ensure an appropriate community balance on any 
new committee membership; 

(e) Can the Minister give an indication of community interest (applicants) in the membership of the 
Warren Donnelly water advisory committee; and 

(f) Can the Minister outline his vision for the future role of the Warren Donnelly water advisory committee? 
Mr D.J. Kelly replied: 
(a) Yes. 

(i) Membership of the Committee is being renewed following the expiry of members’ terms of 
appointment and member resignations. 

(ii) The Committee will resume meetings following the appointment of new members. 
(b) 25 June 2019 
(c) (i) The membership of the Committee is being finalised. 

(ii) Applications for membership closed on 7 April 2020. Candidates are considered against the 
selection criteria and Committee Terms of Reference. Cabinet will consider recommended 
appointments and applicants will be informed of the outcome. 

(d) Appointments to the Warren Donnelly Water Advisory Committee will reflect the diversity of the 
community; knowledge or interest in local water-related matters, links to the community and contribute 
towards this Government’s target of 50 per cent representation of women on boards and committees. 

(e) There was moderate interest in the six advertised community or industry representative positions, with 
more applications received than available positions. 

(f) The role of the Committee is to provide advice to the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation, 
as requested, in regard to surface water management and allocation within the Warren and Donnelly river 
catchments. 

SCHOOLS — EDUCATION ASSISTANTS — GERALDTON 
6270. Mr I.C. Blayney to the minister representing the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the ‘McGowan Government Plan for Geraldton’ in relation to the ‘funding for additional Education 
Assistants’, and I ask: 
(a) List when and how many additional education assistants were appointed at schools in Geraldton, including: 

(i) Rangeway Primary School; 
(ii) Beachlands Primary School; 
(iii) Bluff Point Primary School; 
(iv) Allendale Primary School; and 
(v) Waggrakine Primary school; and 

(b) Who employed the additional education assistants at the time of appointment: 
(i) Who is their employer as of May 2020; 
(ii) Is the role a permanent position through their current employer; and 
(iii) If the role is not permanent, when is the role due to cease? 
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Mr P. Papalia replied: 
(a) (i)–(v) At the 2017 election, the McGowan Government made a commitment to fund an additional 

300 FTE Education Assistants at schools throughout the State. I am pleased to advise the 
Member that 49% of those 300 FTE Education Assistance were allocated to regional schools, 
including those in his electorate of Geraldton. 

School Name Date of appointment Headcount 

Rangeway Primary School 29/01/2018 2 

22/07/2019 1 

Beachlands Primary School 16/03/2018 1 

14/05/2018 3 

Bluff Point Primary School 06/08/2018 3 

Allendale Primary School 31/01/2019 4 

Waggrakine Primary School 31/01/2019 3 

(b) The additional education assistants were employed by the Department of Education. 

(i) The Department of Education. 

(ii) Yes. 

(iii) Not applicable. 

SCHOOLS — MAINTENANCE — GERALDTON 

6271. Mr I.C. Blayney to the minister representing the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the ‘McGowan Government Plan for Geraldton’ in relation to the ‘major school maintenance blitz’, and 
I ask: 

(a) List expenditure to date for all public schools in Geraldton as part of the major maintenance blitz? 

Mr P. Papalia replied: 
(a) 

 Current Expenditure Total Allocation 

Allendale Primary School $67 020 $67 020 

Beachlands Primary School $38 229 $50 446 

Bluff Point Primary School $33 052 $75 160 

Champion Bay Senior High School $103 355 $227 378 

Geraldton Primary School $43 837 $337 449 

Geraldton Senior High School $109 463 $130 993 

Holland Street School $30 783 $371 780 

Mount Tarcoola Primary School $139 362 $252 394 

Rangeway Primary School $59 661 $84 364 

Waggrakine Primary School $111 093 $382 400 

Schools that have spent a lesser portion of their total maintenance allocation are at varying stages in the 
delivery process. All works are on track to be completed by the end of the Maintenance Blitz program in 
June 2021. 

CORONAVIRUS — PAYROLL TAX 

6273. Mrs A.K. Hayden to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the State Government’s COVID-19 payroll tax measures, and I ask: 

(a) How many businesses have a payroll of between $1 million and $4 million in Western Australia; 

(b) How many small businesses have received assistance through the payroll tax measures; and 

(c) How many small businesses in WA are ineligible for this assistance? 
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Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
(a) 8,004 registered payroll tax clients. The figure includes employers that are a member of an employer 

group whose group Australian taxable wage figure exceeds $4 million. 
Note: The figure is based on reconciled data for the 2018–19 assessment period. The reconciled data for 
2019–20 is expected to be available in October 2020. 
Note: Not all of these registered payroll tax clients will be eligible for payroll tax relief as it depends on 
whether they are a member of an employer group. 

(b) At 2 July 2020, around 5,300 employers had claimed the payroll tax waiver for March to June 2020, 
applying to employers, or groups of employers, with Australian taxable wages less than $7.5 million at 
30 June 2020. The final number will not be available until after the 2019–20 assessment period is reconciled. 
As at 2 July 2020, no data is available on the $17,500 one-off payroll tax grant for employers, or groups 
of employers, with Australian taxable wages more than $1 million and less than $4 million. As planned, 
this grant will automatically be issued from mid-July 2020. 

(c) The Department of Finance does not hold data on the number of small businesses in Western Australia. 
STREAMLINE WA INITIATIVE 

6274. Mrs A.K. Hayden to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the State Government’s Streamline WA initiative, and I ask: 
(a) How many submissions have been lodged with Streamline WA; 
(b) Please list and detail the proposed reforms currently being assessed through this process; 
(c) Please list and detail the reforms that have been adopted through this process; and 
(d) Please list and detail any other regulations that have been amended as a result of Streamline WA? 
Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
(a) Between 27 February 2019 and 18 May 2020, 52 submissions were lodged. 
(b) To support economic recovery post COVID-19, Streamline WA is being reinvigorated to ensure 

a whole-of-Government focus commencing initially with accelerated approvals reform that address key 
issues including those raised through Streamline WA by mining, tourism, hospitality and other businesses. 

(c) Consistent with (b), the Streamline WA initiative has announced a range of measures on 31 July including: 
assistance to 20 local governments to help streamline their approvals and business decisions; 
the reporting burden on industry being reduced to require only one annual environment report, 
instead of up to three for mining projects, moving to biennial after three years of satisfactory 
reporting; 
the roll in of key agencies’ approval processes and plain language guidance material into an 
online ‘one stop shop’, commencing early 2021; and 
stronger case management for complex proposals, additional officer training, and 
Government-endorsed statements of expectation for Departments and developers. 

(d) In addition to the extensive changes to planning and environmental protection laws (currently before 
Parliament), amendments are also foreshadowed to the Mining Act 1978, Swan and Canning River 
Management Act 2006, Conservation and Land Management Act 1984 and the Botanic Gardens and 
Parks Authority Act 1998 to accelerate decision-making and business efficiency. 

2019–20 STATE BUDGET — PORT OF GERALDTON 
6275. Mr I.C. Blayney to the minister representing the Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture 

and Food; Ports; Minister Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 
I refer to the media release on 9 May 2019 titled ‘McGowan Government’s strong investment in the Mid West 
continues’, and I ask: 
(a) How much of the $3.6m to upgrade firefighting infrastructure at the Port of Geraldton has been spent to date: 

(i) Provide a list of expenditure to date? 
Mr M. McGowan replied: 
(a) To date, no expenditure has occurred as the Mid West Ports Authority’s (MWPA) designers have 

continued to work with the Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) to finalise approvals of 
the design details. The design work has been funded separately and so the project funds remain available 
for the port when the design is completed. 
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2019–20 STATE BUDGET — ROYALTIES FOR REGIONS — GERALDTON 
6277. Mr I.C. Blayney to the Treasurer; Minister for Finance; Aboriginal Affairs; Lands: 
I refer to the media release on 9 May 2019 titled ‘McGowan Government’s strong investment in the Mid West 
continues’, and I ask: 
(a) How much of the $4.2 billion in Royalties for Regions funding allocated to regional WA has been spent 

to date in Geraldton: 
(i) Provide a list of the projects, including a breakdown of each project by expenditure to date? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
The list provided below, which has been provided by the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development 
includes only Geraldton-specific initiatives. There are other initiatives, such as the Patient Assisted Transport 
Program, that provide services in multiple regions and towns, including Geraldton, that have not been included. 

Geraldton Specific Projects Total Budget 2019–20 to 2022–23 ($M) 
Geraldton Marine Finfish Nursery Facility 7.0 
Geraldton Health Campus Redevelopment 72.5 
Geraldton step up/step down facilities 12.2 
Geraldton Senior College 0.1 
Batavia Coast Marina Stage 2 1.0 
Mid West Development Commission – Operational Funding 7.3 
Total 100.1 

REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — REGIONAL EVENTS SCHEME 
6278. Mr I.C. Blayney to the minister representing the Minister for Regional Development: 
I refer to the media release on 5 May 2018 titled ‘Regional events receive funding boost’, and I ask: 
(a) Please table the 69 successful applications and provide a breakdown of the funding each applicant received? 
Mr M. McGowan replied: 
Refer to Legislative Council Question on Notice 2499 dated 24 October 2019. 

HOUSING AND HOMELESSNESS PACKAGE 
6279. Mr I.C. Blayney to the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to the Housing and Homelessness package announced as part of the 2019–2020 Mid-year Review, and I ask: 
(a) Please provide a breakdown by location and postcode of the 70 public housing properties expected to be 

refurbished under this initiative: 
(i) When are the refurbishments expected to take place; 

(b) Please provide a breakdown by location and postcode of where the new 500 new social and shared home 
ownership homes are expected to be built: 
(i) When is construction due to take place; 
(ii) Provide a breakdown of expenditure to date; and 

(c) Please outline an expected time frame for when the Housing First homelessness service will be established 
in Geraldton: 
(i) Outline the details of how this service is expected to operate; 
(ii) How many people experiencing homelessness will this service be able to accommodate in 

Geraldton at any one time? 
Mr P.C. Tinley replied: 
To provide an immediate economic response to the COVID-19 pandemic, in May 2020, the McGowan Government 
brought forward delivery of its Housing and Homelessness Investment Package, providing a $2 million reflow for 
immediate maintenance works, making those funds available to flow immediately into the economy. 
This adjustment meant $2 million was available to be injected into the economy immediately for maintenance works 
for a minimum of 35 properties, and $4 million available to flow into the economy over two years for refurbishment 
of 35 properties; providing a sustained pipeline of work for construction and its associated industries. 
(a) (i) Identification of properties for refurbishment is in progress and will be confirmed in the coming 

months. 
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(b) The Housing and Homelessness Investment Package aims to address housing affordability, with 
$19.2 million allocated to support 200 eligible low-to-moderate income owners in achieving their home 
ownership dream through the Shared Home Ownership Program. The location, postcode and timeframe 
for shared ownership component is subject to product availability. 
The Housing and Homelessness Investment Package also provides $125 million to build 300 new social 
dwellings to address the shortage of appropriate housing for singles, seniors and families on the social 
housing waitlist. 
At this stage, the proposed locations of the 300 new dwellings are: 
Metropolitan area: 

6021: Stirling 
6025: Craigie, Padbury 
6027: Joondalup 
6030: Ridgewood 
6031: Banksia Grove 
6054: Bassendean 
6056: Middle Swan, Midland, Swan View 
6057: High Wycombe 
6060: Joondanna 
6061: Balga 
6064: Girrawheen 
6069: Ellenbrook 
6112: Haynes, Hilbert 
6107: Kenwick, Wilson 
6108: Thornlie 
6122: Byford 
6147: Lynwood 
6148: Riverton 
6154: Myaree 
6163: Coolbellup, Hamilton Hill, Spearwood 
6167: Bertram, Calista, Kwinana Town Centre, Parmelia 
6170: Wellard 
6174: Golden Bay 

Regional areas: 
6230: Bunbury 
6280: Busselton 
6258: Margaret River 
6330: Bayonet Head, Mira Mar, Spencer Park, Yakamia 
6401: Northam 
6430: Hannans, Somerville, West Lamington 
6438: Leonora 
6450: Esperance 
6530: Beachlands, Geraldton 
6566: Toodyay 
6701: South Carnarvon 
6714: Karratha 
6720: Wickham 
6722: South Hedland 
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6725: Bilingurr 
6728: Derby 
6740: Wyndham 
6743: Kununurra 
6765: Fitzroy Crossing 
6770: Halls Creek 

These locations are subject to change based on site design, approvals and procurement. 
(i) Works are expected to commence in September 2020 with construction works occurring through 

the financial years 2020–21 and 2021–22. 
(ii) There has been no expenditure to date. Contracts totalling around $2.08 million have been 

committed for maintenance works such as security screens, kitchens, vanities and similar items, 
across 84 properties. 

(c) (i)–(ii) This part of the question should be referred to the Minister for Community Services. 
FISHERIES — AQUACULTURE 

6280. Mr I.C. Blayney to the Minister for Fisheries: 
I refer to the Minister’s media release on the 9 June 2020 titled ‘Accelerated aquaculture development in Mid-West 
to net local jobs’ and the fact that the accelerated process will ‘shave months off the previous schedule’, and I ask: 
(a) Please outline the previous schedule including estimates of when the nursery was due to be: 

(i) Constructed; 
(ii) Open; 
(iii) Fully operational; and 
(iv) Operating at bi-monthly capacity; and 

(b) Please outline what documentation was used to decide the previous schedule? 
Mr P.C. Tinley replied: 
(a) (i)–(iv)  

Nursery Phase Previous schedule Current schedule 
Constructed November 2021 August 2021 
Open December 2021 September 2021 
Fully operational December 2021 September 2021 
Operating at bi-monthly capacity January 2022 October 2021 

(b) The previous schedule was informed by the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development 
(DPIRD) following an evaluation process of tenders for the Geraldton finfish nursery design and fit-out. 

CORONAVIRUS — TOURISM RECOVERY FUND 
6281. Mrs A.K. Hayden to the Minister for Tourism; Racing and Gaming; Small Business; Defence Issues; 

Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 
I refer to the State Government’s $6,500 tourism assistance grants, and I ask: 
(a) How many small businesses have applied for the grant; 
(b) Of those who applied, how many were approved; and 
(c) Of those who applied, how many were unsuccessful? 
Mr P. Papalia replied: 
(a) 1 138 
(b) 884 
(c) 254 

RIO TINTO — CAMP SITE REHABILITATION 
6282. Mr W.R. Marmion to the Minister for Lands: 
(1) Is the Minister aware that Rio Tinto’s former “Birrabira” construction camp in the Pilbara region of 

Western Australia covers an area of about 40 hectares and is located in close proximity to the ocean? 
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(2) Is Rio Tinto required to rehabilitate the site to a specific standard before returning it to the State, and if 
so, does this include the removal of all former camp components such as raw sewerage, plastic, electric 
cables and conduits, asphalt, concrete, steel and oil drums? 

(3) Which agency is responsible for assessing site rehabilitation and granting final approval that all works 
undertaken by Rio Tinto have satisfactorily rehabilitated the site? 

(4) Can the Minister confirm whether there is former camp construction waste still visible on the site and if 
there is waste still buried on the site? 

(5) Can the Minister advise what stage works have reached for rehabilitation of the site? 

(6) Can the Minister advise if any action has been taken or is proposed to be taken by the Department of 
Planning, Lands and Heritage in respect of the former Rio Tinto construction camp at Cape Lambert in 
regard to the standard of rehabilitation works? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
(1) Yes. 

(2) In accordance with Clause 9.3 of Crown Lease K058441, the Lessee is required to restore the land to the 
condition described in the 2007 Baseline Audit, to the reasonable satisfaction of the Lessor. 

(3) The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage. 

(4) In February 2020, the holder of a mining tenement over the land notified the Department that he had 
identified significant quantities of building waste buried underground. The Department inspected the site 
and confirmed these claims. 

(5)–(6) Rio Tinto advised that rehabilitation works have been undertaken, but the Department is liaising with Rio Tinto 
in relation to the buried building material and will undertake a site inspection in late August 2020. 

MINISTER FOR HOUSING — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 

6284. Ms M.J. Davies to the Minister for Fisheries: 
I refer to answers to Question on Notice 6146 and Question on Notice 6137, and ask: 

(a) For the date 13 March 2017, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to the 
Department of Fisheries: 

(i) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 

(ii) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 

(iii) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 

(iv) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 

(v) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 

(vi) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

Mr P.C. Tinley replied: 
(a) (i) 517 

(ii) 120 

(iii)–(vi) [See tabled paper no 3546.] 

MINISTER FOR MINES AND PETROLEUM — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 

6285. Ms M.J. Davies to the Minister for Energy: 
I refer to the answer to Question on Notice 6144, and ask: 

(a) For the date 13 March 2017, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to 
Energy Policy WA (EPWA): 

(i) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 

(ii) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 

(iii) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 

(iv) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 

(v) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 

(vi) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office; 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013546af420d464d3cd1385482585c10057c240/$file/3546.pdf


4696 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 August 2020] 

 

(b) For the date 13 March 2018, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to 
Energy Policy WA (EPWA): 
(i) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(ii) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(iii) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(iv) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(v) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(vi) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office; and 

(c) For the date 13 March 2019, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to 
Energy Policy WA (EPWA): 
(i) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(ii) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(iii) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(iv) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(v) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(vi) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a)–(c) Please refer to response to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6286. 

MINISTER FOR MINES AND PETROLEUM — PORTFOLIOS — STAFF 
6286. Ms M.J. Davies to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the answer to Question on Notice 6144, and ask: 
(a) For the date 13 March 2017, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to 

Energy Policy WA (EPWA): 
(i) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(ii) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(iii) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(iv) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(v) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(vi) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office; 

(b) For the date 13 March 2018, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to 
Energy Policy WA (EPWA): 
(i) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(ii) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(iii) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(iv) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(v) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(vi) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office; and 

(c) For the date 13 March 2019, please provide the following staffing arrangements with regard to 
Energy Policy WA (EPWA): 
(i) Total number of staff in the department or agency; 
(ii) Total number of staff who were based regionally per department or agency; 
(iii) Position title of each staff member based regionally; 
(iv) Employment level of each staff member based regionally; 
(v) Full time equivalent hours of each staff member based regionally; and 
(vi) For each regionally based employee, please provide the geographic location of the office? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a)–(c) Not applicable. Energy Policy WA was established on 5 September 2019. 
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TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY 
6287. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government: 
I refer to the Department of Local Government’s Authorised Inquiry into the Town of Cambridge, and I ask: 
(a) As at 26 May 2020, how much has this Inquiry cost? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a) The Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries does not record specific costs for 

individual inquiries unless there is a specific reason to do so. An Authorised Inquiry is part of the agency’s 
core business. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 
6288. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“1. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that Council members have an understanding of and observe 
their respective roles, such that the Town’s employees rather than Council members undertake administrative and 
operational functions. In particular a) At meetings held on 7 February 2018, 15 May 2018, 28 August 2018 and 
9 April 2020, Council: i. passed motions appointing specific lawyers or law firms to act for or provide advice 
to the Town ii. did not observe any procurement processes or purchasing policy when engaging legal services; 
and iii. authorised the Mayor to provide instructions directly to Lawyers;”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (1)(a)(i) above; 
(ii) (1)(a)(ii) above; and 
(iii) (1)(a)(iii) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (1)(a)(i) above; 
(ii) (1)(a)(ii) above; and 
(iii) (1)(a)(iii) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) As this matter is currently before the Court it would be inappropriate for the Minister to comment. It is 

also not appropriate for the Minister to comment on any details pertaining to the Authorised Inquiry until 
such time as it is completed. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 
6289. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“1. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that Council members have an understanding of and observe 
their respective roles, such that the Town’s employees rather than Council members undertake administrative and 
operational functions. In particular b) at a meeting held on 9 April 2020, Council passed a motion authorising 
Councillor Timmermanis, on behalf of the Council, to “assist the CEO in relation to the Employee Arrangements 
in response to COVID-19”, including but not limited to: i. attending all meetings with unions and staff unable to 
be redeployed; and ii. attending all meetings of the COVID taskforce;”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (1)(b)(i) above; 
(ii) (1)(b)(ii) above; 



4698 [ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 August 2020] 

 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (1)(b)(i) above; 
(ii) (1)(b)(ii) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 
6290. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“2. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that the working environment and relationship between Council, 
the CEO and the employees of the Town enables the CEO and employees to carry out their functions without 
inappropriate involvement or interference by councillors. In particular: a) employees of the Town have reported 
that the volume of requests for information from Council members to the Town’s employees has impeded the 
capacity of those employees to properly perform their functions;”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (2)(a) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (2)(a) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 
6291. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“2. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that the working environment and relationship between Council, the 
CEO and the employees of the Town enables the CEO and employees to carry out their functions without inappropriate 
involvement or interference by Councillors. In particular b) employees of the Town have reported that pressure has been 
placed on employees not to discuss potential or current applications for planning approval with proponents;”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (2)(b) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (2)(b) above; 
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(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 
6292. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“2. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that the working environment and relationship between Council, 
the CEO and the employees of the Town enables the CEO and employees to carry out their functions without 
inappropriate involvement or interference by councillors. In particular c) employees of the Town have reported that 
they are not able to properly perform their functions and provide professional advice in relation to the assessment 
of planning applications because of interference by the Mayor.”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (2)(c) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (2)(c) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 
6293. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“3. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that the workplace culture at the Town is free from intimidation 
of employees and undue pressure on employees. In particular a) Employees of the Town have reported criticism 
and belittling of employees by the Mayor;”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (3)(a) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (3)(a) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
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(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 
a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 

(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 
to respond to the evidence you received? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 
6294. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“3. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that the workplace culture at the Town is free from intimidation of 
employees and undue pressure on employees. In particular b) The conduct of the Mayor towards the Town’s employees 
led to the CEO telling the Mayor that if her conduct continued, he would report it to WorkSafe;”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (3)(b) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (3)(b) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 
Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 
6295. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“3. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that the workplace culture at the Town is free from intimidation 
of employees and undue pressure on employees. In particular c) directors and managers of the Town have reported 
that the CEO told them that if they provided information to the inquiry authorised by the CEO of the Department 
of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries under Division 1 of Part 8 of the Act ‘for the wrong reasons’ 
then these people may ‘suffer the consequences’;”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (3)(c) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (3)(c) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the CEO and the Town of 
Cambridge Council that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the CEO, 
the Mayor and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 
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Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 

6296. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“3. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that the workplace culture at the Town is free from intimidation 
of employees and undue pressure on employees. In particular d) the working environment at the Town has 
negatively affected the Town’s ability to recruit employees, including employees to fill senior executive positions 
and backfill positions when employees are on leave or acting opportunities are available;”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (3)(d) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (3)(d) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 

TOWN OF CAMBRIDGE — INQUIRY — SHOW-CAUSE NOTICE 

6297. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 
I refer to the Show Cause Notice delivered to the Town of Cambridge on 26 May 2020, in which you write 
“3. I suspect that the Council has failed to ensure that the workplace culture at the Town is free from intimidation 
of employees and undue pressure on employees. In particular e) Employees of the Town have reported a perception 
that their employment will be jeopardised if they make mistakes, provide advice to the Council which does not 
accord with the views of Council members, or make decisions that Council members disagree with.”, and I ask: 
(a) Without disclosing the author of any evidence you received, how many witnesses provided evidence to 

you, and on what date(s), in relation to: 
(i) (3)(e) above; 

(b) Was any evidence received which was provided on behalf of an organisation(s)? If yes, what organisation 
and on what dates(s) in relation to: 
(i) (3)(e) above; 

(c) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you notify the Town of Cambridge Council 
that you had received this evidence, and if yes, when did you notify them; 

(d) Prior to issuing the Show Cause Notice on 26 May 2020, did you provide an opportunity for the Mayor 
and/or Councillors of the Town of Cambridge to respond to the evidence you received: 
(i) If yes, who did you receive responses from and on what date(s); 
(ii) If you are unable to provide names for (i) above, how many Councillors did you receive 

a response from which directly related to the evidence you received; and 
(e) If no to (d), how was procedural fairness provided to the Mayor and Council of the Town of Cambridge 

to respond to the evidence you received? 

Mr D.A. Templeman replied: 
(a)–(e) Please refer to Legislative Assembly question on notice 6288. 
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CORONAVIRUS — SMALL BUSINESS — GOVERNMENT SUPPORT 

6299. Mr V.A. Catania to the Treasurer: 

I refer to the $1.7 billion of measures introduced by the State Government in response to COVID-19, and in 
particular the $114 million to support small to medium businesses, and I ask: 

(a) How much of the $114 million has been spent to date; 

(b) How much has been spent in Metropolitan Perth and in regional areas? Please provide breakdowns 
according to Development Commission regions; and 

(c) If the full amount has not been spent, why not and when is it expected to be spent? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 

(a) Cheques began to be issued from 16 July 2020. As at 24 July 2020, 15 per cent of grants have been issued 
to the value of $17.465 million. RevenueWA does not hold data to determine the value of tax forgone 
due to bringing forward the $1 million tax free threshold from 1 January 2021 to 1 July 2020. 

(b) Payroll taxpayers are only required to lodge information about wages payable in Western Australia, not 
the specific location in the State where the services were provided. As a result, the information used by 
RevenueWA to ascertain entitlement for the grant does not reliably identify where eligible businesses 
operate within the State. 

(c) More than 90 per cent of payroll tax grant payments to eligible employers in 2018–19 will be made by 
mid-August 2020. Payments for eligible employers who commenced paying payroll tax in 2019–20 will 
be issued after the annual reconciliation process is completed around October 2020. 

CORONAVIRUS — LAND TAX 

6300. Mr V.A. Catania to the Minister for Small Business: 

I refer to the $1.7 billion of measures introduced by the State Government in response to COVID-19, and in 
particular the $100 million to support land tax relief grants for commercial landlords, and I ask: 

(a) How much of the $100 million has been spent to date; 

(b) How much has been spent in Metropolitan Perth and in regional areas? Please provide breakdowns 
according to Development Commission regions; and 

(c) If the full amount has not been spent, why not and when is it expected to be spent? 

Mr P. Papalia replied: 

(a)–(c) The Treasurer will provide an update on the application of the $100 million to support land tax relief for 
commercial landlords in the next sitting of Parliament, including in which regions the grant money has 
been allocated and a timeline for the completion of grants. 

CORONAVIRUS — TAXIS AND ON-DEMAND TRANSPORT INDUSTRY 

6301. Mr V.A. Catania to the Minister for Transport; Planning: 

I refer to the $1.7 billion of measures introduced by the State Government in response to COVID-19, and in 
particular the $9 million to support the taxi and on-demand transport industry, and I ask: 

(a) How much of the $9 million has been spent to date; 

(b) How much has been spent in Metropolitan Perth and in regional areas? Please provide breakdowns 
according to Development Commission regions; and 

(c) If the full amount has not been spent, why not and when is it expected to be spent? 

Ms R. Saffioti replied: 

The $9 million On-demand Transport industry relief package is comprised of: 

$4.7 million in regional taxi assistance (in addition to the $3.7 million of assistance already provided to 
regional taxis during reforms); 

$1.5 million of $2,500 cash payments to over 600 authorised On-demand booking services that also hold 
an active Passenger Transport Vehicle (PTA) authorisation; 

$1.95 million to waive PTV authorisation renewal fees for 12 months; and 

$1 million to waive On-demand Booking Service authorisation renewal fees for 12 months $7.56m as of 
7 August 2020. 
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(b)–(c) 

Regions PTV 
authorisation fee 
waivers 

Booking service 
$2,500 relief 
payment 

Regional 
assistance 
payments 

Totals 

Gascoyne $452 $27,500 $154,722 $182,674 

Goldfields $678 $25,000 $1,594,531 $1,620,209 

Great Southern $3,503 $37,500 $264,352 $305,355 

Kimberley $3,390 $45,000 678,267 $726,657 

Metro $407,817 $1,150,000 0 $1,557,817 

Midwest $339 $22,500 683,328 $706,167 

Peel & Wheatbelt $5,763 $75,000 $218,283 $299,046 

Pilbara $1,808 $32,500 $954,680 $988,988 

South West $7,571 $210,000 $953,098 $1,170,669 

Indian Ocean 
Territory 

$0 $2,500 $0 $2,500 

Grand total  $431,321 $1,627,500 $5,501,261 $7,560,082 

The amount spent to date includes $2,500 relief payments to all On-demand Booking Services that hold 
a Passenger Transport Vehicle (PTV) authorisation and fee waivers for any PTV renewal fees that were 
due in the 2019–20 Financial Year. These amounts are in addition to the booking service and PTV fee 
waivers already applied to regional operators for three years from 2019–21. Regional Assistance 
Payments were made in July 2020. 

The remaining PTV fee waivers ($1.6 million) are to be spent in the 2020–21 financial year. 

CORONAVIRUS — SOCIAL HOUSING RECOVERY PACKAGE 

6303. Mr V.A. Catania to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the $1.7 billion of measures introduced by the State Government in response to COVID-19, and in 
particular the $444 million in housing stimulus packages, and I ask: 

(a) How much of the $444 million has been spent to date; 

(b) How much has been spent in Metropolitan Perth and in regional areas? Please provide breakdowns 
according to Development Commission regions; and 

(c) If the full amount has not been spent, why not and when is it expected to be spent? 

Mr B.S. Wyatt replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6304, also asked by the Member for North West Central, 
which provides the response related to the $319 million allocated to build, buy, renovate and maintain social 
housing across the State. 

As at 5 August 2020: 

(a) $40,000 – Building Bonus grants and nil – extension to the off-the-plan duty rebate. 

(b) Due to the low numbers of grants paid the data cannot be provided as it could lead to the identification of 
individual applicants and disclosure of personal information. 

(c) On 24 July 2020, following changes to the Commonwealth’s HomeBuilder grant, the Minister for Finance 
announced a change to align the commencement of construction criteria for the State’s Building Bonus 
grant. The change to the commencement definition will ensure the safety of the housing and construction 
industry’s workforce and the integrity of the new build. It will also provide greater opportunity for people 
to access the grant and build within the State. 

Applications for the Building Bonus grant can be lodged once foundations have been laid for the construction of 
a detached home or when the applicant is registered on the title for a new single-tier development. 

For the off-the-plan duty rebate, an application can be lodged when the buyer is registered on the title for the new 
property. 

Spending is expected to be in accordance with estimates. 
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CORONAVIRUS — UTILITY CHARGES — GOVERNMENT SUPPORT 

6305. Mr V.A. Catania to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum; Energy; Industrial Relations: 
I refer to the $1.7 billion of measures introduced by the State Government in response to COVID-19, and in 
particular the doubling of the Energy Assistance payment to households expected to cost $116 million, and I ask: 

(a) How much of the $116 million has been accessed by households to date; 

(b) How much has been accessed in Metropolitan Perth and in regional areas? Please provide breakdowns 
according to Development Commission regions; and 

(c) If the full amount has not been accessed, can households still apply for the Energy Assistance payment, 
and if yes what is the cut-off date? 

Mr W.J. Johnston replied: 
(a)–(c) The Treasurer will provide an update on the $116 million Energy Assistance payments to households in 

the next sitting of Parliament, including a breakdown of payments by region. The cut-off date for 
accessing the grants is 30 September 2020. 

CORONAVIRUS — EMERGENCY RENTAL HARDSHIP PAYMENT 

6306. Mr V.A. Catania to the Minister for Commerce: 
I refer to the $1.7 billion of measures introduced by the State Government in response to COVID-19, and in 
particular the $30 million committed for grants of up to $2000 for residential tenants, and I ask: 

(a) How much of the $30 million has been spent to date; 

(b) How much has been spent in Metropolitan Perth and in regional areas? Please provide breakdowns 
according to Development Commission regions; and 

(c) If the full amount has not been spent, why not and when is it expected to be spent? 

Mr J.R. Quigley replied: 

(a)–(c) The Treasurer will provide an update on the $30 million to provide grants for residential tenants in the 
September sitting of Parliament, including in which regions the grant money has been allocated and 
a timeline for the completion of grants. 

MINISTER FOR DEFENCE ISSUES — PORTFOLIOS — CYBERSECURITY BREACHES 

6322. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Tourism; Racing and Gaming; Small Business; Defence Issues; 
Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

I refer to each Department, Agency and Government Trading Enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of 
Defence Issues, and I ask: 

(a) Were there any cybersecurity breaches to agency computer systems or servers in 2017; 

(b) If yes to (a), for each breach: 

(i) When did the breach occur; 

(ii) What entity was responsible for each breach and what was their suspected purpose; 

(iii) What information was compromised; and 

(iv) How did the breach occur and what action has been taken to stop a recurrence of this breach; 

(c) Were there any cybersecurity breaches to agency computer systems or servers in 2018; 

(d) If yes to (c), for each breach: 

(i) When did the breach occur; 

(ii) What entity was responsible for each breach and what was their suspected purpose; 

(iii) What information was compromised; and 

(iv) How did the breach occur and what action has been taken to stop a recurrence of this breach; 

(e) Were there any cybersecurity breaches to agency computer systems or servers in 2019; and 

(f) If yes to (e), for each breach: 

(i) When did the breach occur; 

(ii) What entity was responsible for each breach and what was their suspected purpose; 
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(iii) What information was compromised; and 

(iv) How did the breach occur and what action has been taken to stop a recurrence of this breach? 

Mr P. Papalia replied: 
(a) No. 

(b) (i)–(iv) Not Applicable. 

(c) No. 

(d) (i)–(iv) Not Applicable. 

(e) No. 

(f) (i)–(iv) Not Applicable. 

MINISTER FOR RACING AND GAMING — PORTFOLIOS — CYBERSECURITY BREACHES 

6323. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Tourism; Racing and Gaming; Small Business; Defence Issues; 
Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

I refer to each Department, Agency and Government Trading Enterprise within the Minister’s portfolio of Racing 
and Gaming, and I ask: 

(a) Were there any cybersecurity breaches to agency computer systems or servers in 2017; 

(b) If yes to (a), for each breach: 

(i) When did the breach occur; 

(ii) What entity was responsible for each breach and what was their suspected purpose; 

(iii) What information was compromised; and 

(iv) How did the breach occur and what action has been taken to stop a recurrence of this breach; 

(c) Were there any cybersecurity breaches to agency computer systems or servers in 2018; 

(d) If yes to (c), for each breach: 

(i) When did the breach occur; 

(ii) What entity was responsible for each breach and what was their suspected purpose; 

(iii) What information was compromised; and 

(iv) How did the breach occur and what action has been taken to stop a recurrence of this breach; 

(e) Were there any cybersecurity breaches to agency computer systems or servers in 2019; and 

(f) If yes to (e), for each breach: 

(i) When did the breach occur; 

(ii) What entity was responsible for each breach and what was their suspected purpose; 

(iii) What information was compromised; and 

(iv) How did the breach occur and what action has been taken to stop a recurrence of this breach? 

Mr P. Papalia replied: 
(a) No. 

(b) (i)–(iv) Not Applicable. 

(c) No. 

(d) (i)–(iv) Not Applicable. 

(e) No. 

(f) (i)–(iv) Not Applicable. 

DEFENCE INDUSTRY CONTRACTS 

6324. Mr S.K. L’Estrange to the Minister for Tourism; Racing and Gaming; Small Business; Defence Issues; 
Citizenship and Multicultural Interests: 

For the period from 1 January 2019 to 1 June 2020, list the defence industry contracts that have been achieved in 
WA that included the direct involvement of the Minister for Defence Issues’ Agency/Department? 
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Mr P. Papalia replied: 
During the period of 1 January 2019 to 1 June 2020, the State’s advocacy has resulted in; 

local outdoor equipment specialists, Sea to Summit, to supply field equipment for the ADF. 

local company Total Marine Technology (TMT), who specialise in commercial ROV’s and equipment 
used in support of the maritime sector, have secured a key role in the construction of the ROV for the 
submarine rescue capability, which forms part of a suite of work for Phoenix International. 

Establishment of the Royal Singapore Air force Air Grading Centre (to assess pilot cadets) at Jandakot. 

facilitated access to land in the AMC for the construction of the submarine rescue facility, which was 
a key requirement of Civmec meeting the obligations to secure the contract for design and construction 
of the facilities 

Since the establishment of the Defence Issues portfolio, the State has seen significant steps forward in supporting 
WA industry to better compete and secure work on Defence projects. 

the Commonwealth announcing the construction of 2 mine hunter vessels (to be built in WA). 

the facilitation of sale of state owned land within the AMC to the Commonwealth, which is the site of the 
future capability centre and ship zero facilities. 

the State Government has developed and presented the case for relocation of Collins Class Submarine Full-cycle 
Dockings to WA. 

__________ 
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