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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) took the chair at 10.00 am, read prayers and acknowledged country. 
DOG ACT 

Petition 
HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [10.03 am]: I present a petition containing 107 signatures couched 
in the following terms —  

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned, say that the Dog Act 1976 requires amendment to ensure tougher penalties are 
placed on dogs that seriously injure or killed other animals or people and their owners. 
Now we ask the Legislative Council to investigate the introduction of: 

• stronger penalties to deter owners from disobeying regulations, including increased financial 
penalties and criminal liability, for serious attacks; 

• the removal and destruction of a dog where it has caused serious physical injury and/or death; and 
• a compulsory education program for dog owners where an animal in their control has caused 

nuisance and fear to the general public. 
And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 
[See paper 435.] 

INTERGRAIN — VALIANT CL PLUS 
Statement by Minister for Agriculture and Food 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [10.04 am]: The InterGrain 
success story grows day by day with yesterday’s launch of the new wheat variety “Valiant”, the latest boost to the 
arsenal of Western Australian farmers.  
When we came to government in 2017, we reversed the plan to sell off the WA government’s share of this 
plant-breeding business to eastern states interests, so ensuring that InterGrain remained WA based. Yesterday’s 
launch is yet another endorsement of that decision. 
Valiant CL Plus is a slow-growing Australian hard wheat variety geared to early sowing and adaptable to seasonal 
variability, with strong disease resistance, good grain size and Clearfield Plus tolerance to certain pre-emergent 
herbicides. We note that one of the Clearfield genes used in the new variety was first identified by the then Department 
of Agriculture in the 1980s, and is now licensee to BASF. It is late flowering to exploit early season rains while 
minimising the vulnerability to frost—a growing threat from climate change—and to utilise the long coleoptile 
length to chase moisture. It has been named Valiant on the fiftieth anniversary of the legendary Australian car. 
Lead plant breeder Daniel Mullan describes the connection: “Just like the old Valiant utes you still see on farms, it 
moves a little slowly, is incredibly sturdy, has a lot of tools in the back, and is destined to be much admired.” Valiant 
supplies have been bulked up for the 2022 seeding program. 
Our government’s commitment to InterGrain and grains research and development continues to deliver for WA growers 
as InterGrain cements its place as the engine room for breeding new premium grain varieties. 
Congratulations to all the committed team at InterGrain and thanks to the Department of Primary Industries and 
Regional Development and the Grains Research and Development Corporation for contributing to the partnership. 

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

McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — PERFORMANCE 
Motion 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [10.08 am] — without notice: It is 
with great delight that I move — 

That this house expresses its concern about the McGowan government’s failure to protect and support the 
Western Australian community at a time of unprecedented high state income, including failures in relation to — 
(a) the exposure of victims of abuse to their attackers in schools; 



2376 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 5 August 2021] 

 

(b) the lack of appropriate housing, including social housing, causing a housing crisis in this state; and 
(c) the management of ambulance ramping and our health system. 

This issue is about the priorities of the McGowan government and the Labor Party. I will focus my component of 
the debate on the part of the motion that refers to the unprecedented high state income. I know that a plethora of 
members in the chamber would like to address key and critical issues of the service delivery of the state. They will 
focus on the health system and the housing crisis that we find ourselves in, so I will not even take the full 20 minutes 
available to me because I realise that this may well be a very popular motion. I encourage members on this side of 
the house to engage in that process.  
President, I want to address the capacity of the state government to deliver change. This is important, because no state 
government in the history of Western Australia has had a greater capacity to deliver change than the McGowan 
government. Let me run through just a few quick figures. Until the end of the 2019 financial year, the McGowan 
government received $4 billion in iron ore royalties above and beyond that which was predicted in the budget. 
That means that when a government sets its budget at the beginning of a financial year, and it sets its revenues 
a bit lower, when it gets more money, which is fine and a good strategy, it has free money at the end of that year 
that it can invest in things that it thinks are important for the state of Western Australia. Until the end of the 2019–20 
financial year, this government had an extra $4 billion on top of its budget predictions. The expectation in the 
2020–21 financial year, given an iron ore price well above that that was expected—because the government was 
predicting originally it would be $US63 a tonne—even according to the government’s own figures, we are expecting 
total iron ore royalties in the 2020–21 financial year from the quarterly financial statements to have hit something 
close to $11 billion. Normally, just so members know, it sits around that $4 billion to $5 billion mark. We are looking 
at $11 billion in iron ore royalties. We will be looking at a budget surplus above the expectation predicted by the 
government. We are looking at a budget surplus for 2020–21, in my view, of around $5 billion. Although, let me say 
that if the government were clever, it would have boosted its expenditure in key areas so that it reduced its surplus 
so that it did not look like it was sitting on a huge pile of cash. I try to say this in a number of places.  
In my view, the Premier, who is also the Treasurer, reminds me of that old cartoon—for those members who are 
old enough—of Scrooge McDuck rolling in cash in his money bin. That is the image that I have when I look at the 
Premier of Western Australia: Scrooge McDuck rolling in his money bin, sitting on a pile of cash and throwing it 
up in the air. In my view, it is probably $5 billion. The government might be able to get the number down a bit 
with a bit of additional expenditure.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You would never have that image of Colin Barnett!  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Some of us have moved on from 15 years ago, but, you know, you stay there if you like.  
The PRESIDENT: Order! Allow Hansard to capture the debate as it is on the floor.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, President, for your protection. Some of us have moved on to the current 
day, but not everybody, obviously.  
A huge amount of cash is sitting out there, and the problem is that this government has such an agenda to look 
after its political interests that it is not looking after the interests of the people of Western Australia. Where should 
this money be going? It should be pointed out, of course, that it is not the case that the government is significantly 
reducing debt. Let me start with that one. Debt has risen under the current government. It has not risen to the point 
that was predicted under the previous government; it does not have $42 billion in debt. I acknowledge that. Some 
of that money has gone into not going into further levels of debt, but the government has not reduced debt. Debt 
has continued to climb. The government inherited $33-odd billion worth of debt. It is at around $36 billion worth 
of debt. I am the first to say that the former Treasurer, Ben Wyatt, did a pretty reasonable job of financial management. 
In fact, I am on the record here as saying that in my view, former Treasurer Eric Ripper on the Labor side of politics 
did a reasonable job of economic management as well. But it is absolutely the case that this government has not 
reduced debt. The debt reduction account of the state government is a farce. It is hilarious. It gets a little money in 
there, and the argument that Treasury always puts up is that all the money that gets in means that we do not have 
to go into further debt, so that is a saving. It is an interesting economic debate. This windfall of money, this mountain 
of cash that we are rolling in, throwing up in the air, means that we do not have to go further into debt, but it is not 
being expended for the benefit of the people of Western Australia. That is the first thing I would say.  
I will never forget asking the question of the then Treasurer in February 2019: “What happens if the iron ore price 
stays above $US90 a tonne, as it went to in February 2019?” We had a fair indication it would probably stay a bit 
higher. Of course, COVID came along and it hit $US220 a tonne. Today, I believe, it is somewhere around $US180 
a tonne. Let us go back to those original numbers: $4 billion extra to the end of 2019–20 and $5 billion extra to the 
end of 2020–21. It is likely, in my view, that the iron ore price will stay up this current financial year. It is at $US181 
a tonne now. We are a month into this financial year. I fully expect it to go down to the $US150 a tonne rate by 
the end of next year, no problems. By the end of next year, I expect it will be no higher than $US110 a tonne, and 
by the end of the year after, 2023 into 2023–24, it will probably go back to its long-term run, which will be in the 
order of $US75 a tonne. What happens? We have this massive income for a specific time, and the question is, 
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when the government is rolling in cash, like Scrooge, what does it do with it? Does it spend it for the benefit of its 
own people, for the Labor Party, or does it spend it for the benefit of the people of Western Australia? That is the 
debate that we should be having today. What are the priorities of the McGowan government in relation to the 
mountain of cash it is sitting on?  
Let us say that I am roughly accurate with prices. I have to say at this point that I have been more accurate than 
Treasury has. Let us see how we go. Whichever minister responds to this can come back in a couple of years and 
say, “No, you weren’t accurate in those predictions”, because it is a bit Nostradamus like. But on the assumption 
that that is anywhere near accurate, $4 billion extra and then $5 billion extra up to $9 billion, we can expect another 
$3 billion to $4 billion above budget estimates in the current financial year. That is up to $12 billion, and if it is 
still at $US110 a tonne at the end of next year, then it has another couple of billion dollars on top of that. So the 
government is looking at $14 billion or $15 billion above the budget. How is it managing it? It is trying its absolute 
best to make itself look good.  
We are the first to acknowledge that there was some additional expenditure on COVID-19. The government likes to 
trumpet the fact that it has invested in its COVID-19 response, but the COVID-19 rescue package came originally 
at a cost of $5.5 billion, and it has probably hit $7 billion. It may creep up a little more, but do not forget that the 
Western Australian economy, and I am sure the minister will tell us this ad nauseam, has rebounded remarkably 
well, so it is not just iron ore royalties that are going to be up. The property market is doing okay, thank you very 
much. Property prices have not declined much further in a lot of cases, and some areas are on the rise. Other revenues 
are doing remarkably well in comparison with other states. This state has made a profit out of the COVID crisis, but 
not from something illegal or immoral. Countries around the world have engaged in massive programs of spending 
as a COVID response, particularly around infrastructure, including China, the United States and Europe—and that 
is fine. This state has made a profit. That is great. Well done. Congratulations.  
This government has a lot of money to spend. The issue is: what is it spending it on? Let us say it is up from $7 billion 
to $9 billion currently, why do we have the sort of crisis in the health system that we have been talking about now 
for months? Why do we have a crisis in the housing sector? In the housing sector, the government is in competition 
with housing construction, so the government, bless it, is rolling out some significant infrastructure. Metronet is 
in competition with suppliers and workers to get that construction done. There is competition now between the 
private sector and the government for those resources. What will happen with that? Things are going to blow out 
and timetables will take longer. No doubt we will debate those things. We will have further debate as we go. But 
the government does have a massive capacity to remedy the major issues that we are facing today. I do not know 
how many people in Western Australia think that the health system or housing is going so wonderfully well that 
this government should be applauded for its performance. How we protect vulnerable people in the community, in 
particular those who are attacked and abused, is not going so well at a time when this government has more money 
to spend than any government that has preceded it. Sure, there have been booms. There was the Eric Ripper boom 
and the global financial crisis that levelled it off. There was the Barnett boom and the correction in 2014. Now 
there is the McGowan boom, which started in February 2017. The total revenues that this state government receive 
in the current boom will dwarf anything that has gone before—absolutely dwarf it. Credit goes to the government for 
not pushing up expenditure to absorb that, but that means it is sitting on a motza. It is rolling around in the dollars. 
It is time that the government, firstly, outlined a plan for the services of Western Australia so that the money that 
is spent will benefit the people of Western Australia rather benefit the re-election of the McGowan government. It 
will then be time to roll out expenditure so the people can actually benefit. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Member, can you just think about this? Like, seriously! If we are not providing the 
services that people want, why would they vote us back in? Your proposition is that we are not spending money 
on people because we want them to vote for us. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: There are plenty of services the government is not providing well—there are some 
that it is not providing, but there are lots of them that the government is not providing well. Do not assume that 
a COVID-19 election has meant a glowing endorsement of the entirety of Labor Party policy. It is time that an 
economic policy was developed. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, President.  
It is time the government outlined proper expenditure for the benefit of the people of Western Australia and not 
the benefit of the government. There are plenty of places in which that expenditure could occur, which will be 
demonstrated soon. 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [10.21 am]: Can I indicate that I am not the 
responsible minister for the whole of this motion, so I do not need 15 minutes. I just want to indicate to the house 
that I have something that I need to deal with outside the chamber and I want to address paragraph (a) of the motion 
before I leave the chamber for urgent parliamentary business.  
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I want to address the part of the motion that refers to schools and give members some history. Members will have 
seen an article in The West Australian on Tuesday that was referring to a situation at a public school in the south east 
metropolitan area in which some serious allegations of abuse had been made against a student on another student. 
The first thing I need to say is that that matter is currently before the courts. There was a hearing on Tuesday and 
there will be another hearing in September, so my comments will certainly not be couched in any way that will 
put that at risk. I want the court process to be followed. I do not want there to be any proposition that somehow 
someone did not get a fair trial because of things that might have been said in here. I preface my comments by 
saying that.  
The motion refers to the government’s alleged failure to protect and support the Western Australian community. 
This house has debated the abuse of children by other children in school before. The proposition is often put—I am 
summarising it, but I am sure the member will correct me if he thinks that I have it wrong—by Hon Nick Goiran that 
the fact that there are some, currently five, victims of abuse by another student in the same school as the perpetrator 
is of itself perpetrating further abuse on that student. That is how I characterise the position that Hon Nick Goiran 
has put before.  
We must start from the premise that the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse has 
actually canvassed this issue. In fact, it devoted a whole volume—volume 10—to this. I commend members who are 
interested in this area to look at volume 10, which is headed “Children with harmful sexual behaviours”. It specifically 
addresses this issue because it was an emerging issue. It is an issue on which not a lot of clinical or therapeutic work 
had been done and not a lot of policy work had been done around the world on the issue of children as perpetrators 
of sexual abuse. The royal commission report goes into great detail about the history of where those children come 
from. It then made some policy recommendations to government, which the Western Australian government adopted 
in full. Essentially, what it said was that we need to put in place a multi-agency approach and ensure that therapeutic 
opportunities are available for those children. It also stated — 

• A contextual and systemic approach should be used. For interventions to be effective they should 
take account of a child’s whole environment …  

• Family and carers should be involved … 
• Safety should be established. An overarching safety plan must be agreed on between services, home 

and school that provides safe and appropriate ways of managing the child’s behaviour.  
It goes on — 

It is important that children’s harmful sexual behaviours are identified early. 
It then states that it is important to monitor the wellbeing of all children involved—the victim, the child who caused 
the harm, and any witnesses—and that communication with children, their parents, carers and relevant agencies 
happens. It also recommended that things are documented and that relevant information is shared between relevant 
agencies in order to put in place a holistic response when this happens. That is the policy position that the 
Western Australian government put in place.  
Some members who have been here for a while will have heard me say when we came to government in 2017 that 
there were a couple of horrific cases that attracted media attention. I asked the agency what was in place for sharing 
information so that schools would know when these things happened, when charges have been laid and when there 
are investigations. There was nothing in place—nothing. So we put in place a multi-agency protocol that links the 
Children’s Court with the police with the schools with the Department for Child Protection and Family Support 
et cetera, and the Department of Justice so that everybody would be sharing the right information. Plans were put 
in place for risk assessment and management panels—referred to as RAMPs—to occur each time this happened. 
That is the policy setting that government at a macro level had a responsibility to put in place. That is what we put 
in place and that is what we are applying. 
I have also said in this place before that those policy settings should not be set in stone and never reviewed and never 
revisited. There should be a continuous process to make sure that the policy settings are right and are reviewed on 
an ongoing basis. That is what the Western Australian government has done. 
Having said that, it is not always the case in particular circumstances that all of the players get it right. In the case that 
got some media attention earlier this week, I am not satisfied that the school, in particular, met all the conditions 
that it should have meet in terms of communication and in terms of examining all the options available on what it 
might do to address whether the alleged perpetrator was best placed to continue in that school. I am not satisfied 
that the central office and district office communicated as well as they should have, not just to me as the minister, 
but to the school, nor that the actions of the school with a view to ensure that the RAMP that was put in place 
and investigations that needed to occur as to other allegations of abuse were reviewed. I am not satisfied that the 
department and the district office conducted themselves in the way that they should have in respect of that. I have 
made that position clear to the director general. I am not going to apologise for a set of circumstances that I do not 
think were satisfactory. I am going to hold the agency to account. What I need to satisfy myself on is that the policy 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 5 August 2021] 2379 

 

settings themselves are correct. I am satisfied that at a macro level the policy settings are right around ensuring 
agencies talk to each other, around setting up the protocols for communication, and around constantly reviewing 
those and making sure that they are up to date. But agencies do not always get it right, and in the particular case 
that got some media attention earlier this week, I am not satisfied that they got it right. I have made that clear to the 
director general and steps are being taken to address that. It will be a subject of ongoing conversation as we address 
the issues that have come to our attention through that matter. Indeed, I am meeting with at least one of the sets of 
parents involved to hear directly from them, too. 

I wanted to make that comment. Members might bring up other cases in the course of the debate. I am sorry that I will 
not be here to listen to the debate, but I have another matter I need to deal with. The government does take this 
issue very seriously. We have acted literally from day one of 2017, when we were first elected and I received this 
portfolio, to put in place policy settings to ensure that schools are as safe as they possibly can be, and that when it 
comes to children as perpetrators of sexual assault against other children in school settings, that the policy settings 
are right to protect all children and to take action to make sure that the perpetrators are dealt with appropriately. 
As a sidebar, I make the point that we still have a statutory and, frankly, a moral obligation to ensure every child gets 
an education—it does not always have to be in the same setting. I am sorry I cannot be here for the rest of the debate, 
but I look forward to reading Hansard. 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [10.31 am]: I thank the Leader of the House for contributing to this 
debate. She knows that I feel very strongly about this matter. Where we are going to disagree is that the Leader of 
the House says that she is satisfied that the policy settings are right. If the policy settings are right at the moment, 
members, I will outline what will happen. If the policy settings are left as they are, according to the Leader of the 
House, the Minister for Education and Training, this is the result. I refer to an article from The West Australian of 
this week — 

A 15-year-old schoolboy is accused of sexually assaulting three female students … 

The article goes on to say — 

One alleged victim, a 15-year-old girl, is so distressed she now has an interim violence restraining order 
against the boy and has been given a suicide prevention plan from the school. 

Her mother said the boy had been threatening to physically harm her daughter if she did not send him 
explicit photographs of herself and was sexually harassing the girl in the lead-up to the alleged indecent 
assault in the classroom earlier this year. 

… 

The boy spent a month out of school after he was charged, returned before the VRO was taken out and 
then was again withdrawn from the school after it was issued last month. 

… 

Her mental health has deteriorated to the point where she has been given a list of crisis numbers to help 
her in situations where she is considering taking her own life. 

“My daughter does not feel safe at school,” her mother said. 

That is the outcome of this government’s policy settings. I know and accept that the Minister for Education and 
Training has indicated that she is not satisfied with what has occurred in the current case. She was at pains to explain 
that she is not satisfied with what has happened in the current case and intends to hold the agency to account—as 
she should. But this has only arisen because of the McGowan Labor government’s policy settings. I have raised 
this issue on more than 20 occasions over the last three years since this debacle was first revealed in the work of 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. On 14 November 2018, I asked the government 
questions arising from Operation Fledermaus. Members who are aware of that particular case will know that was 
a case limited, or restricted, to a particular geographical area in Western Australia. During the committee hearing 
on 14 November 2018, the Department of Communities indicated that it was its expectation that some of the 
six known perpetrators were attending the same school as their victims. That evidence alerted all of us, particularly 
those attending the hearing on that day, that this problem was very real—that there were perpetrators in schools 
confronting their victims every day.  

Thereafter, I tried to get some information from both the Minister for Education and Training and the Minister for 
Child Protection. I have to say that at least the education minister, on this occasion, has been willing to provide 
data and information. I have nothing positive to say about the Minister for Child Protection’s role on this matter, 
and the record reflects the answer, or I should say response, provided to me on 12 February 2019. The Minister 
for Child Protection has been totally silent on this matter. At least the education minister has had the courage to 
actually say something on this. Where is the Minister for Child Protection? The minister is totally missing in 
action. Since then, probably twice a year at least, I have asked the Minister for Education and Training how many 
of these cases still exist. Additional questions arose after the 2018–19 annual report hearings. Evidence provided 
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indicated that there were five cases. On 25 September 2019, this house agreed unanimously on a motion dealing 
with this issue. There was goodwill by all members of the house, indicating their concern. I understood from the 
government that it intended to desist with this practice. Specifically, the Leader of the House required these words 
in the amended motion — 

(b) calls for all policies related to managing the education of victims of children and young people 
charged with harmful sexual behaviour to put the safety of the children and young people first and 
ensure no further harm is caused to the victims by ongoing contact with the alleged perpetrators;  

As recently as this week the Leader of the House informed us that there are another five cases of this happening. 
There are at least five cases in Western Australia of students having to confront their attacker every day at school. 
These are not run-of-the-mill attacks, however one might want to describe that; these are victims of child sexual 
abuse. I cannot for the life of me understand how any member of the McGowan Labor government can think that 
it is okay for a victim of child sexual abuse to have to confront their attacker at school. How can that possibly be 
okay? Yes, the perpetrator is entitled to an education, but it is the responsibility of government to find an education 
outlet, an education forum, where that can occur safely without re-traumatising the victim. Is there an appreciation 
of how traumatic it is for a victim of child sexual abuse to have to see their attacker at school every day? That is 
why there is a violence restraining order at the moment in respect to this case in the south-eastern corridor of our 
state. When this matter first arose, the questions I asked were limited to the state’s north west. At the time, I was 
not sure whether this practice was ongoing in metropolitan Perth. Not that that should matter, because every child 
in Western Australia deserves the right to be educated in a safe environment whether they are in Roebourne or the 
East Metropolitan Region. 
We now know this week that this is not limited to Roebourne; this is happening in Perth. Maybe now that it is happening 
in the metropolitan region, people will start to care. There has been very little care over the past three years. It should 
not be difficult to shift these policy settings, which the Minister for Education and Training says she is satisfied 
with, so that the policy simply is that the victims and perpetrators do not attend the same school. The most recent 
data we have received indicates that one of the victims has actually moved or left school. In other words, the situation 
has been so unbearable for that victim that they have either moved to a different school or abandoned their education. 
That is how traumatic this is for those victims of child sexual abuse. 
Once again, for probably the twenty-second time, I call on the McGowan Labor government to change the policy 
settings. It will be the legacy of the Minister for Education and Training that we will have had case after case of 
child sexual abuse in public schools in Western Australia on her watch because of a refusal to change the policy 
settings. Change them. If the education minister will not do that, there is a responsibility, a duty, on the Minister for 
Child Protection to say to her that this is not good enough—that these children are at risk and the policy has to change. 
It is not that complicated. Find another way of educating the perpetrator—Schools of the Air or distance education. 
Find them a new school or get them a private tutor, but do not leave them in the same school as their victims. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [10.41 am]: I could speak for a considerable time on each of 
the three statements in the motion. I will first pick up on the comments of Hon Nick Goiran. I appreciate that the 
government has been taking measures. Let me give one short example of what I experienced before the government 
had implemented its new policies. A child was being sexually assaulted at school. The level of assault was increasing 
and the child was suffering. As mandated, I submitted a report to the Department for Child Protection and Family 
Support. The department contacted me and asked for the name of the victim so it could take action. The victim? 
What about the name of the child who was doing the attacking? This is a mental health problem, and we need to 
deal with the issues involved. The department said it did not want to know the name of that child, but of the child 
who was being assaulted. I asked what action it was going to take. I was told, “No action.” I said, “Hang about, we 
have a child on whom the level of assault is increasing.” When questioned, the Department for Child Protection and 
Family Support said that it would not take any action against the perpetrator. I asked at what level would it begin 
to take action against the perpetrator of the sexual crime and regular assaults. The answer was, “When the victim 
has been raped, then we will take action.” 
I took up this matter with the then director of DCP and received the same bland response that the department would 
be doing nothing. I have to say that this reflects my interaction with DCP over the decades in that the low-hanging 
fruit is dealt with while the real problems are swept under the carpet until a crisis happens, and then there are coronial 
inquiries and the word is passed around and around. I find this intolerable and I assume the government does as 
well. Action needs to be taken, but it depends on the people who are implementing it to do what is right, and often 
they are overloaded, overburdened and overworked. This is probably what we have to deal with. All would agree 
that this is unacceptable and would like to take action, but it is often too difficult to organise in their daily work. 
I find this tragic. 
I can go on and talk about ambulance ramping. Members, you are listening to someone who has actually worked 
at that level in an emergency department. I have also borne a few words about the tragic death of Aishwarya Aswath. 
That has been dealt with in the classic way of seeking to blame the doctors and nurses involved, when what we 
should be looking at is the policy of the Department of Health due to its two primary concerns. The first is to 
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reduce the risk of being sued, so that its insurance is kept valid, and the second is to manage the budget. It does 
not actually care about the health of the patients. That is not its responsibility; that is abrogated to the staff on the 
front line. Part of managing its budget involves a wish to reduce its costs. It deals not in generating revenue, but 
in managing costs. This is a feature of government that I have experienced at both ends. To do that, it reduces the 
number of full-time equivalents needed so that it can then say that it is fully staffed. That is a true statement. It is 
fully staffed, but is it appropriate for the needs? In today’s The West Australian I read about how nurses and doctors 
at Perth Children’s Hospital continue to suffer because they are overworked. The response from management is that, 
yes, it is a busy time of year. They are writing, emailing and complaining and saying that another child will die 
because no action has been taken. 
If we compare this situation of cutting full-time equivalents and being “fully staffed” to the state of the emergency 
department when patients are coming through, there are two aspects to consider. First, why in the name of all that 
is holy do people go to the emergency department with a cold? They say, “I don’t feel well. My GP didn’t have 
any appointments. I’m prepared to wait five hours and complain about it.” We are also dealing with people coming 
in under the effects of alcohol or methamphetamine, causing an unholy amount of time to be spent on them. The 
reduction in FTE under those conditions means that they simply cannot clear an emergency department. Members 
should liken this to iron ore being taken from a mine on a truck—a huge earthmover—to the point of crushing. 
That cannot be absorbed because the crusher is moving too slowly. The trucks are now backing up down the mine 
site because the ore cannot be unloaded onto the crusher to be treated and sent off on the train. In essence, that is 
what is happening with the ambulances now. We complain about ambulance ramping, but that is the wrong question. 
The question is: why is the emergency department not able to put through the patients who are attending? When the 
ambulance officers rock up to the ED, they should unload the patient and say, “Thank you very much, this is the 
condition,” and then head off to the next call. Is that not the case? Does anyone else have a different experience 
from mine? I suspect not. Rather than blaming St John Ambulance Western Australia for being unable to offload the 
patients, we should focus on helping the health service to work more efficiently. No more children need to die 
because they have not been attended to because the nurses and doctors are working their backsides off and full-time 
equivalents have been cut. I have experienced this many times; it is practical experience. 
I am not directing this with any bad intent at the parliamentary level. It is simply because the people who work 
here do not often have the experience of working under these conditions. If one does not know what is going on, 
how can one make sense of a policy? It is a theory. It is the same with the management of the health service. It is 
not that they are bad people; they are just not at the front line. They are trying to manage as best they can without 
the experience of standing at the front line with patients at the door and being unable to deal with them. All hell 
breaks loose. 
I want to address now the third area in this motion, bearing in mind that I ascribe no blame to any side of the house. 
This is simply the way we are because we have no real experience of what is actually going on in the real world. 
I refer to housing. I spoke yesterday about hempcrete, a very useful application of a very useful plant to make 
cheap and affordable housing that is bushfire safe. Shelters can be made from it. It can be created in prefabricated 
form to allow Indigenous people to, first, grow their own home, and, second, build their own home in a way that 
is culturally appropriate, reducing homelessness in the Indigenous population. Outside the doors of this place is 
a protest by the homeless people of Perth, for whom we could provide homing were we of a mind to do so. Bearing 
in mind the multiple-times proven fact that treating the results is more expensive than treating the cause, were we 
to provide every homeless person with a home, especially a home made from hempcrete, which we can grow and 
make ourselves, the costs would be less than dealing with the effects of homelessness. That leads to the question: 
what about the mental health issues that arise due to homelessness? Should we not deal with that as a cause as 
well? Looking at homelessness is not a matter of trying to provide more buildings, but of reducing the need for 
people to become homeless in the first place. 
I could talk for hours on each of these subjects, as members can probably guess from my passion. I can say that 
yes, I support the motion, although I would be spreading the concern and the blame, if you like, to everybody in this 
house, because it is up to us to look the facts in the face and deal with them appropriately. 
HON STEVE MARTIN (Agricultural) [10.50 am]: I rise to speak in support of this excellent motion moved by 
my colleague the Leader of the Opposition, Hon Dr Steve Thomas. I will be concentrating on paragraph (b) of the 
motion, which refers to the lack of appropriate housing, including social housing, causing a housing crisis in this 
state. This crisis was brought to our doorstep on Tuesday night at the vigil for Alana Garlett, the 38-year-old homeless 
mother of six who tragically passed away in June while living on the streets of Perth. In response, her family and 
other advocates for a solution to homelessness organised a very moving and confronting demonstration on the 
steps of this place. According to some research by the University of Western Australia that came to light very recently, 
56 homeless people have died in Perth in the past year. On Tuesday night, there were 56 sleeping bags on the 
steps of Parliament. When we walked around to meet those people, it was a very confronting sight. There are 
only 36 members in this place, but 56 vulnerable Western Australians have passed away, and that was only in the 
metropolitan area. I am guessing that that number is underestimated. That is the data that was gathered. I am sure 
the figure is higher, and it does not refer to regional Western Australia, where we know this issue is also significant. 
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In a state with our enormous resources, those people are asking how can this happen. That is a very legitimate 
question. That is certainly what Alana’s family were asking. I spoke very briefly to her mother and father and her 
sister Michelle. I will quote from her comments in the media recently. Michelle said — 

“It’s so sad how the government is treating people. 
“They slip through your fingers because there’s no housing”. 

Speaker after speaker on Tuesday night raised that point. We are a wealthy state and we have a very wealthy 
government, so how can this happen? Yesterday, I asked in Parliament whether the government knew how many 
homeless people had died in previous years. The Department of Health evidently does not know. I was not entirely 
surprised by that response, but someone needs to know how these people are slipping through our fingers. 
Sadly, only a few MPs turned up to the vigil. I saw Hon Dr Brad Pettitt, Hon Wilson Tucker, Hon Sophia Moermond 
and Hon Neil Thomson in the crowd. Some of us got to very briefly address the people at the vigil. I did not see 
any members opposite or ministers and I thought that perhaps that was a slip-up. I apologise if they were there and 
were up the back and I did not see them, but I had a pretty good look. I thought that perhaps that was a slip-up and 
perhaps the organisers had sent invites only to certain members. I rang this morning to double-check, and it appears 
that every MP got an invite to the vigil. 
Recently, we heard some very fine inaugural speeches from nervous first-time speakers in this house, like me. It 
seems like it was a lifetime ago, but it was only a couple of months. We heard some very fine speeches and I admired 
the speeches. There was talk of commitment to social welfare and the Indigenous cause, but I do not think I am being 
harsh in asking why nobody could walk the two minutes from here to the vigil on Tuesday night. It was disappointing 
for the family and the organisers of the vigil, but I can guess what happened. As a new member, what I do is check 
with my elders, or those people who are more senior than I am: “There’s a vigil on; what should I do? Should 
I attend?” The WhatsApp messages would have been flying back and forth between new members and senior 
members opposite and quite clearly the response that came back was, “Don’t go; we’ve got no good news.” 
Another person who was not at the vigil was the Premier. I understand that he has a lot on his plate; he is a busy 
person. The invite was sent to his office of course, and I completely understand if that invite did not make it up 
the chain to anywhere near the Premier. He would not have personally knocked back the invite, but someone in 
his office thought it was not a priority. In fact, the Premier was quoted online as saying that he was not aware of 
the vigil or the homeless camp, but that tent cities the likes of that at Fremantle created lawlessness and trouble. 
He said — 

“Obviously now that I’m aware that it’s there — 
He is referring to the camp behind Parliament House — 

I’ll talk to the police about it,” … 
That is an interesting response. I may be verballing the Premier; he may have gone on at greater length, but it is 
an interesting response: “I’m not going to talk to my Minister for Community Services or my Minister for Housing; 
I’m going to talk to the police about it.” I will let the Premier have a pass on that, but I will not let those in his office 
have a pass. Did they not think it was a priority during Homelessness Week to bring to the attention of the Premier 
that there was going to be a vigil on the front steps of Parliament House? Even if he did not attend, he needed to 
be aware that it was happening. That did not take place, and that is very disappointing. 
What has been the recent response from the government on this issue? The other day I saw a press release outlining 
the $6 million for local government to come up with a response, with matching money or something. The government 
does not have any ideas, so some spin doctor in the office thought: let us fob it off to local governments and let them 
sort it out. I have travelled across the state and talked to communities about this issue, particularly local governments, 
and they are saying, “Please don’t make it our responsibility; we simply do not have the resources.” The City of 
Perth has some resources, but Moora, Albany, Geraldton and Esperance do not have the resources, so the government 
should not make it their responsibility. Local governments can now apply for an initial grant and set up something, 
but in years to come it will still be their responsibility. That was an interesting response. 
I feel sorry for John Carey. I spoke to John once or twice very briefly a few years ago when he was a mayor. He 
did a good job. He is a nice guy. I wonder whether he can even get a meeting with the director general of that 
massive department to get his attention, because quite clearly the housing and homelessness crisis is out of control 
in this state. If we are talking about priorities, we have an enormous waitlist. The homelessness numbers are up by 
66 per cent since last November. There are now 1 300 fewer homes in the state housing system than there were in 
2017, when the McGowan Labor government came to office—and we wonder why there is a crisis. The waitlist 
is officially—who knows?—two years. I recently met with a gentleman in Busselton who was told that he was on 
the priority list but it might take three years. He has just come out of prison and is in a very vulnerable spot. He is 
trying to get his family back together, but he has been told that it could be two or three years. He simply has nowhere 
to live. The Salvos are paying the registration on his car that he cannot drive anywhere, so now it is parked and it 
will probably get towed away. The waitlist is enormous. Approximately 17 000 families are on the waitlist for a social 
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housing home. The welfare sector and the wraparound agencies are simply swamped. Anglicare WA, the Salvos 
et cetera are overwhelmed. I met with a youth worker in Busselton who works with couch-surfing teenagers. Her 
workload has gone up 1 000 per cent this year. To be frank, she looked exhausted. She has no idea what to do, and 
nowhere to reach out. 
This is a serious crisis that obviously needs action. The vigil moved location from Tuesday night. We now have the 
camp set up behind Parliament House. Members opposite, duck up and say g’day and meet those people. I welcome 
the opportunity to speak on this very important issue and urge other members to do so. 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Regional Development) [11.00 am]: I will be 
presenting the formal government response. I start by recognising that these issues are very important and challenging 
issues. The education issue was addressed by the Leader of the House. I will focus on the contributions that have 
been made around housing and health. I note the quite bizarre propositions put by the Leader of the Opposition 
that the Premier is hoarding money because he wants people to vote for him; he is hoarding the money so he will not 
spend money on things that people want. That does not make sense. We have always identified health, education 
and housing as key issues. We have had the ability to deliver on these issues. That has always formed the basis of 
the support that we seek and obtain from the Western Australian public. 
The Leader of the Opposition wants us to move on from the Barnett days. Let us not talk about the bad old days 
of the second Court government, which I think had seven out of eight deficit budgets. I still think that the whole 
record of proper economic management is alive and well. Somehow or other, if we are exercising any fiscal discipline, 
that is cause for contempt! As Hon Steve Martin said, as we try to deal with these important social issues, we know 
that budget management is an important part of the package that people want. They want us to manage responsibly 
as well as deal with these problems. 
This issue is important. As always, there will be issues in all of these fields. We are certainly not pretending that there 
are not challenges. The proposition that we are not spending in these areas is quite absurd. Between March 2017, 
when we came to government, and December 2020, the number of workers employed by the state government in 
the healthcare system increased by 10.4 per cent, or 3 622 workers. That is a massive and very significant increase 
in that workforce. Increased employment has accounted for almost half of the additional workers we have placed 
in the system. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: So are you saying there’s enough nurses?  
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am saying that the proposition that we have not increased expenditure on health 
does not stand up to scrutiny. Annual spending on health increased by more than $1.1 billion a year, or 13 per cent, 
between the time we came to government and our last budget. We are now spending around $10 billion a year on 
health . Our health spending is almost one-third of total government expenditure. 
It is important to note that WA consistently spends more per capita on public hospitals than any other state. We are 
spending 18 per cent more than the national average. That is based on a recent analysis by the Productivity Commission. 
These are the facts. There will also be controversial cases and issues of concern. Let us look at the facts: we are 
spending more than any other state on our public hospitals. We know that we have a problem with emergency 
department attendances, which grew by almost 14 per cent from January to June this year compared with last year. 
I am advised that that is similar to what has been experienced across Australia. This is clearly an issue. Many of 
these problems relate to the increased number of people presenting with serious mental health issues. We recognise 
that and we are dealing with it. 
We absolutely understand that we have a problem recruiting personnel in the health system, as we have in agriculture, 
mining and construction. We have implemented serious initiatives to increase the number of newly qualified nurses 
and midwives in the Western Australian health system. A whole series of programs have been put in place. We 
have seen an almost 50 per cent increase in the number of graduate positions available for nurses and midwives. 
Health service providers have been actively recruiting. As well as creating new positions by almost 50 per cent, we 
have actively recruited nurses into existing workforces. A total of 982 newly qualified nurses and midwives have 
been brought onboard this year, with a further 100 enrolled nurses being recruited. This will total over 1 000 new 
graduates being recruited into the positions. A very active recruitment process to find nurses is occurring, obviously 
within the confines of the global pandemic, which has closed off access to many overseas nurses. 
We have significantly increased funding for our hospitals and have maintained our position of spending more per 
head than any other state. With that money that has come in, we have set aside $1.8 billion for the construction of 
the new women’s and babies’ hospital within the Queen Elizabeth II precinct. That was very similar to what we 
did when we were last in government when we set aside a similar sum from our surpluses for the construction of 
Fiona Stanley Hospital. We are certainly not wasting our surpluses; we are making sure that we have something 
substantial to show for them. 
Of course, homelessness is a huge issue and, as Hon Dr Brian Walker said, it is not just a question of facilities; we 
need to empower those who are experiencing homelessness in many, many different ways. We have instituted 
a series of programs, including the “No Wrong Door” approach, the Housing First Homelessness Initiative, the 
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release of a request for tender for the development of an online services portal and the provision of $35 million for 
Common Ground facilities in East Perth and Mandurah, all of which are a comprehensive response to homelessness 
and dealing with long-term social issues. We have also provided $4.4 million for a 20-bed medical respite centre 
for the homeless. Hon Steve Martin focused on one project. It is obvious that we will have to send him more press 
releases because these other projects have obviously passed him by. The government has also invested $14.3 million 
in the Boorloo Bidee Mia service in Perth, which will provide appropriate facilities for up to 100 Aboriginal people. 
Indeed, that facility opens today, so how can members opposite say that we are not —  
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Does that fix the homelessness crisis?  
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No, but this is just one project in a whole regime. I am trying to set out for the 
member all the things that the government is trying to do.  
I note that Hon Steve Martin was critical of the $6 million local government partnership fund. I know he has 
history with the Shire of Wickepin, but I am advised that this strategy was co-designed with the Western Australian 
Local Government Association. Hon Steve Martin and, perhaps, the people of Wickepin, might not have wanted 
it, but certainly the local government was very keen on it.  
The government has invested $39.3 million to establish an Aboriginal short-stay accommodation facility in Perth. 
These are significant projects. We have invested $18 million to provide for the Geraldton Aboriginal short-stay 
accommodation process. It is true that quite a lot of social housing has been removed from the system but that 
is because it had been subject to neglect. Some facilities were no longer able to provide a decent standard of 
accommodation for the community; for example, I refer to Brownlie Towers, which had been kicked down the 
can for a long time. When we came to government, we said, “We’re going to deal with some of these issues like 
Brownlie Towers. We will demolish that and give ourselves a restart.” Since 2019, we have dedicated $1 billion 
towards increasing the public and affordable housing stock, with a big emphasis on public housing. I have outlined 
the specific projects that have been targeted at homelessness, including—let us celebrate—the great new facility 
that is opening today. We recognise that there is more to come and certainly Minister John Carey is very focused on 
putting in place structures in communities that will ensure a full and targeted focus on the housing part of the portfolio. 
We will be seeing a lot of progress as the government ramps up and gears up to ensure that the $1 billion that has 
been allocated since 2019 is, in fact, rolled out, and that we see more housing coming onto the market.  
There is a record number of housing starts in WA this year in Perth and across regional Western Australia and, of 
course, that will help us ease the constraints that have been in the market since the 2015 collapse. Housing starts 
have been low but with much government assistance, we have got them up and they are really booming, and that 
will help us deal with this very serious issue.  
HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [11.15 am]: I thank Hon Dr Steve Thomas for raising this 
business. It is very appropriate that we talk about this issue in this National Homelessness Week 2021. Everybody 
needs a home. I cannot help but feel multiple things. I will start with a positive. It is good that both sides of the 
chamber are talking about the need to invest in housing and homelessness, but I have a real sense of frustration in 
responding to some of what Minister MacTiernan spoke about. There was a bit of a sense that what the government 
is doing now is sufficient, but it is a long way from that. The government’s investment of $1 billion since 2019 is 
a good start, but what the sector is calling for is very different; it is calling on the government to invest $1 billion 
every year over the next four years if it seriously wants to address the housing and homelessness crisis. I can go 
through some statistics to explain why that amount of money is needed.  
The number of people on the social housing waitlist is 28 680, which is a 10 per cent increase since August last 
year. The number on the priority waitlist is almost 6 000 people long, which is a dire 13 per cent increase. As 
Hon Steve Martin said, 56 homeless people died on Perth streets in 2020. That should be the one number that says 
to us, “What we’re doing—business as usual—is not acceptable and there needs to be serious investment in these 
things.” Part of my frustration is that the people of Western Australia support this investment. Recent independent 
polling commissioned by the sector revealed that 77 per cent of people in the community support the creation of more 
community and public housing. The community supports this. As the motion refers to, the government has a projected 
surplus of about $5 billion, which is a huge opportunity to invest in something that is so deeply needed. I congratulate 
the government; it has some good initiatives, such as the homelessness service in the city, Boorloo Bidee Mia, 
which opens on Monday. That is great. It will house 100 people. But when 1 000 people are sleeping rough and 
10 000 people are homeless, that is just the tip of the iceberg. The idea that somehow that is enough is not okay. 
I used the word “investment” seriously. According to the Australian Bureau of Statistics, for every dollar that we 
invest in these kind of things, that is three dollars in additional economic activity. Importantly, creating homes for 
people saves us—the government and the health system—money. In fact, for every person that we get off the streets 
and into housing, the health system would save almost $5 000 each year, let alone the fundamental human rights 
aspect that is involved in this issue.  
I will finish by talking about an event that I attended last week, the housing solution summit, which was put on by 
Shelter WA and others. It was a really good summit. I think I might have been the only member of Parliament in 
attendance. I want to talk about some of the solutions that were mentioned. There are some fantastic projects coming 
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out of the private sector. I give a special shout-out to the My Home project, which involves philanthropy funding 
housing. For example, the project in North Fremantle, which I was heavily involved with, is a really great project 
to build houses on empty crown land. The project in North Fremantle is for older women at risk of homelessness. 
I noticed in the media this week that there is a similar project in Victoria Park and there is also talk about using 
some church-owned land. It is a great project, but we should not be relying on philanthropists to fund housing to 
get people off the street. This should be something that the government backs in to see this ramped up with a sense 
of urgency. Similarly, Uniting WA is doing some great empty space conversions of heritage houses and those kind 
of things. Those are good projects. I am really pleased to see those, but ultimately the solution for fighting long-term 
housing issues is one that lies with government. As I said, the sector has been pretty clear: it needs $1 billion a year 
for the next four years for new housing and homelessness services. As we come to the state budget, I hope that 
what seems to be a bipartisan or multipartisan approach across this chamber is taken seriously, and we do not have 
a sense of “business as usual will do”, and that there is new major investment in housing. This is an opportunity to 
recognise it as a crisis, move beyond business as usual and get it solved. I want to acknowledge this non-government 
business motion before us, and throw my support behind it.  
HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [11.20 am]: I would like to thank the Leader of the Opposition for 
bringing this important motion to the house today, ahead of a looming state budget, to allow the house to address 
a number of key concerns in the Western Australian community. I am not sure the government is responding sufficiently 
on a number of fronts, but I will contain my comments today to paragraph (c) of the motion, “the management of 
ambulance ramping and our health system.” The Minister for Health is a good news Minister for Health. He is no 
good in a crisis. He has been very good in touring all the former government’s hospital upgrades and meeting with 
the hospital auxiliary, but when it comes to the COVID crisis, this Minister for Health is failing our state.  
The Premier made one mistake after the last election, and that was not giving Hon Roger Cook the Treasury portfolio. 
We all know that the Treasury portfolio is run by Treasury, so I would have thought that would have been a good 
place to hide the honourable minister, but instead, what has the state of Western Australia done during this state of 
emergency? It has given our Minister for Health extra portfolios, because the Premier would not make a hard decision 
between choosing Minister Saffioti or Minister Cook, so he has loaded up the honourable minister Roger Cook 
with state development, jobs and trade, and science. As if he did not have enough to do, or as if he was not already 
failing in the health portfolio. It is just extraordinary. I think that the minister in her response today recognised the 
failings in the health portfolio.  
This is all in an environment in which Western Australia has practically no COVID and no flu in our state. Our 
hospital and health system — 
Several members interjected.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Mr Acting President, I know that members of the government do not like this because 
it strikes a nerve when I am telling the truth, and that is why the backbenchers are starting to make a bit of noise.  
Hon Nick Goiran: They want Roger’s job.  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Maybe they will do better at Hon Roger Cook’s job.  
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members!  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Prior to 2017, the government took to an election a policy called urgent care clinics. 
It promised that it would establish urgent care clinics co-located with emergency departments across the metropolitan 
area and our regional centres to divert the pressure from our public health system. As we stand here today, nearly 
five years after the election of a McGowan government, not a single urgent care clinic, as it took to the election in 
2017, has been established. In fact, I asked a question just recently, and it has abandoned the policy.  
Ambulance ramping is a major issue facing our health system, and as Hon Dr Brian Walker pointed out, it is no fault 
of the St John Ambulance service. In June, ambulances were ramped in Western Australia for 5 293 hours. I know 
that this government likes to blame the former government, but let us go back to the month of March of 2017 and 
look at the ambulance ramping figures. They were at 641 hours when it took government. Last month, in July, it was 
at 3 720 hours. This is quite extraordinary and shows how our health system is not coping in the current environment. 
I sympathise and my thoughts go to the people of New South Wales during this difficult time, but could members 
imagine if we were in that circumstance at the moment? I mean, today it has announced 262 new cases and five deaths.  
Several members interjected.  
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members!  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you, Mr Acting President. I know I am striking a nerve, but they are just going 
to have to listen to it for another three minutes and 10 seconds.  
There have been 262 new cases and five deaths in New South Wales, and I am sure every member in this chamber 
supports New South Wales and other states that are dealing with it this, but could they imagine that in Western Australia? 
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How capable are we to respond to an outbreak here? We could well be facing that in the next few days. We have 
a government, a Premier and a minister who people have recognised are prepared to lock down Western Australia 
to protect us from coronavirus. I think that its biggest motivation is that it is absolutely frightened of an outbreak 
and the impact it will have on our health system, because we are not capable. It has had 18 months to prepare our 
health system.  
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is absurd. You don’t think we have done a better job than the other states? That 
is an absurd proposition.  
Hon Nick Goiran: Did you hear the stats? Is it 5 000 hours?  
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Yes, over 5 000.  
Several members interjected.  
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members. We only have two minutes left. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Thank you, Mr Acting President.  
Western Australia’s health system is far from ready to deal with COVID. It is far from ready to deal with the 
ordinary demand that it is facing now. The government has failed on every front and this Minister for Health has 
been a complete and utter failure in the health portfolio. Rather than relieving him of his post, he has been given 
more portfolios. I mean, we cannot even manage elevators in our health system—on three occasions now. We would 
think after the first occasion it would remedy the problem, but no, it takes three. Just recently we had the example 
in Geraldton, when a suspected or known COVID patient was approaching our coast. We had time to ready to deal 
with that patient, and that our health system failed to deal with just one person at our second largest regional hospital 
surely should ring alarm bells to the plethora of regional members sitting opposite. Surely. One known COVID case 
put 51 people from that hospital into isolation, and half of them were staff. This is some months and months after we 
learnt of the existence of COVID. If there is one thing members of this government should do to ensure that our health 
system is improved and supported and our ambulance service is supported, it is get rid of the Minister for Health. The 
sooner it does that, the sooner Western Australians will be better protected from the risks of coronavirus.  
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 

McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — JOB CREATION 
Motion 

HON PIERRE YANG (North Metropolitan) [11.29 am] — without notice: I move — 
That the Legislative Council acknowledge the McGowan Labor government’s achievements of creating 
tens of thousands of jobs between 2017 and 2021 and the government’s new commitment to create more 
Western Australian jobs, including manufacturing jobs, for Western Australians.  

Members will remember that I sought to move this motion a couple of months ago. I am very glad that I have the 
opportunity to do it today, especially because new evidence and new data has come out over past two months that 
supports and strengthens the theme of my motion that the government is on the right track, looking after the 
Western Australian economy and creating more decent jobs for the good people of Western Australia. 
I would like to go back in history a little bit. In 2017, WA had the highest unemployment rate in the nation. Nationally 
the unemployment rate was 6.25 per cent; we had a higher rate. In February 2016, there were 85 900 unemployed 
Western Australians. In October 2008, the number of unemployed Western Australians was only 57 200. In the 
meantime, in 2013, Western Australia lost its Aaa credit rating. Our great state has a strong economy and diverse 
range of industries, with the mining and resource sector providing a foundation. The Barnett government mismanaged 
the economy and made the state a laughing-stock around the nation, with skyrocketing debt and a financial crisis. 
While the rest of the country was marching ahead with its own economic growth, we were going backwards with 
our domestic product.  
A few years later, in March 2017, the McGowan Labor government came to office. If members look at this 
government’s track record since that time, they will be amazed. Over 100 000 jobs have been created since the 
government took office. The state’s credit rating has been restored gradually. In June 2019, it was upgraded by 
Moody’s from Aa2 to Aa1. It was reassessed in October 2020, and the Aa1 was reaffirmed and the outlook for the 
state was rated stable. We are one step behind an Aaa credit rating. I am sure the state will attain that status in the 
very near future. Let us not forget that that economic management was done during the COVID pandemic. COVID 
threw a huge spanner in the works, with a lot of people losing their jobs and industries unable to go ahead. I found 
erroneous and frankly unbelievable the opposition’s contribution during non-government business criticising us 
for the government’s great management of the COVID-19 and health situation in this state. It is truly unfortunate for 
the people of New South Wales to have a government that was not willing to lock down and then had a soft lockdown 
and did not go in with the full measures. Let us not forget that the federal and New South Wales governments claimed 
that they had the right way to do it. Unfortunately, the newest variant has shown that the McGowan Labor government 
has the right way to handle a COVID outbreak—you go in hard and deal with it quickly. 
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In 2021, WA has the lowest unemployment rate in the country. We also have the lowest underemployment rate 
in this nation. The state’s economy has been marching ahead under this government and we have a great set of 
policies to create more jobs for Western Australians that will ensure that the people of Western Australia will 
get the benefit of this economic growth. In 2019–20, the state’s economy grew by 1.4 per cent, while the nation’s 
economy contracted by 0.3 per cent. We expect it to continue to grow strongly in this financial year. All the 
jobs lost during COVID lockdowns in the last calendar year have been now recovered, more jobs are being created 
and businesses are making more profit. The state government under the leadership of Mark McGowan has the 
right recipe.  
According to the old adage, if you fail to plan, you plan to fail. I am very pleased to say that the McGowan Labor 
government came to power in 2017 with a great plan encapsulated in the WA Labor plan for jobs. It had many 
good policies and aimed to create more Western Australian local jobs with local content, and had a strong focus 
on encouraging local Western Australian small to medium-sized enterprises to get involved in government tenders. 
I think it was a great initiative for the Labor Party to take a set of great economic policies to the people of 
Western Australia at 2017 election. We let the people know what we wanted to do. I have read the 138 pages of 
WA Labor plan for jobs a few times because I had the pleasure of translating the document into Mandarin Chinese. 
I have here an executive summary of that document. I thought it was important that people of all cultural heritages 
should have the opportunity to read some of the Labor Party’s policies so that they would know what this government 
wanted to do for them. I will go into many of the policies in a few minutes. Before the 2021 election, the McGowan 
Labor government put out a new set of commitments and policies known as the Mark McGowan and WA Labor 
WA jobs plan. It is another great document. It is a renewed commitment to the good people of Western Australia. 
It presented our policies for them to decide on at the last election. I am pleased that the people have given a resounding 
yes vote to the McGowan Labor government and team. I am proud to be part of that team. 
I want to touch briefly on a few policies in WA Labor plan for jobs. Part of the McGowan Labor government’s 
initiatives was to enact the Western Australian Jobs Act 2017 and put in place the Western Australian industry 
participation strategy. The strategy required that all government expenditure would encourage procurement and 
spending that would attract and support more Western Australian businesses and jobs and encourage their 
participation. Between October 2018 and March 2021, 407 participation plans with a contract value of $3.8 billion 
were submitted. Those plans contained a commitment for the creation of over 36 000 Western Australian jobs. 
The outcome from that was that Western Australian content averaged around 91 per cent of the value of all contracts 
that were reported on.  
We did not stop there. The McGowan Labor government put in its Buy Local policy in 2020, which is strongly 
focused on supporting regional small to medium-sized business enterprises through a range of measures such as 
stronger regional preferencing, training for small to medium-sized enterprises and increased information on future 
opportunities and intended processes. There was a target to create 3 000 jobs in the regions. That was exceeded 
a couple of months ago with the creation of more than 4 000 jobs. Then the government put in the local capability 
fund, which is designed to contribute to SMEs that are realising greater participation and competitiveness. 
Between March 2017 and March 2020, there were 19 rounds of local capability funds which have achieved 
great results. New commitments contained in WA Labor plan for jobs will encourage more participation by 
Western Australian businesses and support the creation of decent Western Australian jobs with better conditions, 
and support businesses to achieve greater outcomes. 
I want to talk about the manufacturing industry, which part of the motion refers to. Let us not forget that back in 
1994 the Court Liberal government closed down the Midland railway workshops. That was a great tragedy. It was 
almost a criminal act, because when we lose the technology, people and know-how of an industry, it is very hard 
to get them back. But after almost 30 years, this government put in place policies so that we could finally build 
railcars in Western Australia. This is only a snapshot of a whole suite of policies that this government has to 
encourage more local capability and more manufacturing jobs not just in Perth, but across the state. It is important 
that we retain and retrain Western Australians so that there is the manufacturing capability for the people of 
Western Australia. I congratulate the government for its policies not only in relation to what it has achieved, but 
also its other commitments and desire to ensure that Western Australians benefit from the ability to have decent 
jobs and to create more jobs for our fellow Western Australians. The training that we have put in place and the 
slashing and freezing of TAFE fees have also strongly and positively encouraged young people to seek training in 
TAFE institutions. Who could forget Metronet—a great initiative that is creating more and more jobs for 
Western Australians with a great future to come. I commend the motion to the house. 
HON DAN CADDY (North Metropolitan) [11.44 am]: It gives me great pleasure to rise today to talk to this 
motion on jobs. What an outstanding motion that has been brought by Hon Pierre Yang. We on this side love to talk 
about jobs and manufacturing. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Don’t forget you’re on our side. 
Hon DAN CADDY: Not quite. 
Several members interjected. 
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Hon DAN CADDY: We also love to talk about the achievements of the McGowan Labor government and the 
creation of jobs over the last four years. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: Your own jobs. 

Hon DAN CADDY: That took some work, too, honourable member!  

Members may recall that in my inaugural speech not so very long ago I talked about the 89 000 jobs, as the figure 
was then, that had been created by the McGowan Labor government since being elected in 2017. This motion is 
more than just about those jobs; its words specifically are about manufacturing jobs and what this government has 
done for the manufacturing capacity of this state. The fact is that this government has done more for jobs and the 
economy of this state in its first four years than the previous mob managed in over eight and a half years. That cannot 
be disputed; it is backed up by the figures. When I gave my inaugural speech, we had created 89 000 jobs and were 
working towards re-establishing long forgotten industries. This is in stark contrast to the $40 billion of debt that 
was left in March 2016. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: It wasn’t $40 billion of debt. 

Hon DAN CADDY: I am happy to argue over a few billion. If the member wants to claim $30 billion — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DAN CADDY: Whether it was $30 billion or $40 billion—would tens of billions of dollars of debt work for 
the honourable member? 

Hon Martin Aldridge: How much have you added? 

Hon DAN CADDY: I am unsure. We were left with tens of billions of dollars of debt. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Let us make it easier for Hansard. 

Hon DAN CADDY: Let us take a quick look at this. I am happy to delve into the record of members opposite 
when they were in government, if that is where they want to go with this—if they want to talk about hasty decisions. 
We heard about the bulldozing of wetlands, but I will not go into that because that was discussed yesterday.  

Why do we not take a look at the Matagarup Bridge. That was an outstanding project, but the previous government 
sent all its manufacturing and associated jobs offshore. Not many people realise that that project was running 
horribly behind time because there was a hospital happening somewhere else in the background that no-one seemed 
to be able to get open even though it was fully staffed. The construction of the Matagarup Bridge was running horribly 
behind time and, from my memory, in the end the overseas contractors did not send anything—did not even get 
the steel here. The former government dropped the ball horribly on that one, but, in fairness, there were other issues 
like those to do with a hospital. Let us examine this. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: How is the hospital going? 

Hon DAN CADDY: The hospital is going well. Thanks for asking. It is going a whole lot better now that it can 
actually have patients in it and not just staff! I do not know whether the member remembers that. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DAN CADDY: Come on! This is the same opposition that sent the bridge offshore to Malaysia. It is the same 
party, the LNP — 

Hon Darren West: Coalition. 

Hon DAN CADDY: Coalition or alliance, the terminology changes all the time. 

Hon Martin Aldridge: “Next government” will do. 

Hon DAN CADDY: This is turning into a comedy show! 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Is Basil coming up? 

Hon DAN CADDY: Has Basil got a seat yet? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon DAN CADDY: I look forward to that. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon DAN CADDY: If I remember correctly, at the time, the Deputy Leader of the Opposition endlessly criticised the 
work that was undertaken by WA workers on that bridge. In August 2018 in the other place—Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
refers to it as the place that shall not be named—the then Deputy Leader of the Opposition said, when referring to 
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Western Australian workers and what had been produced in WA, that Western Australians had been delivered 
a compromised piece of infrastructure. What a shameful way to talk about something that we brought back to 
Western Australia and that was manufactured by Western Australian workers.  
Hon Pierre Yang touched briefly on the closure of the Midland railyards during the Court government. If my memory 
serves me right, it was the first Court government. The Liberal Party opposed us when we wanted to bring back 
local railcar manufacturing and that important local industry to Western Australia. As recently as March last year, 
once again the then Leader of the Opposition degraded WA workers. As well as calling railcar manufacturing a failed 
manufacturing industry and an industry from a bygone era, she made the point that in her mind to reinvigorate that 
important manufacturing industry was just a waste of money. Members, the Liberal Party is no supporter of the 
manufacturing industry in Western Australia and has a proven record of opposing everything we have done to bring 
WA jobs back for WA workers. Let us be clear on this. 
What have we done? This government has a 15-year railcar strategy and an aim to achieve more than 50 per cent 
local manufacturing in this industry. We have increased the order to somewhere in the region of 256 railcars. This 
railcar contract is the largest rolling stock order ever placed by this state and the construction will span about 10 years. 
However, it is not just the construction. Hon Pierre Yang may have touched on this: we have created new streams 
at TAFE for people to be specifically employed in this industry. Everyone, including those who are on JobSeeker, 
can gain the knowledge they require to work in this industry. Why have we done that? It is because we are not 
doing just an eight to nine-year construction phase. The state will service and carry out the maintenance on all 
railcars in Western Australia. That is critically important. It is something members opposite might want to speak 
to their federal colleagues about when it comes to servicing submarines, because that would be of great benefit to 
Western Australia. The cost per railcar is interesting. The B-series trains are roughly four million bucks each. The 
C-series are somewhere around $3 million each. As I said before, over 250 of those are to be manufactured. If we 
do the maths on that, that is a whole lot of money going to Western Australian workers, a whole lot of money going 
back into the Western Australian economy, and a whole lot of money that no doubt those opposite, if they were still 
in government, would have sent offshore. This is not just a manufacturing plant. This has decades of training, decades 
of building our knowledge base in this state and decades of maintenance jobs and jobs for Western Australians. 
I remember sitting at a Business News breakfast in 2016 and listening to the then Leader of the Opposition give 
the keynote speech. She claimed that high-tech manufacturing should not be a focus for Western Australia. If we 
are not going to build our knowledge base in these industries, if we are not going to promote Western Australian 
workers and put money into these industries, what are we doing? The fact that she would say that tells us all we 
need to know, all everyone in this chamber needs to know, all everyone in this Parliament needs to know and all 
any Western Australian needs to know about exactly where the Liberal–National Party sits on manufacturing, jobs 
and WA jobs. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [11.54 am]: I commend Hon Pierre Yang for his motion on 
jobs for Western Australians. It is very well brought and very appropriate. What I find perhaps lacking in this is that 
we have heard the contribution from Hon Dan Caddy about industry, which was very appropriate, but there is past 
industry as well. Australia has many active minds. We have the potential for innovation, do we not? Was it not in 
Australia that wi-fi was discovered? Is it not here that the great researchers in medicine, even now, are contributing 
to developments in treating cancer? There is an element of industry here that needs to be mentioned. Honourable 
members will know exactly where I am going with this: it is the hemp industry. Twenty thousand various products 
can be created from one single plant. I mentioned yesterday that there could be a $1.2 billion industry alone in 
creating bedding for pets such as hamsters and guinea pigs. An amount of $1.2 billion is not small change. What 
about other industries as well? What about making the plastics for boats—maybe even plastics to make boats 
for the Royal Australian Navy? I do not know about that as I am not a technician, but it is available. It is something 
that we could grow and innovate. This is an area that has a lot of potential and we need to free up this industry. 
Western Australia can lead the nation and, in fact, perhaps lead the world in developing this industry to our great 
personal benefit in this state as well as assisting the world. 
I invite Hon Pierre Yang when he is able to come from his region in North Metropolitan and I would be very happy 
to introduce him to some of the hemp growers — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: We introduced you to them. Why would he have to go to you to be introduced to them? 
You know that we have been leading this industry and we put you in touch with them. I find this extraordinary. 
Oh my God. I mean, seriously! 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: I am sure Hon Alannah MacTiernan is completely correct, but it is simply the polite 
thing to do to invite a colleague to see the industry from a different perspective. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: But you are pretending that we haven’t actually—I mean, seriously! 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: Let me reinforce my sincere thanks to the minister because I appreciate what is being 
done by this government and I think it could go even faster, so I am very happy for that. With that short contribution, 
I commend the motion to the house. 
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HON KLARA ANDRIC (South Metropolitan) [11.57 am]: I rise today to contribute to debate on Hon Pierre Yang’s 
motion on jobs for Western Australians. I congratulate the McGowan Labor government’s achievement of creating 
tens of thousands of jobs for Western Australians. Our state has come out of this difficult time stronger than ever. 
I want to highlight some of the great projects and plans that have made this the case. It is important to note that 
the McGowan Labor government has created 100 300 jobs. I know that Hon Dan Caddy mentioned 89 000 jobs in 
his inaugural speech. 
Hon Dan Caddy: It just keeps going up! 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: The numbers just keep growing and growing, which is a great achievement. This is despite 
the biggest global economic crisis to face our state since 1945. The WA Labor plan for jobs in 2017 focused on the 
generation of employment opportunities and continued skilling of our workforce. Over the course of this past year 
Western Australia’s job performance has been incredible. One hundred per cent of jobs lost during the pandemic 
have now been recovered, plus another 8 000 jobs—a truly incredible achievement. I hope members opposite are 
listening. I am sure some recall the previous government’s record in this area during its second term. 
Hon Neil Thomson interjected. 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: I can quote it for the honourable member. Metronet is one of the McGowan government’s 
key commitments to help support Western Australia jobs. It is the single largest investment in public transport 
that Perth has seen. Metronet is a job-creating program that will connect Perth with more transport, housing and 
employment choices. Laying approximately 72 kilometres of new train lines and building 22 new stations, 
Metronet is the cornerstone of our economic recovery. The largest investment in public transport that WA has ever 
seen, Metronet, will create thousands of jobs across the state through both direct employment and the purchasing 
of materials. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: Thank you, honourable member. 
The McGowan Labor government has nine Metronet projects currently under construction, with one, the Bellevue 
railcar manufacturing facility, recently completed. The recently opened Bellevue Metronet railcar facility is a great 
example of this government’s commitment to local jobs, with the first of the new trains to be delivered in 2022, 
with a 50 per cent local content target for the manufacturing of new trains bolstering our local manufacturing industry 
and maximising WA jobs. Bringing rail manufacturing back to Midland after the Midland railway workshops were 
closed in 1994 by the then Liberal government shows the McGowan government’s genuine commitment to local 
jobs. The railcar program has been identified as a strategic project under the Western Australian Jobs Act 2017. 
More than 200 long-term jobs and hundreds of indirect jobs will be created at the facility, with tonnes of locally 
fabricated steel being used there—a clear commitment to local manufacturing. 
We are not creating just railcar facilities under the Metronet project. New stations are being built and older ones 
are being renovated across WA. The Lakelands station south of the South Metropolitan Region, for example, will 
provide much-needed public transport infrastructure, and around 200 jobs and upgrades at the Mandurah station 
will also create jobs. The Metronet Thornlie–Cockburn Link is currently under construction. Connecting the 
Cockburn and Mandurah lines will open up new opportunities for integrated, liveable communities by supporting 
accessibility across the southern suburbs and providing direct employment. 
We have also recently announced the first major elevated rail project in Perth’s history as part of Metronet, the 
Victoria Park–Canning level crossing removal program. This project will see five level crossings removed at Mint Street, 
Oats Street, Welshpool Road, Hamilton Street and Wharf Street. New elevated stations will also be built at Carlisle, 
Oats Street, Queens Park and Cannington, which will support local WA jobs and businesses. 
The Metronet project is not the only commitment the McGowan government has made to Western Australian jobs 
and businesses. Our recovery and jobs plan has seen great success. This government is providing support to 
businesses across WA and giving them much-needed breathing room and space to grow. Financial counselling and 
rental relief services from the McGowan government give small businesses real help to get back on their feet 
so that they can continue to support the Western Australian economy. WA would not be as strong as it is without 
our local businesses, and this government recognises that. One-off grants of $17 500 will be provided to around 
7 400 Western Australian businesses to help manage the impacts of the pandemic to ensure that the pressures of 
these difficult times do not weigh too heavily on local businesses’ shoulders. 
The McGowan government recognises the role that good education plays in job growth for this state, so we have 
invested in many different areas of education. TAFE plays a major role in educating and preparing people for 
specialised roles in the workplace, and this government recognises that. The McGowan government is also committed 
to investing even earlier in education to ensure future jobs. In the South Metro Region and in an electorate that is 
close to my heart, Jandakot, a $60 million state-of-the-art secondary school will be built in the growing suburb of 
Piara Waters. This incredible new school will not only inspire young people to be the leaders of tomorrow, but also 
create local jobs through its construction and opening. 
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Despite the many recent setbacks that have rocked this state, the McGowan government has remained strong in its 
efforts to protect and support Western Australian job growth. I therefore wish to commend the Premier for the 
incredible work he has done and continues to do for the future of our state. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon James Hayward): Thank you, honourable member. Can I just apologise for 
not giving you a bit of a hand with all those interjections. I was pressing all the wrong buttons and did not quite get 
there, but I thought you managed them quite well. 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Regional Development) [12.03 pm]: I thank 
Hon Pierre Yang for this fabulous motion that gives us the opportunity to talk about and celebrate the veritable 
renaissance of manufacturing that we are seeing in this state with the active support of the government.  

When Hon Dan Caddy spoke of former Liberal leader Liza Harvey getting stuck into the local manufacturing of 
the Matagarup Bridge, it reminded me of another Liberal. People may remember former federal defence minister 
David Johnston, who refused to consider that we could be manufacturing submarines in Australia because he would 
not trust Australian manufacturers to even make a canoe. We have seen real ideological form by the conservative 
forces whereby they have become, shall we say, surrender monkeys on the notion of manufacturing. We do not 
accept that. We look at the skills, innovation and drive of the Western Australian population and ask, “Why can’t 
we, too?” We believe that with the right support and encouragement from government, we can indeed be a great 
manufacturing state. 

Hon Klara Andric talked extensively about railcar manufacturing. That is an incredibly important and exciting project, 
but I want to list some of the other innovations and government support that we are bringing in to get manufacturing 
re-established in Western Australia. Having said that, I acknowledge that there are extraordinary manufacturing 
companies right across Western Australia, including Hofmann Engineering, which has a culture of continuous 
improvement. It started as a mining services business and became a premier manufacturer that exports giant 
gearboxes to China, Argentina and Africa. It is an extraordinary story. There is a similar style of company in 
Bunbury, Geographe Underground Services, which also started as a mining services company. I am sure that the 
Acting President will be familiar with this company. It started off servicing the mining industry and has become 
a fully-fledged manufacturer. We recognise that we have that capability and we just have to believe enough to do that 
procurement and drive that change. 

In addition to the railcar manufacturer, we have a new $40 million diesel railcar maintenance facility. We have 
invested $13.2 million in an incentive process to make cathode-active materials for lithium-ion batteries. This is 
an incredibly important development. We are one of the largest miners of not only lithium—we will have the 
world’s two biggest lithium refineries—but also a range of other materials, including cobalt and nickel, which will 
enable us to enter the value chain of battery manufacturing. We are investing $13.2 million to drive new investment 
into that sector. We have invested $35.6 million in local concrete manufacturing, waste processing and a whole 
plethora of schemes to encourage manufacturing in the areas of waste and food. Perhaps less well known is the work 
that is underway for the south west advanced manufacturing hub. We are putting together a very detailed feasibility 
study on how we can use that great capability. At least 12 firms in the Bunbury area have advanced manufacturing 
capabilities. The South West Development Commission is carrying out a multimillion-dollar investigation into 
how we can create a south west advanced manufacturing hub. 

As we move forward to develop the hydrogen sector, we are looking at upstream and downstream processing. We 
want to be involved in the manufacture of electrolysers, membranes and wind turbines. A $10 million project is 
driving turbine manufacturing. At the other end, we want to use hydrogen for the downstream processing of our 
minerals. Thanks to these massive projects that are being developed in the Pilbara and the south west, we will have 
the capability to produce cheap energy that will underpin the possibility of manufacturing steel or, certainly, doing 
downstream processing of our iron ore. A $1 million feasibility study is looking at that in great detail. We have 
also been working on a green aluminium project in the south west, where we produce world-class alumina. We are 
driving all of these opportunities. 

I would like to talk about a couple of smaller projects. Two weeks ago we were in Collie to announce two projects. 
The first was a co-investment of $2 million to establish the Collie graphite hub. Graphite has extraordinary 
manufacturing potential in the use of fire retardants and mobile phones and in a whole raft of technology that 
requires electricity conduction. It is an important product used in mobile phones and computers. We have large 
graphite deposits in Western Australia but we do not process it. We did not process it until now, but we are pleased 
to say that in Collie last week we announced that we will be establishing our first graphite processing facility with 
a Western Australian company, International Graphite. At the same time, we raced down the road and turned the first 
sod for a new medicinal cannabis facility that will be developed in Collie. Again, it was facilitated from a $2 million 
grant from the Collie Futures industry development fund. Cannaponics is a great emerging Western Australian 
company. This grant will help construct a 100 square metre greenhouse laboratory and warehouse, which will be used 
to grow and produce medicinal cannabis, and be used for a range of related programs. It will be very focused on 
research. We are doing lots of good work on manufacturing here in Western Australia. 
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HON STEPHEN PRATT (South Metropolitan) [12.15 pm]: I would like to thank Hon Pierre Yang for bringing 
this motion to the house. It is a relatively easy one for us newbies to speak to because the McGowan government 
is doing so much in this space. It is clear that the McGowan government has a strong focus on jobs. We have a plan 
for jobs. We have been working on the diversification of the workforce, investing in local manufacturing and 
making training more accessible and affordable for Western Australians. 
A major employment hub down in Henderson in the South Metropolitan Region is the Australian Marine Complex. 
We need to see more contracts from the commonwealth government for shipbuilding here in Western Australia. 
Our Plan for Jobs aims to support the creation of jobs for the future. Some members have touched on this, with the 
building of Metronet railcars locally and the manufacture of railway parts from iron ore. 
Another exciting project, which is not necessarily manufacturing of a physical product, is the $100 million investment 
by the McGowan government for a state-of-the-art film studio in Fremantle, which will produce quality films and 
other arts and culture products in the future. 
I feel obliged to respond to some comments made around health during non-government business. The opposition 
failed to touch on the legislation that was introduced during the last term, which I am sure many members in this 
place are aware of, to establish the future health research and innovation fund. That legislation aimed to foster 
innovation and medical research in this state. The opportunities out of that fund that will grow year on year are 
endless. 
Hon Martin Aldridge mentioned, somewhat cynically, that we inherited rolled gold health projects. When we came 
into government, Perth Children’s Hospital was a debacle. Lead was found in the water. It would probably still not 
be open today if not for the hard work of Hon Roger Cook in his role as Minister for Health. 
Another great project that we delivered during our last term was the family birthing centre at Fiona Stanley Hospital. 
Many families are enjoying using that service now. 
Other things are also noteworthy. For example, Anthony Albanese has pledged to commit $15 billion to boost local 
manufacturing through the establishment of a national reconstruction fund. That is one commitment that I look 
forward to if we see a change of government at a federal level. 
I am glad that Hon Alannah MacTiernan touched on some more examples of diversification of the workforce and 
manufacturing industries, including Cannaponics in Collie. I note that it includes a 2 000 square metre manufacturing 
facility that is due for completion in mid-2022. The member for Collie–Preston, Jodie Hanns, MLA, is excited about 
the opportunities that this facility will bring to people in her electorate. The other item that Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
touched on was the $2 million co-contribution to establish a graphite hub in Collie. These are just a couple of 
examples of industries down in Collie that the government has contributed to. 
It is also noteworthy that Hon Dr Steve Thomas agrees with the government’s approach to this matter. In response 
to the solid financial position we find ourselves in, he was quoted in May as stating — 

… the critical thing here is that we need to see industry in Western Australia diversified. 
“We are … too focused on the boom-and-bust economy of iron ore, and if we don’t invest in diversifying 
that economy into other industries, we’re doomed to do this boom-and-bust cycle forever.” 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Wise words. 
Hon STEPHEN PRATT: Yes. It is good to see that they have learned something from the Nahan years, and they 
are looking to diversify the economy, too, and they agree with us. I am not sure how much longer I have—five minutes; 
that is good. I can touch on a few of the other things that we are doing across the state and have done in the previous 
term. This government achieved a whole range of things during its last term, including establishing the WA jobs 
task force and identifying a whole bunch of job-creation opportunities in manufacturing across the state. Touching 
on my own experience during the early days of COVID last year, it was apparent that there is a lot going on across 
the state. People were able to pivot and come to the floor to help out. Distilleries were producing hand sanitiser. 
Different manufacturers of different parts got together and were able to produce products to accommodate isolation 
rooms and a whole range of things such as PPE manufacture. This reminded us all of the heavy reliance we have 
on importing these types of product, and that we can actually do it here. I look forward to seeing what comes out 
of that now that a lot of these companies have had to pivot and work together to manufacture different products. 
I touched on creative industry, which is an area that I have an interest in. It extends to the investment in regional arts 
programs. We have invested $5 million in the regional arts and cultural investment program and $3 million in the 
contemporary music fund, which supports local musicians. This McGowan government is allocating funds in a wise 
manner to diversify industries across the board. 
Another area of interest for me is startup and innovation. There has been investment in that area. There are Aboriginal 
startups. I touched on the Centre for Entrepreneurial Research and Innovation over in Nedlands, which is fostering 
education programs and really assisting people with ideas to turn them into a commercial product. There is a lot 
going on in this space, and I look forward to the McGowan government continuing this work to diversify the economy 
into the future. I thank Hon Pierre Yang for bringing this motion to the house. 
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HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [12.22 pm]: I was not going to speak on this motion, 
because we have had so many good contributions from members who have talked about the jobs that the McGowan 
government has created during its last term and is continuing to create in this term. But, during the debate, through 
a number of interjections, members of the opposition seemed to bring it back again to the economy. I always 
wonder about that, because, to be honest, they were so bad during their last term in government. I always wonder 
why they ever want to talk about the economy. They always try to simplify it by saying how much debt we inherited, 
and how much debt has grown since we came into power. I have always tried to bring it back to the fact that, 
individually, my concern with the last Barnett government was not so much that it kept going on a spending spree, 
because during much of that term, it had the money to do it. It is for a government to decide whether it invests in 
infrastructure for the future, or whether it spends that money; that is just a difference of opinion. The problem with 
the Barnett government was not so much that it went on a spending spree; it is that it built continual spend into the 
financial future. It is the recurrent spend that blew out, not so much the money that it got as a windfall for the period 
of time that it was in government and had the boom. That was not the problem. The problem was that it spent money 
into the future, and that was going to be inherited by future governments. 
Everybody knew that the debt was going to grow. It was amazing to me how effective Hon Ben Wyatt was in 
bringing some discipline back into Treasury so that the budget did not blow out even further, as it was predicted 
to do under the Barnett government. I think, universally, everybody accepts that. The problem was not necessarily 
that Colin Barnett had it in his DNA to spend; it was that the recurrent spend blew out. There were many interjections 
during this debate about how much the debt was and how much it had grown. Of course it grew! I do not know much 
in this area, but I knew that it was going to grow. Everybody knew that it was going to grow. To keep saying how 
much it has grown since the last election is just juvenile. Everybody knew it was going to grow. The fact that the last 
Treasurer managed to rein in the recurrent spend is remarkable, and the current Treasurer, the Premier, is continuing 
to keep those reins on Treasury so that we do not go off the deep end and use the money that we have unwisely and 
allow the recurrent spend to get back out of hand. I think that is a remarkable job. 
As I said, I was not going to get up and speak on this motion. There are lots and lots of projects that are generating 
jobs. I agree with all the previous speakers that we can look at a number of projects. Hon Dan Caddy raised one with 
regard to the bridge. We can look at all those projects; we can look at the railway workshops. These are all good 
things. I had not prepared to speak on those. But, as I said, the continual interjections about the economy is not 
worthy of any opposition when it considers where we were and where we are now. 
HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [12.27 pm]: I think that on both sides of this house we would 
acknowledge any job that was created by the government, because jobs are so important. I think it is important to 
see the growth of employment. It is a fundamental aspect of our future, and certainly, as a father and grandfather of 
many children, I like to see them get into employment because of the opportunities that produces. Certainly, in my 
region, I have seen both the challenges and opportunities that come from employment. Many of my own family 
are now working in the Mining and Pastoral Region, which is one of the great things about a mining sector that 
is currently in a boom. I think, though, to be fair-minded, we have heard the speakers opposite talking about 
some of the initiatives that have been undertaken, and I acknowledge the jobs and individual projects that have 
been put forward and supported by the government, but when we think about the real hero of employment in 
Western Australia, it would be unfair not to mention Scott Morrison. Scott Morrison and his JobSeeker and JobKeeper 
programs—come on, let us be fair here—recognised the ability to keep people together during the crisis. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon James Hayward): Order, members! We have just 45 seconds left. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: We talked about juvenile interjections—seriously! Let us be honest here. Keeping 
employees and employers together during that absolute crisis was the game changer for Australia. I know there 
are a few secessionists over the other side now, but the reality is that we are in a Federation, and there has been so 
much achieved by the federal government, including, may I say, the incredible investment in infrastructure in the 
state, so let us acknowledge that as well. Let us stand here and be bipartisan and acknowledge all parties that have 
played their part. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 

AGRICULTURAL PRODUCE COMMISSION AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Third Reading 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [12.30 pm]: I move — 
That the bill be now read a third time. 

HON COLIN de GRUSSA (Agricultural — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.30 pm]: I rise to make 
a few brief remarks on the third reading of the Agricultural Produce Commission Amendment Bill 2021. This bill 
has arisen following a number of reports under previous governments and, indeed, a very similar bill—it was almost 
identical—was introduced in 2019 in the fortieth Parliament. At that stage, my colleagues and I embarked on 
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extensive industry consultation on that proposal. Subsequent to that, the Standing Committee on Legislation also 
inquired into the bill and reported in September 2020. However, the government failed to bring the bill back on in 
the remaining time of the fortieth Parliament and we are now dealing with the Agricultural Produce Commission 
Amendment Bill 2021. 
This bill is almost identical to the previous bill presented to the house, with the exception of an amendment that 
was pledged by the Minister for Agriculture and Food during the previous Parliament to exclude pastoral industries 
from being covered by the Agricultural Produce Commission Act 1988. Despite all this—the development and 
iteration of the bill over the years and the extensive consultation and review of the bill by the Standing Committee 
on Legislation—only two days ago, as we took our seats in the clause 4 debate of the committee stage, which had 
been adjourned on 22 June, it was rather incredible to witness the frantic panic that went on when the minister 
suddenly realised that the government’s proposed amendments had not been prepared, nor had they been presented 
to staff so that they could prepare the supplementary notice paper. As we sat down to deal with the very clause to 
which one of the amendments applied, there was a frantic rushing around to produce the amendments and list them 
on the supplementary notice paper. I find this quite incredible, because when opposition members had a briefing 
on this bill on 14 June, I raised a specific issue with clause 4 and was advised that nothing needed to change—it was 
all good and fine—but as we took our seats, the amendments were suddenly presented and members had no time 
to consider them or consult about them. That is not acceptable. They were not huge amendments; indeed, one of 
the amendments added one word to clause 4. However, this is the practice we witnessed over the course of the last 
Parliament when very often the government would attempt to amend its bills because clearly it had not done the 
work in preparing them and it suddenly realised at the eleventh hour that amendments were required. 
The other amendment, which was presented at the same time—it was hastily passed off to the clerks so that they 
could run away and present copies to members opposite so that we understood what was going on—came out of 
the 2020 report of the Standing Committee on Legislation. It has been almost a year since the report was tabled in 
September 2020. The government has had all that time to propose its amendments, yet it brought them forward at 
the eleventh or twelfth hour, giving us no time to consider them. I find it quite extraordinary that that can occur. 
The government is disorganised to say the least, but it has also treated this house with contempt because our job 
in this place is to review legislation and ensure that we properly scrutinise it. The minister was not organised enough 
to present amendments to this chamber; she did not treat this chamber with the respect that it deserves or give 
members an opportunity to properly scrutinise legislation. Instead, at the very last minute, as we took our seats to 
recommence the committee stage of the bill, there was a sudden rush to bring forward amendments, of which no-one 
had any visibility. That could have been done over the recess before we resumed debate on the bill. I find it quite 
extraordinary that such a scatterbrained approach can happen in this day and age. 
As members will be aware, after consultation with industry on both the previous bill and the current bill, I proposed 
an amendment to insert new clause 24A. Industry indicated strongly that it wanted opt-out provisions in the 
legislation. We had that debate during the committee stage, but the government did not support it. The minister made 
it clear why the government did not support it and it is for the government to explain those reasons to the industry. 
For those reasons, the opposition will not support the third reading of the bill. 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [12.36 pm] — in reply: 
That was an interesting set of statements. I will deal with the various allegations in the order that they were 
made, bearing in mind that recommendations first emerged from a 2006 review into the better operation of the 
Agricultural Produce Commission, which has been a very important mechanism for a number of agricultural 
sectors. During the eight and a half years that the opposition was in government, it did nothing about that review. 
The Liberal and National Parties came to government within 18 months of that review being done, but they did 
nothing; no progress was made whatsoever. When we came to government, the proposition was put to us that we 
needed to bring the operation of the Agricultural Produce Commission up to date—to make it contemporary and more 
suited to the needs of the 11 agricultural sectors that, by then, were utilising this provision. We introduced a bill. 
As was often the case, that bill got caught up in the National Party–Liberal Party kerfuffle that went on as they 
jockeyed for positions within the agricultural community. The 2006 review could not reach agreement on whether to 
allow broadacre farming to come within the purview of the commission. I was approached by the Western Australian 
Farmers Federation, which, reportedly, seems to be the major institution that represents farmers in the agricultural 
region. It asked that we allow broadacre farming to come within the purview of the commission, as was originally 
planned but unable to be negotiated in 1999. 
It wanted an opt out. We said that we were prepared to support that, but the opt-out provision will be a head of 
power. We are not going to act against the interests of the 11 committees already in place that by and large did not 
support the introduction of an opt out. We thought that was a very reasoned approach. We were listening to the 
Western Australian Farmers Federation saying that it wants its farmers to have the opportunity to participate in 
this. Then, of course, there was the Pastoralists and Graziers Association, which also has mainly pastoral members—
we believe, but have no way of verifying that—appears to have some members who are also grain growers. The 
Farmers Federation was in favour of it and the PGA was against it, so we said, “Okay, let’s do it this way. Let’s 
just have this applied to broadacre, but keep those operations that are on the pastoral lands exempt.” 
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This bill was referred to a committee; I think Hon Colin de Grussa was the one who wanted it to go to a committee. 
When it finally came back, it was very clear at that stage that Hon Colin de Grussa was going to effectively scuttle 
the entire thing by insisting that we have the opt-in clause apply to the entire operation of the bill, so that those 
11 committees that had already been operating would be forced into—because Hon Colin de Grussa was doing 
a power play for the grain growers—and compromised by this change that he was insisting on. We did not proceed 
with that; we waited until after the election. We now have the ability to act in a sane and reasoned way, unencumbered 
by the endless blue on green wars and the struggle for influence that goes on down in the agricultural region. 
Regarding those two amendments—folks, can I tell you, they both consisted, I think, of one word each—both were 
introduced to respond to concerns that had been raised by Hon Colin de Grussa in briefings. When it was put to me 
that he had raised those concerns, I said, “Okay, we’ll deal with it.” I could have left it. I could have just said nothing. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon James Hayward): Order, members! I am battling to hear the minister, and 
I fancy Hansard is as well. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: He wanted these two one-word amendments. Okay, we will do it. We are 
pretty good; we will do it. We will put it in. 
Hon Colin de Grussa: You have had a year to do it. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No, sorry; this was when I was being briefed at the beginning of the week and 
after what had happened in the latest briefings with Hon Colin de Grussa. So we did it. Okay, there was an error. 
A new staff member did not realise that these things had to go on. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I could have moved them from the floor. I know the member’s intellectual 
capacity is not enormous, but I did not actually think the ability to absorb a one-word amendment, which the 
member had sought, was beyond his ken. I really thought that given the member had wanted it to happen, when it 
was put before him, it would not have sent him into the tizz that it obviously did—it would not have caused him 
to fall apart and not be able to understand the legislation that was before him. I thought that because he wanted it 
to happen and he actually proposed it, it might be relatively easy for the member to grasp. That is not about this. 
The member’s opposition to this is about a heap of rubbish and is the reason why when opposition members were 
in government for eight and a half years, they did nothing to modernise the operation of the Agricultural Produce 
Commission, notwithstanding the 11 industries that this has so effectively served. 
I put on record my thanks to Dr Bill Ryan and the whole team at the APC for their commitment and patience, and 
for all staff involved in preparing this. I think this is a great step forward, and I am very proud that a Labor government 
has once again been able to move beyond petty wars and deliver for agriculture. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon James Hayward) casting his vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (22) 

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

 

Noes (7) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Donna Faragher Hon Steve Martin Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon James Hayward Hon Neil Thomson  

Question thus passed. 
Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Assembly.  

METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME (BEELIAR WETLANDS) BILL 2021 
Committee 

Resumed from 4 August. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon James Hayward) in the chair; Hon Sue Ellery 
(Leader of the House) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 
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Hon NEIL THOMSON: When we left off, we were talking about whether a metropolitan region scheme would 
impact subterraneanly or in the air. I am just recapitulating so we can get to the point. We had a discussion around 
the possibility of a tunnel. The purpose of my questioning on that is because it is laid out in the second reading speech, 
which was confirmed by the minister, that there is a need to undertake a major MRS amendment for the remaining, 
I think, 84 hectares of land that goes from the other side of Bibra Lake to the coast or thereabouts. I am asking about 
this because it seems very odd that a government claiming to have a mandate to protect the wetlands has introduced 
a bill. We had a discussion about why it is using this mechanism. The government explained why it has introduced 
a bill. Basically, the short version is: it is because it can. The minister confirmed that it will not go through the 
normal deliberative MRS amendment process. Okay, the government can do that, but then to flag that it will take 
the next step and undertake an MRS amendment on this other valuable transport asset is very concerning. If members 
recall, in my response to the second reading debate on this matter I put the position that there is already a plan. It 
is not only about the protection of the wetlands. A community concern was raised about that and fair enough, because 
a future government could still build this very important piece of infrastructure—Roe 8 and 9. I do not think anyone 
disputes that it would be better to have a proper transport corridor built that does not involve Leach Highway and 
South Street, with all the traffic lights. I do not think there is any dispute about that, but I am interested to hear whether 
the minister disputes that. If that could be achieved without damaging the wetlands—namely, by some other 
mechanism like a tunnel—why is there any need for an MRS amendment on the remaining land? My question to 
the minister is: why is there a need for an MRS amendment on the remaining land? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: At the end of yesterday’s session I read the Hansard, and again this morning, I read the pink 
to check the point the honourable member was making towards the end of yesterday’s session, because I got lost. 
I think the point he made then, which I think he got to just now, is that if all the environmental issues with Roe 8 
had been addressed, would this government have proceeded with Roe 8? I think that is what he is getting to now. It 
took us three and a half minutes to get there, but I think that is where we are at. I have already canvassed this a bit, 
but my response to that would be that the government’s decision on how we are dealing with this matter is not just 
based on environmental matters; there are economic and social considerations. The economic considerations, if 
I can shorten the argument, are about the road to nowhere. The social considerations include the value of the land 
for cultural purposes for Indigenous people. The government, and indeed the Labor Party in making our election 
commitments, did not rely on one set of criteria. I guess the short answer is no, because environmental considerations 
were just one part of the consideration. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Has the government been approached by any developers for the remaining land—the 
84 hectares? Have there been any approaches at all to the minister for the remaining land? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Is the intent for any of that remaining land to be zoned residential in the local planning scheme? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It has not been determined. It might be, but it also might be for other uses. I cannot give the 
member any other answer than that. It has not been determined. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yesterday, when we were considering this matter, the Leader of the House indicated that 
she would undertake to have a conversation with the relevant minister with overall responsibility for this matter. 
Has that been done and what are the answers? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No, it has not. I will do that when the bill is finished. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Now we have a problem, Leader of the House. What is the point of going to ask the minister 
a question once the bill has finished? We want the information now so we can determine what amendments might 
be needed and whether we are going to oppose or support any particular clause, including clause 1. I said yesterday 
that the Leader of the House prior to the winter recess had indicated to the house that there are two ways we can 
examine bills. We can do that in Committee of the Whole House or by way of referral to a committee. If this matter 
was before the Standing Committee on Legislation, we could get this information. It is not as though the information 
I am asking for is very difficult to find: how many fatal accidents have occurred on Leach Highway since the 
Labor Party formed government in 2017? The Leader of the House said she would undertake to have a conversation 
with the minister and now we find out that the undertaking will be fulfilled only after the bill has passed. What is 
the point of that? That is what is called a hollow undertaking. We would like to have that information now; that is 
a type of information we would get if this matter had been referred to a parliamentary committee. We know that 
the Leader of the House would not agree to that. The Leader of the House knows that we oppose the bill. The people 
of Western Australia are still entitled to know this information. I also asked yesterday how many non-fatal accidents 
on Leach Highway resulted in serious injury during that same period of time. The Leader of the House has indicated 
that she would find out that information from the minister. She also said she would ask the minister whether there 
had been any consultation with the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia. None of that has happened. Apparently 
it will all happen after the bill has passed. 
This reminds me of a recent episode in this house. Just yesterday the Parliamentary Secretary to the Attorney General 
had to give an apology to the house, because on a previous bill, not once but twice, the house was misled. Not 
intentionally, I might add, by the Parliamentary Secretary to the Attorney General, but because information provided to 
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this house by the government was inaccurate. Worse, in that particular episode, we had asked for some police advisers 
to be available so that the house could deal with the bill and were told they were not available. Later we found out, 
because the honest Parliamentary Secretary to the Attorney General told us, that the Minister for Police’s office never 
asked the Western Australia Police Force for that. Yesterday, we found out that the Office of the Information 
Commissioner had not been provided with the most recent copy of the bill. It had only seen an earlier copy and had not 
expressed that it was happy with the bill despite those kind of assurances being provided to Parliament. At the very least, 
we rely on accurate information being provided to Parliament. Has it dawned on any of the members here that we get 
paid by the taxpayers of Western Australia to scrutinise legislation? One of the ways we do that is by relying on the 
information provided by ministers of the Crown. Now we have a minister of the Crown, the most senior one in the 
chamber, who says, “I won’t even provide you that information until the bill is passed.” Therefore, we cannot do our 
job. That is what is called obstruction and it is impeding the progress of this bill, yet this is the same minister who thought 
it would be very intelligent to suggest in the second reading debate that the Liberal Party had delayed the passage of this 
bill in the last Parliament, despite the inconvenient truth that it had never been brought on for debate. In fact, yesterday 
I asked for any date on which that had been done. The minister declined to respond. 
On the occasions yesterday during debate on clause 1, when there was an inclination to respond, it was, “I’ll give 
you an undertaking that I’ll go and speak to the minister.” “Undertaking” means nothing. The words that are uttered 
by ministers of the McGowan government are so hollow it beggars belief. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon James Hayward): Honourable member, if there is a question coming, could you 
put it, please. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Mr Deputy Chair, I can assure you that at this point in time there is no question coming 
from me. This is my speech on clause 1 about why I will be opposing clause 1. It is because we are unable to be 
provided information by this government and this arrogant Leader of the House—the Leader of the Government 
in this house—is not willing to provide us with information. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Over the last 60 minutes we have been interrupted pursuant to the ordinary standing orders, 
and I hope that has given an opportunity for the minister to have a discussion with the minister who has overall 
carriage of this matter. Has that now occurred?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: No, honourable member. I just want to reiterate what I said yesterday. I have given the chamber 
undertakings that I will raise the issues with the minister when I get the opportunity and when she is available, and 
that has not happened yet. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is unbelievable. That means that what the minister has just said cannot be believed, 
because she has had the time since yesterday to contact the minister. Does she expect the chamber to believe what 
she just said; that is, there has been no time since yesterday for her to speak to the minister? That is unbelievable. 
It cannot be believed. A minister from the other place who has overall responsibility for this bill will be following 
what is happening with the passage of this bill; if not, her staff will be following it. It is not believable that the minister 
has not had an opportunity to do that. I think she has lied to the Parliament this afternoon. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Hon SUE ELLERY: In the strongest possible terms, the suggestion that I have lied to the Parliament is unparliamentary 
and, frankly, unbecoming of this member, who normally conducts himself close to the edge, but he does not usually 
go over it. 
The CHAIR: Members, the minister in charge of the bill has raised a point of order that is upheld. You cannot 
accuse a member of lying unless you wish to raise a matter of privilege consistent with standing order 93. All other 
allegations in that regard are unparliamentary and I ask the member to withdraw. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Would it be in order for me to raise a matter of privilege at this time? 
The CHAIR: Standing order 93 allows a member to raise a matter of privilege at any time. It would have to be a matter 
that the chamber would need to contemplate, and in order for that to occur we would need to report to the chamber. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I want to be clear about the sequence of events here. I respect your ruling and you have asked 
me to withdraw the remark, which I would of course be inclined to adhere to, but equally I would like to reserve the 
right to raise a matter of privilege. I believe that the minister lied to the Parliament this afternoon when she said 
she had not had an opportunity. 
Several members interjected. 
The CHAIR: Order, members! Hon Nick Goiran, I have asked you, for the second time, to withdraw the remark you 
just made. The way in which this matter should be dealt with is consistent with standing order 93. If the member 
wishes to exercise his rights consistent with standing order 93, we would need to report progress for that to occur. 
I ask again that you withdraw that remark. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I withdraw. 
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Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: While I have the call, can I ask the chair to set out the procedure in order for us to be able 
to report progress? 
The CHAIR: As I understand it, any member can move a motion to report progress of the bill. If that is agreed to, 
the member will be able to exercise his rights under standing order 93. If it is disagreed, the member will still have 
the right under standing order 93 at a later stage of the house’s sitting. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am inclined to take that course of action, but before we go down that path perhaps I can ask 
the minister whether she will reconsider the time frame in which she will find out from the minister with overall 
responsibility for this matter about the questions that were posed yesterday. To be very clear, the simple matters 
that we are asking for information on at this time are: how many fatal accidents have occurred on Leach Highway 
since the Labor Party formed government in 2017, how many non-fatal accidents resulting in serious injury have 
occurred, and has there been any consultation with the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia? For context, before 
the minister decides how she wants to respond, I personally know how easy it is to get the information about the 
first two questions. I do not know the answer to the question about consultation with the Transport Workers’ 
Union, but I imagine that it would be very simple to find out that information. I do not think either of the three pieces 
of information are difficult to get. It will not take the Minister for Transport—or is the Minister for Planning running 
this matter; whichever title the minister has?—to get this information. It could be obtained very quickly and we 
could move on. I simply ask the minister to consider that.  
Hon SUE ELLERY: Can I just make this point, for those who are new to this game. It is classic, although I have 
to say a bit extreme. Clearly, no discipline and no leadership is being exercised by the member to try to progress 
this matter, or to behave or conduct himself in a reasonable way. There is a complete absence of leadership. 
Anyway, I will make this point. The undertaking that I gave yesterday was that I would pass on the request to the 
relevant minister. I gave no undertaking to provide information; in fact, I clarified and I said, “Don’t verbal me. 
I will pass on your request to the minister.” At no point did I say, “I will pass on the request to the minister and 
provide this to you at the start of the session the next day.” I did not give any such commitment. I do not mind making 
an effort this afternoon to pass that on to the minister; I do not mind doing that. But, unlike Hon Nick Goiran, 
when we leave the chamber, we have to govern. There are other things that ministers have to do. There are other 
things that I have to do, and there are other things that the other minister has to do. Hon Nick Goiran’s request for 
information that does not go to the provisions of one single clause in this bill is not the number one priority for 
two ministers in the government. This is just a performance piece. It demonstrates a couple of things—a complete 
absence of discipline and leadership on the other side, and an ongoing commitment to wasting time. That is what 
it is. 
I will endeavour to pass the request on to the minister, but that is not a commitment that I can table the information. 
That is because that is up to the minister. I do not know what the minister is doing for the rest of the afternoon. It 
is two o’clock. She is in question time. That is up to her. The commitment that I gave, and which I have always 
honoured, is that when I make an undertaking that I will pass on a request to a minister, that is what I do. If I did 
not give the member a commitment that I would do it by time X, then I have done nothing wrong. This is just 
a performance piece. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Minister, that is simply not true. The minister has had ample opportunity to raise this with 
the minister.  
Hon Sue Ellery: Have you seen my diary? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister apparently had enough time to look at the Hansard from yesterday. The minister 
said that she had the time to look at the pink. We heard the minister say that earlier today. That was a bigger priority 
for the minister than being able to fulfil her undertaking. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Being able to read the end of a debate on a bill that I have responsibility for, yes, I make that a priority. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is it that difficult? The Leader of the House does not have the minister’s number? 
The CHAIR: Order, members! There is clearly a dispute here that I am not fully across the detail of, but it is not 
sounding like a clause 1 debate, which is what we need to come back to. I think I have allowed some latitude to enable 
members to put their point of view and defend their positions, but I think we now need to get on to clause 1. The 
question is that clause 1 do stand as printed. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The matter that is before us is the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. 
The bill consists of some five pages. It is a bill that is — 

Point of Order 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I have not heard the honourable member withdraw his comment as yet, and 
I just wonder whether that might have been lost in the interchange. 
The CHAIR: I did have to ask a second time, minister, but he did withdraw his comment. 
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Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As I was saying, we are dealing with the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) 
Bill 2021. It is a five-page bill. It is essentially the same bill that was brought before the previous Parliament—the 
fortieth Parliament. The bill was not progressed in the last Parliament, because the Leader of the House determined 
that she would not bring it forward. What members have to do now is decide whether they will vote for clause 1 or 
oppose clause 1. They also have the opportunity to consider whether they might move an amendment to clause 1. 
In accordance with the normal custom and practice of this place, clause 1 gives us an opportunity to range over 
the bill and consider a range of different matters pertinent to the bill. 
The point I would like to continue to make is that there are two very strong and different opinions on this bill. The 
opposition has already said that it will be opposing the bill, and the government has indicated that it is strongly 
minded to not only support the bill, but also have it expedited and progressed at the very first opportunity. At the 
heart of that, and at the heart of why members might vote either for or against clause 1, is an issue of community 
safety. This particular bill is seeking to in effect ban the extension of Roe Highway. That is what this bill is trying 
to do, and we heard from members opposite how they intend to celebrate over the course of that. 
One of the reasons that members might be inclined to oppose clause 1 is that there is a significant community 
safety issue. This is why I have asked the minister and the government to provide us with some of the statistics. If it 
is the case, as the government says, that this bill is a good idea, one of the bases for that might be that there are no 
fatalities along Leach Highway. I am asking the minister to provide information about how many fatalities have 
occurred along Leach Highway so that I can determine whether I will vote for or against clause 1. At the moment, 
we do not have that information. That is the problem. 
As much as I remain completely dissatisfied with the lack of fulfilment of the minister’s undertaking, and we will 
look at exploring that before the chamber when we are no longer in Committee of the Whole, it does not change the 
fact that in order for members to be able to determine whether they want to oppose or support this clause, we should 
be able to access data that the government has at its disposal. 
I draw to your attention, Mr Chair, and to the attention of members, and in particular, hopefully, to the Leader of 
the House, who has the conduct of this bill, that it is indeed a contempt of this place for people to obstruct the 
progress of these matters.  
Hon Sue Ellery: This is not on clause 1. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is very difficult for us to progress clause 1 when we are being impeded by the lack of 
provision of this data. The minister says that this particular — 

Point of Order 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We are going around in a circle here. Yesterday, the member asked for some information. 
I gave an undertaking, which I intend to honour. 
Hon Nick Goiran: You haven’t done it. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: At this point. That is correct. 
Hon Nick Goiran: You still have not done it. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Chair, I gave an undertaking. That undertaking stands. The member is now revisiting the 
argument about whether there is a case for privilege. For the member to suggest that somehow I am obstructing 
the conduct of the consideration of this clause and this bill is not accurate, and it is certainly not within the bounds 
of a clause 1 debate. 
The CHAIR: Member, a point of order has been raised by the minister. There have been previous rulings in this 
place on this matter—that is, it is not accepted by the chamber that a member should suggest that someone has 
potentially committed, or has committed, a contempt, without raising a matter consistent with standing order 93. 
I recall a quite obvious ruling in the last Parliament with respect to this matter. I ask the member not to continue to 
make allegations about potential contempt, unless he stands and raises a matter of privilege consistent with standing 
order 93 under the process that I have already outlined. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Chair. If, indeed, I were able to raise a point under standing order 93, 
I would do so immediately. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You could test it to see if you get any support. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Has the Minister for Regional Development read standing order 93? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: No, but I heard the very capable chair set out the process. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: So the minister has not read it? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I certainly understood what the chair has said. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: If the minister did understand, she would understand that that matter does not go to a vote. 
Nevertheless, despite the protestations of the Leader of the House, it is not the case that I am trying to revisit any 
contempt issue. I am simply saying to members of this chamber, and to you, Mr Chair, that the minister seems to 
think that this data about crash statistics and fatalities on Leach Highway is not relevant for the purposes of the bill. 
If there are no fatalities on Leach Highway and trucks can continue to go up and down Leach Highway, as is currently 
the case, and there is no need for an extension to the Roe Highway, then maybe—just maybe—this bill might be 
appropriate. I am inviting the government to provide us with the data to support its case, but it is expecting us to 
scrutinise this bill with a blindfold on. It irritates the government that it is being caught out obstructing right now 
by not providing the data to the Parliament on these fatalities. Might it be the case that there have been a number 
of fatalities along Leach Highway and this government does not want us to know about them? Might that be the 
case? Why does it want to hide from us the fact that Western Australians have died on Leach Highway, a crucial fact 
that supports the contention of the opposition that the extension of Roe Highway is an important piece of infrastructure 
and that this bill is wrong? Why does the government hide this from us? There is no point in the Leader of the 
House saying that those crash statistics are not relevant to the clauses of the bill. They are absolutely relevant because 
if there are no fatalities, I start to lose a bit of interest in the whole debate about the extension of Roe Highway 
because I actually care about the lives of Western Australians—those who have lost their lives in a crash. It is no 
small matter; it creates major trauma for the families that are left behind. 
As we know, it is already very clearly the case that the government will not be providing this information. At absolute 
best, we have a vague type of commitment from the Leader of the House to raise the matter with the minister. That 
is no way to conduct the progress of a bill. If ministers of the crown want their bills passed through the house of 
review, they should make themselves available. If they are not available, they should make the relevant resources 
available. They have a chief of staff and plenty of other individuals at their disposal. They could easily make 
somebody available to provide this information. It is not as if they have not had notice, because we discussed this 
matter yesterday. But apparently, according to the Leader of the House, if she is to be believed, she has not had an 
opportunity to do so. Then the Leader of the House expects us to make progress on this bill! 
The Leader of the House might still have the view that crash fatalities on Leach Highway are not relevant to this 
bill. Nevertheless, I assume that she and her government agrees that if Roe Highway were to be extended, it would 
impact upon the Beeliar wetlands in an environmental sense, and that is why she is seeking to, effectively, enshrine 
it and protect it forever. Is the Leader of the House in a position to advise the chamber this afternoon what percentage 
of the Beeliar wetlands would be impacted if Roe Highway were to be extended? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I can advise the chamber. In the area affected by the bill, conservation category wetlands—
CCWs—make up some 13.33 hectares and multiple-use wetlands make up 0.26 hectares. Wetlands make up 
38.53 per cent of the area affected by bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the minister identify the document that she referred to? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am referring to notes that were prepared for me on the clauses of the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am happy to take this answer by interjection. Is it something that can be tabled? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: No. I will just see whether I can get a map. I am happy to table this map. It does not tell me 
where it is published. It is written on the map: “Draft copy only: Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage 
working plan”. It also states “Beeliar Regional Park Area of Interest (Bibra Lake, North Lake, Roe swamp and 
Horse Paddock Swamp)”. This has come out of one of the adviser’s files. Perhaps it can be copied and I would be 
happy to table that. 
[See paper 436.] 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: While that document is being circulated, I was trying to write down the figures that the 
Leader of the House referred to. I thought she said 33 per cent at one stage. 
Hon Sue Ellery: It was 34 per cent. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the Leader of the House just run that by us again? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, it is 38.53 per cent. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As I understand it, 38.53 per cent of the Beeliar wetlands will be impacted if the extension 
of Roe Highway were to proceed. 
Hon Sue Ellery: It is described as the percentage of the bill area. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the Leader of the House just explain what that means? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. We are talking about the same thing, but just so that the language is clear, there are 
two types of wetlands affected by the bill area: conservation category wetlands—CCWs—and multiple-use wetlands—
MUWs. CCWs form 38.5 per cent of the area captured by the bill and MUWs form 0.75 per cent. The CCWs area 
that I referred to earlier makes up 38.53 per cent of the area. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110436c423166ae557782b3482587290012efc0/$file/tp-436.pdf
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Hon NEIL THOMSON: Could the minister please explain in a bit more detail what a conservation category wetland 
is, and what a multiple-use wetland is, so that we can actually understand what they are on the ground? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have a definition available to me now; the advisers are going to text and see if they 
can get someone to give us a definition. When that comes in, I can answer that question, but we do not have 
a definition here. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: While the advisers are looking that up, could we have some more clarity on this issue? 
Of that conservation category wetland, what percentage would be regarded as being in any way degraded? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have advice here with me on the percentage or hectare size of degraded area, but 
I can tell the member that in respect of the part of the area that is to be rehabilitated, the vegetation under the power 
lines has been cleared but is proposed to be revegetated. The Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 
Attractions has advised that the City of Cockburn is currently rehabilitating this area and that work has substantially 
commenced. A range of banksia woodland and wet forest areas are proposed for revegetation. There are height 
restrictions under the power lines and therefore certain large trees cannot be planted in that area. An access track 
for power line maintenance will remain. The area to the north of Turtle Corner was cleared in the past and will not 
be rehabilitated as part of this process. The Cockburn Wetlands Centre has undertaken some revegetation in this 
area and has identified the area for further work. 

While I am on my feet, I have been provided with a definition that I am advised is commonly used. It is from the 
City of Wanneroo policy manual, but I am advised that it is a definition that those in the business would commonly 
use. Wetlands support a high level of ecological attributes and functions. Retention requirements must be retained 
in all development or subdivision policy proposals. That is not the definition, sorry. In respect of conservation, 
the general description and definition is that wetlands support a high level of ecological attributes and functions. 
Multiple-use wetlands are wetlands with few important ecological attributes and functions remaining. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Could the minister report on the amount of conservation category wetlands that Main Roads 
has developed roads over during the term of the McGowan government? 

Hon Sue Ellery: Everywhere? 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Yes. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have that information available to me; I am not sure I could get it. It is a big state. 
Perhaps the member would like to narrow his question a bit and I might be able to get some advice. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: The simple question is: is this a practice that Main Roads has ever undertaken during the 
term of the McGowan government? Has there ever been any clearing of or development over conservation category 
wetlands by Main Roads during the term of the McGowan government? 

Hon Sue Ellery: We’re not clearing it. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Over the term of the McGowan government, has Main Roads developed or constructed 
any road over what would be categorised as conservation category wetlands in Western Australia? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have that information available to me; I could see if we can find out. I do not have 
Main Roads advisers here. I can give the member an undertaking that I can try to find that information for him, 
but I do not have access to it here and now. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: Just to clarify, could I get an estimate of hectares to compare like-for-like, noting that we 
are talking not only about the footprint of the road but also the adjacent road reserve? That is what we are comparing, 
if the minister understands what I am saying. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I think I do. I do not want to mislead the member into thinking that I am going to be able to 
get him that kind of information about what work Main Roads has done since 2017 in any timely fashion today. 
I suspect I am not going to be able to get that information, but I give him an undertaking that I will pass his query 
on to the minister. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: This goes to the heart of the clause 1 debate, because the short title of the bill is 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Act 2021. We have had considerable discussion about all the other 
impacts and we know that although the title does not necessarily explain the full purpose of the bill, it should at 
least reflect the broader impacts of the bill in the very simplest form. Would the minister be willing to entertain an 
amendment to the title of the bill? 

The CHAIR: Before I give the call to the minister, this sounds like we are heading towards a dispute similar to 
the one we just had between Hon Nick Goiran and the minister. It is not uncommon for information to not be available 
from the table of the house during the passage of a bill, and undertakings are often made to provide information. 
If that information is so critical that it may determine how a member is going to vote on a bill, they obviously have 
the option at every clause, but especially at clause 1, to oppose the question that the clause stand as printed. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: Would I agree to an amendment to the title of the bill? No. 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: I thank the chair for his comments. The issue here is really that there are members, 
particularly on the crossbench, who are considering their position. Both the second reading speech and the explanatory 
memorandum very clearly talk about the Beeliar wetlands, but by the minister’s own admission this could result 
in urban development. We do not know whether it will result in any increased fatalities, for example. The minister 
answered no, but I ask again: would the minister be prepared to amend the bill’s title to, for example, the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands and Urban Development) Bill? The minister does not have to answer 
that; I will just call it a statement. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: If the minister prefers, I am happy to ask questions pertaining to this map at clause 3, 
where there is an indication that there is an indicative depiction of the plan in schedule 1. However, I do not want to 
get caught in a situation in which the minister is unwilling to take questions on this map. It appears to me that the 
map is not one and the same as that in schedule 1.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: That is a good question to ask about clause 3, which states “An indicative depiction of the 
Plan is in Schedule 1.” When I was briefed about the bill, I thought: why do we not just put the map in there? We do 
not because once the bill comes into effect, the plan will be held by the Western Australian Planning Commission. 
The bill states that the plan shown is indicative, and the official copy of the plan will be held at the office of the 
WA Planning Commission. Although the bill states that the plan is indicative, it is accurate. It is, however, different 
from the map that I tabled earlier. The indicative map that is attached to the bill is a true reproduction of the official 
plan held by WAPC. The only difference is that the official PDF version of the bill can be zoomed in to see the 
underlying cadastral lines more accurately. The size of the map in the bill is limited and therefore the cadastre 
is not as clear as it is in the official version. Once the bill comes into effect, the department mapping team will 
be notified and the official metropolitan region scheme plans will be updated to reflect plan 4.1651. A similar 
thing was done for the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Fremantle) Act 1994 and the Port Kennedy Development 
Act 2017. 

Essentially, as I understand it, honourable member, the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office does not have the capacity 
in its reproduction facilities to get all the little lines into the bill that would otherwise be set out on the map. That is 
my very inelegant and un-technical description of the highly complicated work that the WA Planning Commission 
does in preparing its maps. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: With regard to the map that was tabled, for the purposes of our discussion, I will refer to 
this as the tabled map in contrast to the schedule 1 plan. I draw the minister’s attention to the tabled map. The area 
that is described in the legend as the Beeliar act area is said to be 34.6 hectares. If I then draw the minister’s attention 
to the schedule 1 plan, there is an area marked in grey that appears to me, according to the legend, to be excluded 
from primary regional roads reserve and urban zone and included in parks and recreation reserve. On the face of 
it, those two areas, as I try to compare and contrast them, appear at the very least substantially similar. I would like 
to know: are they actually the same; and, if they are not, what is the difference? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: It is the same. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: In other words, the area that is shaded in dark grey on schedule 1 of the plan is 34.6 hectares. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We cannot see dark grey. Do you mean green? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: This will now show me up as either being extremely colourblind, which is indeed true, 
or it will show the fact that I have a black-and-white copy of the bill, in which case, what I have in front of me 
is grey! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: If the member would be so kind as to hand over what he is looking at, but I think he is looking 
at the schedule. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Yes. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Sorry, member. After all that, could you repeat the question? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is the area shaded in green in schedule 1 of the plan 34.6 hectares? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The total is 34.6 hectares. Hopefully we can manage this, taking into account the member’s 
condition and his photocopier. The larger shaded bit on the schedule that is attached to the bill comprises some 
34 hectares, and the smaller bit, which on my copy is a sort of pinkish colour, pointing down from the bill—it is 
quite small on the schedule—is 0.6 hectares. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is helpful. Thank you, minister. Returning to the point about the 38.53 per cent—the 
percentage that was provided earlier—as I understand it, that is the proportion of the Beeliar act area that is, in 
actual fact, wetlands 

Hon Sue Ellery: Correct. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is said to be 38.53 per cent. That is helpful to know, but, further to that, minister, I would 
like to know: what percentage of the entire—I will describe it as Beeliar wetlands simply because the tabled document 
was titled Beeliar wetlands—Beeliar wetlands is impacted by this road reserve? Or what percentage of the Beeliar 
wetlands is impacted by this bill that will soon be an act? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I will start my answer and then see whether the advisers have something further to add. I am 
sorry if this adds some further confusion. Beeliar Regional Park is bigger than this map that I tabled earlier. The 
information available to me is that in respect of the conservation category wetlands and the multiple-use wetland, 
the percentage of Beeliar Regional Park, which is bigger than the area of the map that the honourable member is 
looking at right now, is 0.46 per cent CCW and 0.01 per cent MUW. But that is a percentage of an area that is 
much bigger than the map that I have tabled. I will just see whether I can get the member a more narrowly defined 
comparison of the percentages, but I am not sure whether I can. 
I do not have a comparison available to me, and I am not sure whether I will be able to get it or whether that work 
has been done. I can give the chamber an undertaking that I will ask the minister, but I cannot guarantee that I can 
get a more narrowly defined comparison of the percentages. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fine, minister. It is helping, in any event, because if I understand it correctly, what is 
being confirmed is that the extent to which Beeliar Regional Park will be impacted by the extension of Roe Highway 
is 0.46 per cent. I wonder whether the minister has at her disposal other information about Roe Highway. As the 
minister knows, Roe Highway has been extended in stages over a long period of time, and I am interested in the 
portion of Roe Highway that was extended over the Kenwick wetlands area. I want to compare and contrast this 
situation with an earlier stage. I wonder whether we have information at our disposal about what is the percentage 
of the Kenwick wetlands that was impacted by the extension of Roe Highway in that particular stage.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I do not have that information available here and I am not sure whether I could get it. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is fair enough, because that question was very specific. Is it something that the Leader of 
the House would be happy to take up with the Minister for Planning? Maybe not happy! 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I am ecstatic, and she will be too! I am happy to give the member an undertaking that I will 
raise the query with the minister. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: During my response to the second reading speech, I presented some data. I do not have 
access to Main Roads data, but I have some data from 1 January 2016 to 31 December 2020. I understand that the 
Leader of the House will present data during the term of the McGowan government, but the data I gave, if members 
recall, was that there have been 2 624 crashes on Leach Highway over the period I have just outlined. Of those, 
244 involved trucks, of which 107 involved heavy trucks. Does the minister accept that they are unacceptably 
high numbers? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Honourable member, I gave an undertaking that I would pass on the query to the minister, 
and that is what I will do. Did the member say fatalities? 
Hon Neil Thomson: They were crashes. Just to be clear, I also presented — 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Just do it by interjection. 

The CHAIR: The minister has the call. You can respond to her question; otherwise I will have to give you the call. 
Hon Neil Thomson: There were 244 crashes involving trucks, but 2 624 crashes. Of those 2 624 crashes, 244 involved 
trucks and 107 of those involved heavy trucks. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The question was whether that is acceptable. I have been in crashes. I am the daughter of a mother 
who suffered a severe brain injury as a result of a motor vehicle accident, so I do not think any crash is acceptable. Of 
course, we are always working hard to make sure that our roads are safe, our vehicles are safe and people’s driving skills 
make them safer. Unfortunately, I know perhaps more than others that sometimes these things happen. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: When the Leader of the House reports back and presents her research, can she inform me 
how many of those crashes were the result of slowing down and starting from a traffic light? 

The CHAIR: Member, this goes to an issue we were dealing with earlier. I think the Leader of the House indicated 
she was prepared to seek some information but that she did not have that information on the road crash statistics. 
I am not sure whether the position has changed in the last few minutes that I have been in the chair, but I doubt 
whether the minister will seek the call to provide an answer. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Thank you, chair. I am seeking further information in addition to the fatalities. I am 
asking that data be provided assessing how many of those crashes related to the presence of a road traffic light, which 
I imagine could be provided by Main Roads. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am not even sure whether that is possible. That is what the advisers are telling me. I will 
pass it on, but I do not even know whether it is possible or accessible, but I will pass on the query. 
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Hon NEIL THOMSON: The issue goes to the heart of what my colleague Hon Nick Goiran has been raising 
about the consultation with the Transport Workers’ Union of Australia, because I would have thought the industry 
would be very aware of the situation. If the Leader of the House is not able to provide that specific data, would 
she be able to provide a general assessment of what the percentage is likely to be, just from discussions? Can 
the Leader of the House ask the minister to contact the peak transport industry bodies to assess what its views 
are on the percentage of accidents that are caused due to the slowing down, stopping and starting of trucks at 
road traffic lights? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I appreciate that this is the honourable member’s first time handling a bill; about a thousand years 
ago I had to handle my first bill as well. I appreciate that it is a learning exercise. 
I will not give an undertaking that I will ask the minister to conduct further consultation to get the sort of information 
that the member is seeking. I am willing to pass on to her requests for information that might be at her disposal, 
but I will not pass on a request that she now go and consult with various industry bodies to seek their views on 
certain things. 
The CHAIR: Before I give Hon Neil Thomson the call, I remind members that we are dealing with clause 1. 
Clause 1 does not allow us to revisit questions of policy that were settled at the second reading stage, I think, by 
division. It allows members to foreshadow amendments and to range over the clauses of the bill. As I look at this 
very brief bill, I can see that there are only five clauses. It is a very narrowly focused bill. I say that as a reminder 
that clause 1 on a bill as narrow as this should similarly be narrowly focused. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: If I could address you, chair. The issue for me is that this obviously goes to the heart of 
the problem that we have in addressing this bill because so little information has been provided about the impact 
of the bill and the bill is woefully insufficient on those issues. In effect, the Leader of the House has not provided 
very much information at all about the impacts of this bill on the community, hence the questions that I have put. 
I am happy to be corrected by you, but I would like it on the record that I am deeply disappointed about the level 
of information that the Leader of the House has provided in this debate because the effects are wideranging, deep 
and concerning. Very little information has been provided. In fact, it is a woeful shortcoming and the Leader of the 
House is unable to address the issues of concern to the community. 
The CHAIR: I think that was a question to the chair rather than the minister. As I said earlier, I understand the 
member’s position and his point of view. If the Leader of the House is unable to satisfy you in her responses, the 
option you have is to oppose clause 1. The effect of opposing clause 1 is that the bill can be defeated. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I rise for two purposes. The first is to inform the house and the Leader of the House that 
I now have in my possession a fresh copy of the bill. This particular version of the bill, much to my surprise and 
delight, includes at page 4 a colour copy of schedule 1 of the plan. Even I can see that the large portion that is 
highlighted is indeed green. I think that will enable us to make a little more progress when we get to clause 3. Who 
would have thought that one could be caught out by printing a bill in black and white rather than in colour in 
preparation for a matter like this? Nevertheless, that happened to me today. 
The second and more substantive point I wish to make is my final point on clause 1. I will oppose clause 1 for 
a number of reasons. Most of all, it is because we have been unable to obtain information from the government. 
We cannot fulfil our duty at this time as lawmakers and legislators when we are effectively being asked to do 
so blindfolded. I accept members of the government will say that the crash statistics are not important to determine 
a position on this matter, but I beg to differ. My view is that if it can be demonstrated that there are no fatalities 
on Leach Highway, then maybe—just maybe—there is a basis for this bill. However, I do not have that information 
because the government will not provide it. I cannot sensibly make a decision on clause 1, and that leaves me 
with no realistic choice other than to oppose it. That is regrettable, Mr Chair, because members in this place 
ought to be provided with information by the executive. There is no time to provide it other than now. Providing 
the information afterwards, even if undertakings are to be fulfilled, would not enable us to come back and deal 
with the bill. As the chair has identified, the process will be that if clause 1 is defeated, that will be the end of 
this matter.  
What happens if clause 1 is defeated because the government did not provide statistics that it has at its disposal? 
That would be an unnecessary defeat of the bill. Equally, if we consider that clause 1 is supported but later, after 
it is third read, we find information on these crash statistics, it will be too late to do anything about these matters. 
It is unfair and unreasonable and, frankly, the government is incompetent not to have sufficient information at our 
disposal in order to deal with this bill.  
We have been down this path previously in other examples and then found at a later stage that apologies needed 
to be given to the house because information was inaccurate. At least on those occasions there was an attempt to 
provide information; on this occasion, there has not even been any attempt. Although it was my view at the second 
reading of this bill that it should be opposed for the policy reasons that I outlined, I further add to that that these 
procedural impediments that hamstring us from properly considering this bill. For those reasons, I oppose the 
passage of clause 1. 
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Division 
Clause put and a division taken, the Chair of Committees casting his vote with the noes, with the following result — 

Ayes (20) 

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

 

Noes (7) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Nick Goiran Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon James Hayward Hon Neil Thomson  

Clause thus passed. 
Clause 2 put and passed. 
Clause 3: Terms used — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As we consider clause 3 of the bill, the minister will note that it contains two subclauses. 
Is subclause (2) competent? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I think the point the honourable member is getting to is that it refers to an indicative document 
as opposed to one of the technically accurate cadastral lines, as I describe it. I am sure planners everywhere are 
freaking out and wondering what the hell that woman is talking about, because it is not the correct technical language! 
But I will assume that the honourable member and I know what we are talking about. I am advised yes, and this is 
a drafting device that parliamentary counsel has used before in two bills. This is deemed by parliamentary counsel 
as the best way to give effect to reproducing within a bill a diagram that is as technically accurate as it can be, given 
that the bill is produced by parliamentary counsel. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: My concern is less with that and more to the fact that subclause (2) is not a term. Clause 3 
is about “Terms used”. Subclause (1) appears to be competent. I question whether subclause (2) is competent for 
clause 3. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Is the member asking whether it is in the right place. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yes. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised by the policy people at the table that they defer to parliamentary counsel as to 
the best place to put that provision in the bill. That is parliamentary counsel’s call, if you like. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I make the observation that I find it peculiar that in a clause that is titled “Terms used” we 
can have a subclause that does not deal with terms. It reminds me a little of an episode in the fortieth Parliament 
when we were told on a few occasions that parliamentary counsel had that view and now, in the forty-first Parliament, 
we find that that view has changed. That is a point I will perhaps take up on some other bills to highlight differences, 
particularly with regard to statutory review clauses. That said, the advice to the chamber at this time is that 
parliamentary counsel recommends this is the best place to make reference to this indicative depiction. That indicative 
depiction is a reference to the plan and we have been taken to schedule 1, which sets out that plan. The plan set out 
in schedule 1 is the minister helpfully described to us in the clause 1 debate the extent to which there are any differences 
between that schedule 1 plan and the tabled Beeliar wetlands map. The tabled map has at the top, if the minister 
happens to have a copy at her disposal, a stamp saying that it is a draft copy only of the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage, that data is not yet validated and it is for internal use only and not for distribution. What do 
we take from that? This map appears to have been produced in April this year. Has the data since been validated?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised that this was a plan prepared just for the purposes of demonstrating the information. 
I am not sure that the honourable member wants to propose that something should turn on whether it is a draft or 
not. It was produced to assist in consideration of the matters in the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Somebody has obviously gone out of their way to make the point that the data is not yet 
validated. I do not know what data needs validation. I want to check that it has since been validated and we can have 
total confidence in the map that we are using as a guide to compare with the schedule 1 plan. If the advice is that 
nothing turns on it, that is fine. With respect to the Beeliar wetlands plan and some of the discussion we had earlier 
under clause 1, I think the Leader of the House indicated that the area is larger than what is on the map itself. 
Hon Sue Ellery: The regional park is, yes. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Sorry, it is the extent of the Beeliar Regional Park. On the left-hand corner of this tabled map, 
there appears to be another smaller map that highlights a number of areas on the western coast of Western Australia. 
Is the Beeliar Regional Park contained in that smaller map? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY: I am advised, yes. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: We want to understand the parameters of the Beeliar Regional Park. When we look at the 
smaller map, we can see that the main map is a subset of it. Earlier the Leader of the House indicated to the house 
that 0.46 per cent of the Beeliar Regional Park will be impacted if Roe Highway is extended on the proposed path. 
I take it that the area on the tabled map marked as “Beeliar act area”, which we now know is 34.6 hectares, is 
a percentage of the Beeliar Regional Park and is how we get to the 0.46 per cent. 

Hon Sue Ellery: By interjection, correct. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4: Metropolitan Region Scheme amended — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In clause 4(1) and (2) there is reference to “dark green” and “red brown” as some of the 
colours used to depict the changes on the plans. Is that an ordinary custom and practice of planning? I think the 
Leader of the House indicated that this is not the first time this has happened. There was a Fremantle bill and so 
forth. Is it ordinarily the case that we describe these things in this way? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes. I am advised that it is the colours used in the MRS. If we are in this circle, we are used 
to these colours. 

Hon Nick Goiran: I will never be a planner. 

Hon Sue Ellery: No; neither will I. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5: Effect of amendments — 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Much store has been put on the impact of the various responses from the other side about 
the second reading speech and what this bill will achieve. One of the issues raised by one of the members during 
the second reading debate—I cannot recall who—was about the rail subsidy and how this was some sort of panacea 
to getting more freight off the roads and onto rail. It is my understanding that the current percentage of freight 
transported by rail to the inner harbour compared with the percentage of freight transported by rail before the subsidy 
was introduced has gone down. Can the minister provide details on whether I am correct about that percentage? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: The question before the house is clause 5. The honourable member is asking for some detail, 
but if the honourable member wanted to ask for that information, the place to do it was during clause 1. The question 
before us now is about the specific provisions of clause 5, so I put it, chair, that that is not a relevant question to 
this clause. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Member, would you like to ask a question relevant to the clause? 

Hon NEIL THOMSON: With all respect, chair, I think it is entirely relevant to the effect of the amendment because 
its effect is to end any prospect of a road being established. As I have said on multiple occasions, this bill is woefully 
inadequate. I think clause 5 is woefully inadequate because it does not properly explain the effects of the amendment, 
so I repeat my question and ask the Leader of the House to provide an answer. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, I will take advice. My reading of clause 5 is that it simply outlines that this bill 
will have effect as though the amendments were enacted under the Planning and Development Act. I do not believe 
the question is relevant to clause 5. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Perhaps, deputy chair, you can provide some guidance to the chamber at this point. Clause 5 
is titled “Effect of amendments”. Is it in order for a member to move an amendment to clause 5 to list some of the 
effects of this amendment, which seeks to amend the metropolitan region scheme. It seems to me entirely in order 
and relevant that a member may have a point of view different from that of the government, which seems to want 
to say that the amendments will have the effect set out in subclause (1) and that is caveated with respect to the 
language used in clause 2. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Sorry to interrupt. Are you proposing an amendment to clause 5? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Deputy chair, I certainly will not propose an amendment if you are going to make a ruling to 
say that it is out of order for a member to move an amendment to clause 5 to list some of the effects of the amendment.  

The DEPUTY CHAIR: I have received some advice. It would be hard for me to make a ruling on a possible 
amendment without knowing what it would be. Is the member proposing to move an amendment? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: One amendment that members might contemplate is if there are any other effects that this 
bill might have. For example, this bill will have an effect on the extension of Roe Highway. Will it become easier 
or more difficult if this bill passes? If this amendment goes through, would one of the effects be that it will be 
more difficult to extend Roe Highway? I would have thought the answer to that was yes. In fact, we heard earlier 
that people were getting ready with the champagne bottles to celebrate once the bill passes. That would be one of 
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the effects. It seems to me that if any member has a line of questioning on the effects that will occur, some of the 
impacts of this bill, this is absolutely the best place to be asking those questions and for us possibly to move 
amendments. Has there been some impact assessment or similar assessment undertaken about the impacts and 
effects of this bill passing? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: The purpose of clause 5 is quite narrow in scope. It is about the effects of the amendments 
under the Planning and Development Act and the relationship the amendments have to it. The clause “Effect of 
amendments” is not a broad clause that goes to what people might claim would be a consequence of a particular 
policy being enacted. The scope of clause 5 is very narrow and technical to say this is how this bill becomes an act 
and the interplay with the planning act. I think the questions are out of order because they go beyond the scope of 
clause 5. A reasonable place for Hon Neil Thomson to have asked that question, which he in fact did in a variety 
of ways, was in clause 1, not in this quite narrow technical clause. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: Notwithstanding the comments of the minister about fair interpretation of the effect of 
amendments, I have another question about an effect of this amendment. That relates to the matters that were raised 
in this place about the inner and outer harbour. That has been broadly publicised by the McGowan government. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, order! I think it is clear that clause 5 is about how this bill relates to the broader 
planning act. The member is bringing up another planning matter that could have been dealt with in clause 1. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: We need to get this right. It is in order for a member to debate clause 5. They can either 
support or oppose it and they can amend it. In order for us to determine whether we will move an amendment to 
the bill and list other effects of the amendments listed in the bill, we need to be able to ask questions of the government. 
Only one person in this place gets to answer those questions and that is the minister with responsibility for this 
matter. I am very interested to hear from the honourable member about some of the effects of these amendments 
so we can consider as an opposition whether we will indeed move any amendments to the bill. There are currently 
two subclauses to clause 5 proposed by the government. The chamber may well think that there should be 10 subclauses 
and that the government has missed some of the effects of the amendments. The government would indeed like 
the effect of the amendments to be very narrow, and the minister has gone out of her way to make that point. I go 
back to my earlier question that was not answered: has the government done any impact assessment or similar 
assessment to determine the effect of the amendments? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I am going to repeat myself. I think the question is out of order. I think the questions asked 
by Hon Neil Thomson are out of order because this clause has a very narrow scope. The questions are out of order. 
Hon Nick Goiran: I am just asking whether the government has done an impact assessment. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members, I am advised that the line of questioning is out of order. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: With all respect, deputy chair, you have ruled on the question I asked earlier about the 
rail issues. I would like to ascertain whether this matter should be supported. Some members in this place, the 
crossbenchers in particular, have supported the government on this bill. My purpose for presenting at this point is 
to say that the governance that this place holds in high value — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Do not canvass the ruling. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: No, with all respect, I am not canvassing the ruling. I am canvassing the nature of this 
clause 5, because, notwithstanding what the minister said about the narrow aspect of clause 5 — 
Hon Sue Ellery: The deputy chair has ruled in favour of me. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am canvassing that this might need to be broadened because of the need to better 
understand — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Member, can I just check whether you are canvassing or are asking a question about 
clause 5? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: My question is: would the minister consider the expansion of clause 5 to properly address 
the effects of the amendment? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: I have already made the point that this is a very narrow clause. It is not a clause about the 
effects of the bill generally. It is very narrow and technical and is about the relationship between this bill and the 
parent act. The deputy chair has ruled, so I stand by my previous answers. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: I point out that clause 5 is titled “Effect of the amendments”. We are not discussing the 
title of the clause; we are discussing the contents of the clause as outlined in subclauses (1) and (2). 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Would it be in order for a member to move an amendment to change the title of clause 5? 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: I am advised that you can move an amendment to the clause, but you cannot move an 
amendment to the title of clause 5. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The things you learn! Today on 5 August apparently line 23 on page 2 of the bill cannot 
be amended. 
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The DEPUTY CHAIR: That is what I am advised. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As I say, the things you learn! 
If clause 5 were to be defeated, what would be the impact on the bill? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It would not be clear to people in the future. It would not be clear to anyone seeking to interpret 
the relationship between the changes made by this bill and the parent act. The relationship and interplay would not 
be explicit. It is a critical part of the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Was expert advice sought that recommended that clause 5 be included?  
Hon SUE ELLERY: Chair, this is a clause that has been used before. It was used in the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme (Fremantle) Act 1994. The purpose of this clause—as I have probably said maybe five times now—is to 
make clear the relationship between this bill when it becomes an act, and the parent act, and the extent to which 
the interaction between the two will occur. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Subclause (2) states — 

Nothing in this Act — 
That would be the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Act 2021 when it is passed — 

affects the operation of the Planning Act with respect to amendments to the Metropolitan Region Scheme 
as amended by this Act. 

Why is this necessary? 
Hon SUE ELLERY: It is there for clarity—to make it clear to people in the future that we do not have to use another 
bill to give effect to changes to the metropolitan region scheme arrangement. It is to spell that out and provide 
clarity to people in the future. 
Clause put and passed. 
Schedule 1 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [3.33 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
HON NEIL THOMSON (Mining and Pastoral) [3.33 pm]: I would like to make some closing comments on the 
Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. What I have seen here is, in my opinion, a woeful 
example from the government in providing information to this place. This is supposed to be a place in which we 
can debate and discuss the impacts and the effect of a bill. We had a long discussion, and we were shut down in that 
discussion because of the narrow interpretation of the bill. The effects of the bill will be several and wideranging. 
This bill will hugely impact the future lives of Western Australians, and our future economy. There are many people 
in this place with passionate views about a range of things. I myself am passionate about the environment. We have 
seen examples of how members opposite would like to just bulldoze the environment, such as at Eighty Mile Beach 
to get a hydrogen industry going—no problem. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Are you opposed to that? 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am very much opposed. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I can tell you that Hon Norman Moore, if he was dead, would be turning in his 
grave—he would probably be turning in his grave even if he was not dead! 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: The minister would be prepared to put an ammonia plant on Eighty Mile Beach—no 
problem. The further members opposite go from Perth, away from their friends and from getting a few votes in the 
South Metropolitan Region, the happier they are to put an end to very sensitive ecological areas. I do not want to go 
into that in any detail. The thing that has been missing in this place is detail—any detail—on the impacts of this bill. 
I come back to the Beeliar wetlands. I was not in this place when the former Barnett government made its decision 
on the Beeliar wetlands. I respect the views of the people in the community who live in proximity to the Beeliar 
wetlands. They have made their point very clearly. I respect the government in so far as it wants to act on its 
election commitment. I very much respect that. Our job in opposition is to present arguments on this matter and ask 
questions. What I do not respect and find very offensive is the lack of information, the lack of analysis and the lack 
of transparency about the effects of this amendment bill. All we have, as I said in my second reading discussion, 
is three pages of a bill that was knocked up by someone on a Sunday afternoon with a beer in their hand. That sort 
of analysis is beneath the government. The people of Western Australia deserve more. 
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Clearly, this bill will go through. But there will be nothing in Hansard, except for our comments in the last 24 or 
so hours, about the questions that we have presented about what will happen when the next fatality occurs on 
Leach Highway or South Street, or maybe on one of the side streets. When metropolitan region scheme amendments 
come up in the near future, we will have no real knowledge about the objectives of this bill—apart from the fact that 
we had an admission from the minister that some urban development could be ongoing—when there is a possibility 
of actually achieving the environmental and cultural goals. We heard something about the cultural goals, as though 
we just want to bulldoze them. That is certainly not the case. The cultural goals are very important. There is no 
analysis as to why. 
I see I have 53 minutes, President. 
Hon Sue Ellery: You’re making a third reading speech, which is actually not the same as a second reading speech. 
Hon NEIL THOMSON: I am making a response. There was no possibility of doing that with this bill. We had 
discussions about the methodology as well. We had the comments from the other side, after my speech, so I am 
presenting, in response to that other commentary, why this matter was not put through as a major amendment to 
the MRS. That could have occurred the day that the new government entered this place. It could have easily had 
this matter dealt with, with a full analysis, for the people of Western Australia. 
My point is that this is just woeful. It is a disappointing and very sad day that we see in this place a lack of information, 
a lack of analysis and a lack of detail on very pertinent matters for the people of Western Australia. I am not going to 
speak for long because I have made my points, but I just wanted to be clear. This is a sorry day for Western Australia; 
it is a sad day for the people. I am even disappointed with the crossbenchers for not challenging this issue on the 
detail. A lot more detail needed to be provided. It is beholden on this place to assess the detail so that when it makes 
a decision, it is made in the public interest. Clearly, that has not been done today. Thank you. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [3.39 pm]: I rise to oppose the third reading of the Metropolitan Region 
Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. This bill is identical to that which was debated during the second reading. 
I regret to inform you, Madam Acting President, that during the Committee of the Whole House, the committee 
was unable to do its job properly. The Committee of the Whole House sought information from the government 
on multiple occasions and there was an inability, or, alternatively, an unwillingness by the government to provide 
that information. During the Committee of the Whole House, members were effectively expected to perform their 
task with a blindfold on. That is no way for the house of review to undertake its task. It was a relatively simple 
five-clause bill, yet when it came to simple questions, there were no answers. For example, some of the questions 
remain unanswered by the government because, I suspect very much, it wishes to continue its obsession with 
secrecy and hide information from the people of Western Australia. Some of those questions are about fatalities 
on Leach Highway. Those who have had the opportunity to travel up and down Leach Highway will know that this 
is a substantial issue for the local people. A number of people in the local community continue to have a grievance 
with the number of large trucks using Leach Highway. 
The simple question that was put to the government that it was unwilling or unable to answer was: how many fatalities 
arose as a result of those crashes along Leach Highway? That information was not provided to the house. It was 
not a refusal by the government to provide information ever, but we had quite a spectacle in which an undertaking 
was given yesterday that a request would be made to the minister in the other place with overall carriage of and 
responsibility for this matter. Today we were told that there had been no opportunity to raise the matter with the 
minister. If it is indeed true that there has not been an opportunity, because of a lack of facilitation of an opportunity, 
this house has not had information at its disposal. I question the priorities of this government. How can it be the case 
that, on the one hand, this government has decided that one of its chief priorities this week for the Legislative Council 
is the passage of this bill, and on the other hand, it has not made information available to members? As a result, 
the bill now before us for the third reading is in identical form. There was no real, genuine or authentic opportunity 
for members to move amendments because members can move cogent, competent amendments only if they have 
information at their disposal. But when this government is obsessed with secrecy—it has been referred to by some 
commentators as WA Inc mark II—and utters words like “gold-standard transparency”, but then delivers exactly 
the opposite, it makes it impossible for lawmakers to do their task. 
As I have said before, there is nothing wrong with people having strong opinions on whether Roe Highway should 
be extended. I know many good, fair-minded Western Australians who feel passionately about the Beeliar wetlands 
and who will want to celebrate the passing of this bill and do not want Roe Highway to be extended. I accept that 
they are entitled to that view. But, equally, a large number of Western Australians hold a contrary view. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: What is your evidence of that? They are certainly not voting for you. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is interesting. It is always a delight when the Minister for Regional Development returns 
to the chamber from urgent parliamentary business because she does make an interesting point in her interjection. 
It is now on the public record that the McGowan government has a keen interest in polling people on its approach 
to the pandemic. It has been making decisions based on polling. With a government that is so interested in polling, 
would it not be interesting if the McGowan government could release its polling on the Roe Highway extension? 
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Hon Alannah MacTiernan: This has been an election issue from 2001 on. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: From 2001? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes. Absolutely it was an in issue in 2001. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Right. Where were you — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Order, members! I remind you that third reading debate should 
be limited to contents of the bill as agreed to by the Council prior to that stage. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Acting President. As I say, it is indeed interesting whenever the Minister for 
Regional Development decides to inject herself into the debate. In fairness, it has to be said that the minister has 
a lot of experience in not only the planning, transport and infrastructure area, but also various Parliaments and other 
governance bodies. We must acknowledge that. Nevertheless, it does not change the point that while the minister 
was away on urgent parliamentary business, this Committee of the Whole was precluded from being able to do its 
job properly because the government failed to provide information. We had the unedifying spectacle of the 
Leader of the House then saying that she would provide that information after the bill had been read a third time. In 
a few minutes, this bill will pass for the third time. Somebody will go with their streamers and champagne to visit 
the Governor and have the bill signed into law. At that time, the Leader of the House is miraculously going to find 
time and have an opportunity to talk to her cabinet colleague and get the information that we have been seeking. 
That is the sequence of events. Would most fair-minded people not think that it would be a good idea for that 
information to be provided before a decision is made? I would think so, except if the government is trying to hide 
data on the number of fatalities that occur on the roads. If the government was trying to hide data on the number 
of fatalities on the road, it would not have wanted that information to be made available when members were 
making a decision on the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021. Although the bill is dressed 
up as protection of the Beeliar wetlands, its actual intent and motivation is to prohibit, obstruct or make more 
difficult the extension of Roe Highway. 
It was very interesting during Committee of the Whole when I asked the government whether it might be able to 
do some sort of comparison between the proposed extension at the Beeliar wetlands and what has already occurred 
at the Kenwick wetlands. As I understand it, the Minister for Regional Development has been across this issue 
since 2001, and she might be able to assist us by telling us when exactly the Roe Highway extension occurred through 
the Kenwick wetlands. She might also be able to tell us the extent to which those wetlands were impacted upon 
and the level of community support for and against it at the time. She might be able to do that, but — 

Point of Order 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The standing order provisions in relation to third reading speeches very clearly 
state that no new matter can be introduced into the debate, and that the debate is very narrow in its focus. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): The point of order is upheld. It would appear that the member 
was asking a question of the Minister for Regional Development and we ask that you limit your comments to the 
contents of the bill as agreed to the Council prior to this stage. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank the Acting President. If there was any misunderstanding by anyone in the chamber, 
I definitely was not asking a question of the Minister for Regional Development, because that would be out of 
order. The Minister for Regional Development can be assured that I am not asking her any questions in this third 
reading debate. I know that the minister with carriage of the bill is not interested in taking any questions from me 
at this time. This was raised during Committee of the Whole, so there is certainly not any new material being brought 
up. As members will be aware, the Committee of the Whole is the stage interposed between the second and third 
reading debates. It is the consideration of this chamber that determines whether a different version of the bill will be 
passed. The point is that this bill is in its original form because the government has been unable to provide information. 
I have already touched on the issue of fatalities. The point I am making now, not as a new matter or new material, 
is that the other information we were not provided with during Committee of the Whole is the comparison with 
the Kenwick wetlands. That is disappointing. Unlike the fatality data, which is readily available—I am surprised that 
the government was not able to provide it—it is unclear to me exactly what the impact was on the Kenwick wetlands. 
That is why I would like to have that information at some later stage. Thankfully, the Leader of the House has 
added that to her large list of matters she will bring to the attention of the minister when she has an opportunity to 
do so—such opportunity apparently not having been available over the last 24 hours. 
In summary, the Metropolitan Region Scheme (Beeliar Wetlands) Bill 2021 is before us because the government 
is seeking to have it read for a third time in its original form, in circumstances in which lawmakers were precluded 
from being able to make reasonable amendments because of the government’s determination to not provide 
information. I suspect there will be further debate on this if it is found in due course that, indeed, fatalities have 
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occurred on Leach Highway on the McGowan government’s watch. If that information comes to light at a later 
stage, after the bill has been read a third time and the minister has had an opportunity to go and get that information, 
I will be most disappointed and I suspect we will have a large debate about it. Equally, I will also be disappointed 
if we find out that the Roe Highway extension and its impact on the Kenwick wetlands was more than the impact 
of 0.46 per cent to the Beeliar wetlands, which we learnt during Committee of the Whole. We will find out in due 
course because once the bill is read a third time, the minister with carriage of the bill in this place will have a chat 
to her friend in the other place and have an opportunity to provide that information to the house. Indeed, I should 
clarify that the minister has not undertaken to provide information to the house; that would be too much of an 
undertaking. She has only undertaken to put the request to the minister. Whether any information is provided remains 
to be seen. That is the circumstance that we find ourselves in at the moment. 
If the government’s intention was to try to persuade members who are sceptical about this bill, who have concerns 
about this bill and who are opposed to this bill, to support it, there has been a complete failure in that respect. On 
the other hand, if the government’s intention was to try to frustrate and obstruct the passage of the bill by not 
providing information and continuing to be obsessed by secrecy, it has been an outstanding success. All in all, that 
is no way to make a law. It is certainly a way to ram a law through the Parliament of Western Australia, but it is 
not a way to persuade people during a debate. It is not a way to convince them that it is okay, that this legislation 
is still a safe way for Western Australia to progress with its planning, infrastructure and transport needs and that 
Leach Highway is still safe for the people of Western Australia, including the long-suffering residents of Bicton, 
because the Roe Highway extension will no longer occur. That would be a good way for the government to assuage 
the concerns of the community. There was a great opportunity for that to be done during Committee of the Whole 
and it never happened. Consequently, it is no wonder, after all of that, that our lead member has indicated that the 
opposition will be opposing the third reading of this bill. How can we possibly support a bill when the government 
continues to hide information from the Parliament of Western Australia? How can we support a bill in those 
circumstances, least of all, when it is a matter that has been publicly debated for some 20 years, according to the 
Minister for Regional Development? If that is the case, there is a duty on the government of Western Australia, 
which gets paid by the taxpayers of this state, to make sure that it is able to persuade and provide information to 
Parliament. That has not happened on this occasion. For those reasons, I intend to oppose the third reading of 
this bill.  

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Jackie Jarvis) casting her vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (21) 

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

 

Noes (7) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Nick Goiran Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Colin de Grussa (Teller) 
Hon Peter Collier Hon James Hayward Hon Neil Thomson  

Question thus passed. 
Bill read a third time and passed. 

RAILWAY (BBI RAIL AUS PTY LTD) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 24 June. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Jackie Jarvis): Minister for Regional Development representing the Minister 
for State—sorry! The question is the bill be read a second time. I call the Leader of the Opposition. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [4.02 pm]: Thank you, Acting President. 
I appreciate the attempt to elevate my position, but give it a bit of time! 
The Railway (BBI Rail Aus Pty Ltd) Agreement Amendment Bill 2021 is a fairly simple piece of legislation that 
deals with an attempt by a company to start exporting iron ore up north. The company is, basically, looking to pick 
up some iron ore tenements that exist midway between Karratha and Port Hedland in the southern end of that area. 
This legislation has a fairly long history in that the original agreement that was put together to allow this extraction 
and export occurred under the previous government. I know that the Minister for Regional Development likes 
history and references to the previous government, so I am quite pleased to assist there.  
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This bill was put together by the previous Liberal–National government. It required a state agreement act to be put 
together, and that state agreement act was put into place in 2017 under the current government in the last term of 
Parliament. As I say, it is a fairly simple piece of legislation, but it requires a couple of questions. I indicate that 
the opposition supports the bill before the house, and I think we can probably proceed at a reasonable rate of knots 
through the process, but there are a couple of critical questions that I think need to be answered. If we can get 
fulsome answers from the minister in her second reading response, it might obviate the need to go into the committee 
stage of the bill. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Do not hold your breath! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We will test the waters and see how we go. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I always consider your contributions to be intelligent and capable ones. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: You are too kind. We are here to help, minister. Effectively, there are some iron ore 
tenements that a company in particular would like us to be able to export. It would require the construction of 
a new railway and the development of a port precinct. When it was first mooted back in 2017 and previously, it 
was expected to be a $5 billion to $6 billion exercise, which is not inconsiderable. In November 2017, so under this 
government and the previous Parliament, a state agreement act was put in place. We know that the Greens have 
a longstanding antipathy to state agreement acts, and I am sure Hon Dr Brad Pettitt will continue the good work 
of Hon Robin Chapple when he was here — 
Hon Martin Aldridge: In opposing everything. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is a big call, opposing everything, but I am sure that we can find some things 
in common. The contribution of Hon Robin Chapple on this particular bill was pretty solid. Anyway, he has always 
opposed state agreement acts. The opposition and the government have always suggested that state agreement acts 
are a necessary evil for the long-term stability of major projects, and that is a philosophical difference that we will 
always have. 
We are not here today to question whether this is a good thing, and the debate from November 2017 is reasonably 
fulsome. Pretty much everybody expresses support for the bill. I refer to a couple of members, in particular, my 
good friend, Hon Kyle McGinn, who is away on urgent parliamentary business, who was very concerned about the 
local content and local jobs. We might try to seek an update on that. In 2017, the Minister for Regional Development, 
who was the representing minister, commented that there will be local community plans to ensure that there is local 
content, and those local community plans would be put in place after the legislation was passed. Those plans may 
well have been developed, but it would be useful to have an update from the minister on precisely where those 
plans are. I am sure Hon Kyle McGinn will be most interested in how that has progressed. I am just looking after 
his interests while he has been urgently called away. We will be looking to see how that goes. 
There is another significant question. Obviously, I do not think we need to go into massive detail about exactly 
what the proposal is. I will just give a brief overview. It is effectively taking iron ore out of leases that I understand 
are substantially held in a company structure with significant Chinese interests, and I ask the minister to confirm 
that the company structure has not changed since that original proposal and that there has been no significant variation 
to the ownership model. I understand that it was originally something of a joint venture with some New Zealand 
interest and some Chinese interest, and it would be interesting to get a breakdown of exactly what that interest still 
is. It effectively required the development of, I think, 160 kilometres of standard-gauge rail and 220 kilometres of 
conveyers connecting the mine to that rail point, and that would then go to a new port for export. Picking up on 
that iron ore, I think that the Whim Creek region in particular is where many of those leases are held. 
It is a simple bill that does not have many pages or clauses. It would be nice to get a reasonably fulsome answer 
to why we need to extend the time frame. The bill before the house does not substantially change the project in 
any way, a project that was supported by all sides previously. In a simple sense, it extends the time frame available 
to the company to proceed. Most of the important part of the bill, which, effectively, is a seven-clause bill over 
three pages, goes to the amendment to the schedule. On page 6 of the bill under clause 7 is the critical component 
to vary the date by which substantial activity and completions have to be developed from 31 March 2019 to 
31 March 2022 and to vary the developments from 1 October 2019 to 1 October 2022. The extension of effectively 
a couple of years to this project requires some explanation, in my view. 
In the second reading speech, the minister said that the bill will extend the agreement on the deadline for submissions 
by the company for the initial railway project proposals by 18 months, from 30 September 2020 to 31 March 2022. 
This is simply an extension of the time frame, even for the proposal. The critical question is this: at a time when 
the price of iron ore is so high to be somewhat incredible, a price that we potentially will not see again for a very 
long time, what is the complication that has prevented this company from developing its proposal to the point at 
which it would not meet the requirements of the state agreement act that was agreed to and passed in 2017? I suspect 
that we will not have a better set of circumstances for iron ore than we have had from February 2019, to date, and 
potentially, I suspect, as I have said in other speeches in this place, for another 18 months to two years. It probably 
will not get any better than this. What has fallen over in this proposal that means that at the best time to develop 
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an iron ore export facility, the project has been unable to proceed? I do not object to an 18-month extension to the 
project. I doubt whether anybody would, other than those who are opposed to exporting iron ore. I will be interested 
to hear where Hon Dr Brad Pettitt stands on this; he may make a contribution in a bit and I am very keen to hear 
where he stands. If we can get an adequate answer to the critical question I have, perhaps we will not need to go 
to Committee of the Whole to ask the question again. I will cut the company some slack because the bill was 
passed in 2017. In February 2019, the price of iron ore hit $US190 a tonne, although the price has dropped to about 
$US180 a tonne to date, which is not a bad price. My critical question is: what set of circumstances for a proposal 
to export iron ore from Western Australia has held up this company from meeting its obligation under the original 
state agreement act? To be honest, I cannot see the conditions for exporting iron ore being any better or any more 
conducive to export development than they are currently. I hope the government does not hide behind commercial 
in confidence. I would like to think that we could get as fulsome an answer as possible, apart from if the company 
was unable to obtain finance. However, given the amount of investment in the world, I would think that would be 
stretching credibility for an iron ore proposal. Perhaps there were structural issues that held this up. I would be 
interested to know whether the project was impacted by native title issues or environmental approvals, for example, 
bearing in mind that we are extending the proposal, in the first instance. 
As the first dot point of the minister’s second reading speech says, we are extending the current deadline for the 
submission of initial proposals for the railway project. I do not think we are dealing with all the minutiae that we 
will have to get to, including local content rules and all the community impact matters that we might want to deal 
with over time. I suspect that, effectively, we are dealing with some other structural problem that has prevented 
this project from being developed. Those other bits are important. I am sure Hon Kyle McGinn and I are in agreement 
about the need to have a local benefit for these types of projects. The member was out on urgent parliamentary 
business, but I was defending his honour—sorry; I am not sure whether that was parliamentary.  
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 2422.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.16 to 4.30 pm 
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

CORONAVIRUS — SMALL BUSINESS GRANTS 
420. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Small Business: 
I refer to the $2 000 Perth, Rottnest and Peel ANZAC weekend small business lockdown assistance grants that 
became available on 26 May. 
(1) As of 31 July 2021, how many applications have been received for the SBLA grant? 
(2) As of 31 July 2021, how many applications have been approved for the SBLA grant? 
(3) As of 31 July 2021, how many applications have been rejected for the SBLA grant? 
(4) As of 31 July 2021, what is the total sum paid to small businesses related to the $2 000 SBLA grant? 
(5) Have all applications received for the $2 000 SBLA grant been assessed and determined; and, if not, how 

many applications are awaiting determination? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question and I provide the response on behalf of the Minister for Small 
Business. As of 31 July 2021 — 
(1) 10 659 applications have been received; 
(2) 7 902 applications have been approved; 
(3) 2 710 applications have been declined; 
(4) $15 804 000 has been distributed to small business; and 
(5) 23 applications have been assessed as requiring additional information, prior to determination. 

CORONAVIRUS — SMALL BUSINESS GRANTS 
421. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Small Business: 
I refer to the Premier’s announcement of 9 July 2021, detailing $3 000 small business lockdown assistance grants 
for small businesses impacted by the four-day Perth and Peel lockdown. 
(1) As of 31 July 2021, how many metropolitan small businesses have applied for the $3 000 SBLA grant 

and how many have been approved? 
(2) As of 31 July 2021, how many regional small businesses have applied for the $3 000 SBLA grant and 

how many have been approved? 
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(3) Of the $41.5 million assigned to SBLA grants, how much has been paid to — 

(a) metropolitan small businesses; and 

(b) regional small businesses? 

(4) What is the processing time from application to payment of the SBLA grants?  

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. I provide the following answer on behalf of the Minister for 
Small Business. 

(1) As of 31 July 2021, 5 703 metropolitan small businesses have applied for the $3 000 small business 
lockdown assistance. Applications are still being processed. 

(2) As of 31 July 2021, 272 regional small businesses have applied for the $3 000 SBLA. Applications are 
still being processed. 

(3) (a) Nil. 

 (b) Nil. 

(4) Processing time can vary depending on the validation required for a particular application; generally, it 
takes between 10 to 30 days. It is anticipated that the first payments will begin on Friday, 6 August 2021. 

ESPERANCE PORT — THIRD PARTY ACCESS 

422. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Ports: 
I refer to the answers provided to question without notice 402, asked by me yesterday, and I again ask the minister 
to table a copy of the third-party access rules that apply at the port of Esperance. 

(1) What specific cargo-handling infrastructure at the port of Esperance is subject to exclusive access 
arrangements? 

(2) I again ask whether it is the government’s intention to provide prospective iron ore exporters through the 
port of Esperance with royalty relief and concessional handling rate arrangements, as has been the case 
previously? 

(3) If no to (2), why not? 

(4) In the case in which royalty relief was provided to exporters at the port of Esperance, was the relief capped 
at a specific price per tonne of ore? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I am advised additional advice is being sought 
from the Southern Ports Authority in regards to the member’s request. 

(1) The iron ore storage sheds are leased/licensed with “use it or lose it” clauses; the railcar dumper has 
a third-party access arrangement based on spare capacity; the site conveyors and ship loader are multi-user 
infrastructure; and the ship berth is multi-user infrastructure. 

(2)–(4) Royalty rates are not set by the Minister for Ports. 

By way of information for the member, I have a corrected answer to one of the questions he asked yesterday, and 
I will provide that at the end of question time. 

FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 

423. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
It is question C441, dated 4 August. I refer to the methodology of the minister’s public survey concerning the next 
forest management plan. 

(1) Were or are individuals who reside or ordinarily reside outside Western Australia permitted to participate 
in the survey? 

(2) If so, why? 

(3) Will their perspectives influence the government’s position on the FMP? 

(4) Were or are organisations that are domiciled outside of Western Australia, including in overseas jurisdictions, 
permitted to participate in the survey? 

(5) If so, why? 

(6) Will their perspectives influence the government’s position on the FMP? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Environment. 
(1)–(6) The Western Australian Biodiversity Science Institute is a highly regarded, independent scientific institute. 

The minister is confident in its capacity to utilise appropriate survey methodology and to exclude data 
when required, such as in instances of duplicate records or on the basis of location. As the honourable 
member will be aware, the survey provides a preliminary opportunity for Western Australians to share their 
views about the values and use of the south west native forest before the development of the forthcoming 
forest management plan. The survey does not replace the formal consultation process. 

CRIMINAL PROPERTY CONFISCATION ACT — MARTIN REVIEW — RECOMMENDATIONS 
424. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to the Martin report of May 2019 on the Criminal Property Confiscation Act 2000 and the Attorney General’s 
statement reported on 5 December 2019 that the government will consider the recommendations made in the report. 
(1) Has the government implemented any of the report’s recommendations? 
(2) If yes to (1), when? 
(3) Are there any of the report’s recommendations that the government does not intend to implement? 
(4) If yes to (3), which ones? 
(5) Will the Attorney General table the most recent briefing note or similar document he has received on the 

government’s implementation of the report’s recommendations? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. I provide the following response on behalf of the Attorney General. 
(1)–(5) The overarching recommendation of the Martin review was for the government to consider repealing the 

Criminal Property Confiscation Act 2000 and replacing it with a completely new act. There were more than 
60 other recommendations. The recommendations in the Martin review remain under detailed consideration 
by the government, noting that the criminal property confiscation scheme is complex and any reform, 
should it be pursued, would be a large body of work. Cabinet is yet to consider the recommendations of 
the Martin review. 

WORKING WITH CHILDREN CHECKS — AUDITOR GENERAL’S REPORT 
425. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the Western Australian Auditor General’s report of 15 July 2020 titled Working with children checks—
managing compliance and its recommendations. For each recommendation relevant to the Department of Education, 
can the minister advise whether the recommendation has been implemented; and, if not, when it is expected to 
be implemented? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The Auditor General’s report contained four recommendations applicable to the Department of Education. The 
department has implemented, or for those that require ongoing actions is continuing to implement, each of the 
recommendations. 

PERTH THEATRE TRUST — VENUE HIRE POLICY 
426. Hon PETER COLLIER to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Culture and the Arts: 
I refer the minister to his response to question without notice 406 asked on Wednesday, 4 August 2021. 
(1) Were issues with “programming deliberations” the only reason that a booking for the Shen Yun dance troupe 

could not be accommodated? 
(2) If no to (1), what was the other reason or reasons? 
(3) If the Shen Yun dance troupe were to seek a booking at His Majesty’s Theatre and a date or dates could 

be accommodated, would the troupe be permitted to perform at the venue; and, if not, why not? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I am advised — 
(1) Yes. 
(2) Not applicable. 
(3) The venue hire policy is under review. 
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PERTH AND PEEL STRATEGIC ASSESSMENT — DEFERRAL 
427. Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the strategic assessment of the Perth and Peel regions that commenced in 2011, with work continuing via 
an independent panel in 2018, being subsequently deferred indefinitely on 26 March 2020. 
(1) Is the deliberative process on the supplementary report still deferred; and 

(a) if no to (1), when is this process expected to be completed and the report tabled; and 
(b) if yes to (1), when will the process continue? 

(2) As this assessment was indefinitely deferred, what evidence is the state using to assess the remaining important 
vegetation within the Perth and Peel regions and determine which areas are suitable for development or not? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Yes. Our immediate priority is ensuring that Western Australia can recover from the pandemic. Further 

updates will be provided in due course. 
(2) Existing state and commonwealth approval processes continue to apply and are well understood by 

industry and—this says “conversation” groups, but I will say it means conservation groups—the 
Environmental Protection Authority and the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation assess 
development proposals under the Environmental Protection Act 1986 using the most up-to-date environmental 
information. Where the available information is not sufficient for the purposes of assessing a proposal, 
further information may be requested from proponents including, but not limited to, the results of flora 
and fauna surveys. 

DIGITAL CONNECTIVITY — REMOTE ABORIGINAL COMMUNITIES 
428. Hon WILSON TUCKER to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Innovation 

and ICT: 
I refer the minister to the Household use of information technology report produced by the Australian Bureau of 
Statistics. I note that the survey excludes households in the Indigenous community strata. 
(1) Does the state government collect data on internet connectivity in remote Indigenous communities? 
(2) If no to (1), why not? 
(3) If yes to (1), can the minister please table the available data? 
Hon KYLE McGINN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. The following answer has been provided to me by the Minister 
for Innovation and ICT. 
(1) No. 
(2) Internet connectivity is delivered by the telecommunications sector and as such falls under the regulation 

of the commonwealth government. 
(3) Not applicable. 

CORONAVIRUS — HOMELESSNESS 
429. Hon SOPHIA MOERMOND to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 

Community Services: 
I refer the minister to the vigil for Alana held at Parliament House on Tuesday, 3 August 2021. Alana’s family 
members are pleading for this to be the last death on Perth’s streets; however, another homeless First Nation elder 
lost her life in Yagan Square overnight on that very same day. Alana’s family want justice for Alana and housing 
for the homeless. We are not a Third World country, and this should not be a First World problem. How does the 
minister intend to manage any COVID lockdown during winter, the pandemic, a humanitarian housing crisis, and 
the census?  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. The following answer has been provided by the Minister for 
Community Services. 
The Department of Communities works closely with its sector partners to prioritise the delivery of practical 
supports to people currently sleeping rough during mandatory lockdown periods. This includes ensuring that they 
have food provisions and access to the correct personal protection equipment. To support the implementation of 
All paths lead to a home: Western Australia’s 10-year strategy on homelessness 2020–2030, the McGowan government 
has made a significant investment in new programs and services to support people who are experiencing homelessness. 
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This morning, the state government officially opened the new Boorloo Bidee Mia homelessness service for people 
sleeping rough in the Perth metropolitan area. This investment will provide a transitional accommodation facility 
at 300 Wellington Street and will provide support for adult rough sleepers, including tailored care plans for each 
resident aimed at addressing their specific needs. Additionally, the state government has committed almost 
$1 billion towards modernising and futureproofing the state’s social housing infrastructure. 
The census is a commonwealth government responsibility. 

POLICE — ROADSIDE CANNABIS TEST MACHINES 
430. Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I thank the minister for his response to my question without notice 350, asked and answered on 23 June 2021, on 
the devices in use in Western Australia for roadside drug testing. I seek further clarification from the minister. 
(1) Which agency or firm determined an accuracy rate for the Securetec DrugWipe II Twin Combo for testing 

cannabis at 98 per cent? 
(2) Is the minister aware of a 2019 study conducted by the Lambert Initiative for Cannabinoid Therapeutics 

at the University of Sydney and published in the journal Drug testing and analysis, which found the 
Securetec DrugWipe to have an accuracy rate for cannabis testing, which included a five per cent false 
positive return, alongside a 10 per cent false negative return, well below the figure that the minister provided 
in his previous answer? 

(3) How does the minister explain this difference in findings? 
(4) If he has not yet had an opportunity to consider the Lambert Initiative report in detail, might I seek leave 

to table a copy, for the consideration of the government, alongside all members of this house? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. 
(1) The Western Australia Police Force advised the accuracy rate is based on the current testing regime and the 

data available at 23 June 2021. Further, if a test on the twin combo displays positive, a sample is forwarded 
to the Chemistry Centre of Western Australia for analysis. These returns are for any drugs detected. 

(2) No. 
(3)–(4) Not applicable. 
The PRESIDENT: Member, are you tabling that document? 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: I seek leave to table this document. 
[Leave granted. See paper 437.] 

POLICE — G2G PASS 
431. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the state government’s G2G PASS system. 
(1) How many G2G PASS permits have been requested since 1 January 2021? 
(2) How many G2G PASS permits have been approved since 1 January 2021? 
(3) How many G2G PASS permits have been requested for travel into Western Australia from medium-risk 

locations since 1 January 2021? 
(4) Please provide a breakdown of G2G PASS permits approved for travel from medium-risk locations for 

each approved exemption category since 1 January 2021? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer has been provided on behalf 
of the Minister for Police.  
The Western Australia Police Force has provided this advice. 
(1) The number of G2G PASS permits requested was 1 050 884. 
(2) The number of G2G PASS permits approved was 891 616. 

Note: the WA Police Force further advises that an individual may make multiple applications for entry into 
Western Australia on G2G PASS and many persons who make application do not travel to Western Australia 
for various reasons. Individuals may also enter Western Australia on more than one occasion on the same 
G2G PASS approval—for example, freight—and multiple people, including accompanied children, may 
be on the same approval. The application numbers may be revised in the future. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110437c6193f73154a61609482587290012efc5/$file/tp-437.pdf
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(3)–(4) Answers to these questions are unable to be provided due to the changes in risk levels per state in response 
to changing circumstances and health advice. 
Accuracy remains the main focus of the WA Police Force when releasing data. The WA Police Force 
maintains high-level data to provide operational and tactical intelligence to inform critical decision-making 
and direct resource allocation. Due to the necessary changes to the directions, collection processes and 
development of systems, the information requested cannot be verified or validated to a standard that would 
provide a sufficient level of confidence on its accuracy for the purposes of statistical reporting. The process 
to consolidate and validate these statistics would be overly onerous and require the diversion of police 
resources from other tasks.  

AMBULANCE TRANSFER OF CARE WAIT TIMES — ALBANY AND BUNBURY 
432. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to ambulance transfer of care median wait times for the Bunbury and Albany regional hospitals. 
(1) Does the Department of Health publish transfer of care median wait times for the Western Australian 

Country Health Service? 
(2) If no to (1), why not? 
(3) For 14 June 2021 to 20 June 2021, please table — 

(a) the individual transfer of care times for all patients at Bunbury hospital and Albany hospital 
respectively; and 

(b) the median wait times for Albany hospital and Bunbury hospital respectively. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer has been provided on behalf 
of the Minister for Health. 
It is not possible to provide the requested information in the time required; I therefore ask the honourable member 
to place this question on notice. 

JUVENILE OFFENDING — REGIONS 
433. Hon NEIL THOMSON to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to juvenile crime in the towns of Kununurra, Fitzroy Crossing, Broome, Port Hedland, Carnarvon and 
Kalgoorlie, combining the urban suburbs of each regional centre. 
(1) What was the number of juvenile offences recorded in each of the regional locations annually since 2015? 
(2) What was the number of juvenile cautions—listed separately, oral or written—issued in each of those 

regional locations annually since 2015? 
(3) How many juveniles faced court as a result of charges in those locations annually? 
(4) Of those who faced court, how many resulted in juvenile detention—total number of days in detention 

for each location? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. 
A response to this question cannot be provided within the required time frame. The honourable member may wish 
to place the question on notice. Honourable member, a great deal of detail is required over six years. For the future, 
the easiest thing to do is to put these types of questions on notice and the member will get an answer. 

HOMELESSNESS — ACCOMMODATION 
434. Hon STEVE MARTIN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Community 

Services: 
I refer to the growing homelessness problem in Western Australia. 
(1) What new facilities, such as the Wellington Street youth hostel and Witch’s Hat, have been contracted to 

provide accommodation for the homeless in the metropolitan area in the last 12 months? 
(2) For each facility in (1) — 

(a) when did they start accommodating people experiencing homelessness; 
(b) how many people experiencing homelessness will be accommodated; and 
(c) what is the length of the contract? 
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Hon SAMANTHA ROWE replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question and provide the following answer on behalf of the Minister for 
Community Services. 

(1) There is Boorloo Bidee Mia, operating from what was previously known as the Wellington Street YHA; 
the interim homelessness solution, Koort Boodja; and the Fremantle housing support initiative, 
100 Hampton Road, Fremantle. The Witch’s Hat referred to in the question is funded by the Department 
of Health as the medical respite centre. 

(2) For Boorloo Bidee Mia — 

(a) the service has not yet commenced accommodating clients and the service is expected to begin 
accommodating clients from 9 August 2021; 

(b) capacity will increase over time to ensure effective service delivery; and 

(c) the grant agreement is for the period 25 June 2021 to 30 June 2024. 

For the interim homelessness solution, Koort Boodja — 

(a) the service was contracted to take clients from 2 August 2021; 

(b) the service will provide accommodation for 20 to 30 adults, including singles, couples and 
families with adult children; and 

(c) the grant agreement is for the period 19 July 2021 to 18 January 2022. 

For the Fremantle housing support initiative, 100 Hampton Road, Fremantle — 

(a) the service commenced on 22 January 2021; 

(b) the service was funded to provide accommodation for 20 single males previously sleeping rough 
at Pioneer Park, Fremantle; and 

(c) the grant agreement was in operation from 22 January 2021 to 21 July 2021. 

RESIDENTIAL TENANCIES ACT — REVIEW 

435. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Commerce: 

My question is to the Minister for Mental Health representing the Minister for Commerce. I refer to the government’s 
review of the Residential Tenancies Act that was committed to during the 2017 election campaign and commenced 
in 2019. 

(1) Has the review been completed and presented to the government; and, if not, when will it be completed 
and presented? 

(2) When will the government respond to the review? 

(3) When will the proposed government changes to the Residential Tenancies Act be presented to the public 
and to Parliament? 

(4) What consultation has occurred with industry bodies on the review since the closure of submissions on 
30 June 2020? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

I thank the member for the question and just point out to him that I represent the Minister for Commerce in this 
place. The Minister for Commerce has provided the following information. 

(1) The review is current. The consultation phase has concluded and outcomes are expected to be provided 
to government before the end of 2021. 

(2) The government expects to be able to inform stakeholders about its response to the review before the end 
of 2021. 

(3) Subsequent legislation will be subject to the government’s legislative priorities. 

(4) Since submissions closed, industry bodies have been kept informed about progress of the review through 
forums such as the Property Industry Advisory Committee. The last meeting of the Property Industry 
Advisory Committee at which this review was discussed was held on 23 July 2021. The Department of 
Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety’s Consumer Protection division also meets regularly with stakeholders 
such as the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia to discuss industry-related matters. A meeting about 
the review was held with REIWA on 17 December 2020, and Consumer Protection presented at the 
REIWA property management breakfast held on 3 March 2021. 
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ESPERANCE PORT — SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL INCIDENTS 
436. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Ports: 
I refer to the answer provided to question without notice 416 asked yesterday by me. 
For each of the reportable safety incidents recorded at the port of Esperance between 1 July 2020 and 30 June 2021 — 

(a) what was that nature of the incident; 
(b) were there any lost-time injuries; and, if so, what was the nature of the injuries and what was the 

quantum of hours lost; 
(c) were any of the safety incidents the result of conduct or activities of contracted service providers; 

and, if so, can the minister please specify the service provider; and 
(d) what action was taken against the service provider, or their personnel, referred to in (c)? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I just point out that I have a correction to make 
to one of the numbers in the answer to the question the member asked yesterday, and I will do that at the end of 
question time. 

(a) The incidents concerning iron ore were a conveyor bearing fire; a contractor tripping on an iron 
ore cleaning vacuum hose and hurting their lower back, with a lost-time injury; a port employee 
having a medically treated injury after hurting their shoulder while adjusting a conveyor belt 
drift; and a port employee having a medically treated injury—a neck and shoulder injury—as 
a result of cleaning blocked conveyor chutes. 
There were two incidents concerning sulphur. One was the ignition of sulphur around a sweeper 
truck, with the fire rapidly extinguished, resulting in a port employee with a one-day precautionary 
LTI due to potential smoke inhalation. The second was a rolled ankle injury on the deck of 
a sulphur vessel, with an MTI to a port employee. 

(b) There were two LTIs: a person who tripped on an iron ore cleaning vacuum hose and hurt their 
lower back, resulting in 59 days lost time; and a sulphur ignition around a sweeper truck, with 
the fire rapidly extinguished, resulting in an employee with a one-day precautionary LTI due to 
potential smoke inhalation. 

(c) Yes; refer to the answers to (a) and (b). 
(d) The following action was taken: for the person who tripped on the iron ore cleaning vacuum hose 

and hurt their lower back, the port conducted a full review of the contractor’s safety management 
systems and issued actions to be completed from the event, and the corrective actions were 
resolved. For the incident involving sulphur igniting around a sweeper truck, with the fire rapidly 
extinguished, which resulted in an employee with a one-day precautionary LTI due to potential 
smoke inhalation, the port issued a stop-work authority until the contractor satisfied the port’s 
conditions for operating in the sulphur shed, and the corrective actions were resolved. 

FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 2024–33 
437. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
In answer to my question of 3 August concerning the minister’s consultation with the timber industry prior to her 
decision to undertake a public survey regarding the next forest management plan it was said that — 

The minister meets regularly with relevant stakeholders including industry representatives, non-government 
organisations and individuals. 

(1) On what specific occasions has the minister met with timber industry representatives? 
(2) Were timber industry stakeholders consulted about, or advised of, the minister’s decision to commission 

a public survey on the FMP before the publication of her 22 June media statement?  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Environment. 
(1)–(2) The recent survey by the Minister for Environment; Climate Action asks Western Australians to share 

their views on the values and use of the south west native forests, not the forest management plan. The 
minister’s first relevant stakeholder meeting following the announcement of the survey was with the 
Forest Industries Federation (WA) on 23 June 2021. As the honourable member will be aware, further 
consultation with stakeholders, including industry, will occur throughout the formal drafting process of 
the upcoming forest management plan. 
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ADOPTION ACT — STATUTORY REVIEW 
438. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the minister’s answer in the fortieth Parliament to my question without notice 1290, which revealed that 
the government was still not ready to provide its response to each of the recommendations from the statutory 
review of the Adoption Act 1994 that had been tabled two years prior. 
(1) With time now approaching three years since the tabling of the review report, will the government now 

provide its response to each of the recommendations of the review? 
(2) If no to (1), why not? 
(3) On which dates were each of the non-legislative policy recommendations 17, 20, 24 and 28 implemented? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question and provide the following answer on behalf of the Minister for 
Child Protection. 
(1)–(2) The government is considering the implementation of the legislative amendments required. 
(3) The five recommendations that did not require any amendment to the legislation to progress have all been 

completed. The completion dates for the relevant recommendations were as follows. Recommendations 17 
and 20 were implemented on 31 December 2020. Recommendation 24 was implemented on 17 November 2020 
and it was reviewed in December 2020. Recommendation 28 was implemented on 3 December 2020. 

CORONAVIRUS — INFECTION PREVENTION AND CONTROL 
439. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to COVID-19 protocol breaches at Royal Perth Hospital on 18 April, Geraldton hospital on 4 July and 
Fiona Stanley Hospital on 27 July, all of which occurred due to staff members entering elevators after they were 
used to transport COVID-19-positive patients. 
(1) What protocols are in place to prevent staff from entering an elevator after a COVID-19-positive patient 

has been in the elevator? 
(2) In respect of each incident, please detail why this protocol was not followed and what measures have 

subsequently been put in place to prevent similar breaches in the future. 
(3) How many close contacts and casual contacts were identified as a result of each breach? 
(4) For what length of time were those people identified as close or casual contacts required to self-isolate? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided on behalf of the 
Minister for Health. 
(1) An overarching hospital guidance document refers to safe patient transfer practices in hospitals, including 

lifts—Coronavirus disease—2019 (COVID-19): Infection prevention and control in Western Australian 
healthcare facilities. Each hospital has a protocol in place with reference to the particular setting. 

(2) With regard to the incident on 26 July 2021 at Fiona Stanley Hospital, appropriate protocols were followed; 
however, there was a technical malfunction with the elevator that meant that the elevator dropped out of helipad 
mode. Together with staff from emergency preparedness and disaster management, and from security, it 
was determined that for future transfers, a member of security staff in full personal protective equipment 
would remain in the lift, place it in fire mode and send it to level 9 to await ventilation and cleaning. This 
is the process that will be used in the short term for any additional patient movements via lifts. 
For Geraldton hospital, insufficient controls were in place at the time to prevent staff from entering the 
lift or transfer corridors. Additional measures at Geraldton hospital now include locking the lift utilising 
mechanical means, staff supervision and the use of portable barricades, and regular assurance exercises 
and drills are undertaken. 
The elevator breach at Royal Perth Hospital on 17 April 2021 occurred due to a breakdown in communication 
processes between staff, allowing the lift to remain operational for 90 minutes prior to being locked and closed 
for cleaning. There were also personal protective equipment breaches identified in relation to this incident. 
Measures in place to prevent this occurring again include the coordination of COVID-positive or suspected 
COVID-positive patient movement being managed centrally by the RPH operations hub; the inclusion 
of a forward scout to manage and coordinate transfer of COVID-positive or suspected COVID-positive 
patients, including PPE spotting for the transfer team and holding the lift key to lock the lift on conclusion 
of transfer; the addition of a lift monitor in the transfer process to close and monitor the lift while the cleaning 
team arrive and clean the lift; the monitoring of staff PPE compliance; and regular scenario testing of patient 
transport processes in place. 
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(3) At Royal Perth Hospital, there was one close contact. At Geraldton hospital, there was one close contact 
and 55 casual contacts. At Fiona Stanley Hospital, there were two close contacts. 

(4) Close contacts were required to quarantine for 14 days and be tested. Casual contacts were not required 
to quarantine but were required to be tested. 

ESPERANCE PORT — SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL INCIDENTS 
Question without Notice 416 — Correction of Answer 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.04 pm]: I have a corrected answer to 
Hon Colin de Grussa’s question without notice 416 asked yesterday. The difference is the answer provided to 
question (1)(a) yesterday was “Sulphur, three”. I am advised the correct answer to (1)(a) is “sulphur, two”. 

I seek leave to have the response incorporated into Hansard. 

[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
(1) Yes 

(a) Sulphur—Two 
(b) Iron Ore—Four 
(c) Nickel—None 

(2) No. 
 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 146, 147, 388 AND 398 

Answer Advice 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [5.05 pm]: Pursuant to 
standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answers to question on notice 146 asked by Hon Neil Thomson 
on 3 June 2021 and question on notice 147 asked by Hon Steve Martin to the minister representing the Minister 
for Health will be provided on 10 August 2021. 

Further, I would like to provide an update to Hon Martin Aldridge’s questions without notice 388 and 398, parts (3), 
which were both asked on 3 August 2021. Further time is required to answer these questions and I therefore ask 
the honourable member to place these questions on notice. 

CRIMINAL INJURIES COMPENSATION SCHEME — REVIEW 
Question without Notice 290 — Supplementary Information 

HON MATTHEW SWINBOURN (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.06 pm]: Further to the 
answer to Hon Nick Goiran’s question without notice 290 asked on 17 June 2021, and following some discussions 
behind the chair, I provide the following supplementary information on behalf of the Attorney General. 

I confirm the development of a business case was approved on 21 September 2017. During the development of 
this business case, it was determined that a discussion paper and review report should be considered in place of 
a business case. This discussion paper and review report led to the tabling of the Report on the findings of the 
review of the criminal injuries compensation scheme in Western Australia in Parliament on 11 February 2020. The 
review recommended that the criminal injuries compensation scheme be amended in accordance with the 
recommendations set out in the review and that a business case and cabinet submission be prepared. The Department 
of Justice is working on a proposal with respect to this business case. It will seek the Attorney General’s approval 
to develop this business case in due course.  

RAILWAY (BBI RAIL AUS PTY LTD) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [5.07 pm]: Before the interruption for 
question time, I was explaining the rough outline of this project. Because the project is supported by both sides of 
the house, I do not propose to review that and go into it in significantly more detail. I simply note that in the minister’s 
second reading speech she ran through the various milestones this project has achieved. Of course, if there was not 
a holdup somewhere, we would not be debating the need for an extension of the time frame for the major submission 
of this project. Notwithstanding that a number of points are claimed towards the development of this project, it is 
not the things that have been achieved that are the critical component here, but those things that have not been 
achieved and that have required an extension of time to go through the state agreement act that we need to go through 
in some detail. As I said at the beginning of my contribution, I will be reasonably comfortable if the second reading 
response provides a fulsome answer to that question in particular and addresses the need for the extension and why 
this project has not proceeded along the original time line.  
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I am looking after the interests of Hon Kyle McGinn by making sure that the community development programs 
are in place and adequate. It is critical that we ensure they are reviewed. In principle, the opposition supports the 
project and the bill but would like to know why it is being held up or why we need to grant an extension of time. 
That is a reasonable request of the minister and the government. With that small contribution, I hope the minister 
will be able to provide sufficient answers to make sure that we get through this legislation at a reasonable pace. 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Regional Development) [5.10 pm] — in reply: 
I thank the opposition very much for its support of the Railway (BBI Rail Aus Pty Ltd) Agreement Amendment 
Bill 2021. It is important legislation. We will do our best to address members’ concerns. I am sure that some notes 
are available. I think Hon Pierre Yang will assist in getting some of that information to me. 
The Leader of the Opposition said that it is an ideal time to go ahead with this project because of the iron ore price. 
The member would be fully aware that we are up against all sorts of capacity constraints at this time. Extraordinary 
expansion is going on with a range of iron ore and other mineral resource projects. In fact, the real problem is getting 
enough personnel in the construction area. Extending the pipeline and enabling this project to come on after this initial 
flurry would turn out to be very positive and one not to be regretted. Members might remember that this happened 
during the time of the Barnett government, and certainly during the time of the Gallop–Carpenter government. 
Everybody wanted this absolutely rapid expansion to take account of what they thought would be a short-term price 
option. It created that enormous boom or bust cycle. The planning of this project occurred when the iron ore price 
was much lower than it is now. I do not think it is altogether a bad thing that this project may come on later. It will 
help us deliver a more stable pipeline. 
The company has submitted and had approved under clauses 9 and 10 of the state agreement both the local 
participation plan and the community development plan. These plans are not public. However, the company has 
agreed to provide a summary of the community development plan on its website, together with executive summaries, 
in its annual reporting of the community development plan. Progress has been made on that. The local participation 
plan has been prepared. Members will note a provision, which we referred to in the second reading speech, that 
expressly recognises that the state might enact general legislation that may substitute for or modify clauses in the 
BBI state agreement relating to local participation. As we develop further local participation plans, the company 
will be required to meet the objectives of those plans. In giving this extension, we have been very clear to the 
company so that it understands that as we develop more of our local jobs legislation, some of which is still 
under consideration by government, it will potentially be affected by it. The company will not be closeted from 
that emerging program. 
The member has asked whether the ownership of the BBI Group has changed since the state agreement. No, it has 
not. TIO (NZ) Ltd remains a 94 per cent shareholder of the BBI Group. 
I was asked why the company has not been able to submit development proposals by 30 September 2020. The 
Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation has advised us that it is confident that the company has been 
diligent in progressing the project. However, the company has sought further time to progress its financing and 
marketing arrangements and, as stated in the second reading speech, its plans were complicated by the COVID-19 
pandemic, in particular the company’s restricted ability to visit China to tie down some of those financing options. 
The company has advised that liaison continues with the BBI Group’s proposed Chinese-based equity syndicate. 
This engagement has been delayed due to COVID-19 and the inability to travel. 
A question on environmental approvals was whether they had been granted for the port and rail. The environmental 
approvals have been received for both the BBI port and rail projects, an overland conveyer project and the BBI mine. 
The BBI project at the Balla Balla mine requires environmental assessment and approval of both the state and 
commonwealth via the Western Australian Office of the Environmental Protection Authority under part 4 of the 
Environmental Protection Act. Approvals for those have been received. 
I was asked whether agreement been achieved with the native title holders. The answer is yes. Native title agreements 
are in place for all aspects of the project. 
In order for us to make some progress, I once again thank the members for their support of this important legislation. 
I recognise that it has been around for quite some time. Projects like this tend to go through processes of a number 
of governments. It is good to see that we can all work constructively to make sure that this asset can be developed 
for the benefit of the people of Western Australia. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 
[Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

As to Committee Stage 
On motion by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Regional Development), resolved — 

That the committee stage of the bill be made an order of the day for the next sitting of the house. 
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HOMELESSNESS 
Statement 

HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [5.21 pm]: As members know, I started making a members’ 
statement last night. I will finish it, and although during the discussion of non-government business I feel that 
I managed to largely cover off on the key elements that I wanted to bring to the attention of the house, there is one 
thing I would like to add. 
I started my statement last night by reflecting on the recent vigil that was held by the Garlett family in front of 
Parliament, which I think quite profoundly had 56 sleeping bags representing the 56 people who died on Perth streets 
in 2020. One thing I did not get to talk about during the debate today and I think is important to acknowledge, and 
the Garlett family has highlighted this, is that a disproportionate number of people who are on our streets are 
Aboriginal or First Nations people. We certainly saw that the other night. In fact, we are seeing it across the road 
from us at Parliament House, where we have a small tent city set up, again with disproportionately Aboriginal and 
First Nations people sleeping on the streets. I think this is important to acknowledge. This is one thing that I want 
to make clear in my member’s statement, and it is quite timely, given that the Closing the gap annual report was 
delivered in the federal Parliament today. As we talk about closing the gap here and investing new resources in 
homelessness and housing, we need to make sure that we have a special target for Aboriginal people, who are 
disproportionately represented; they make up only three to four per cent of the population but close to half of the 
people sleeping rough on our streets. We need to make sure that our resources target them and are co-designed 
with them. I think there is a real opportunity there. 
I want to make this short statement in addition to the things that I said in this house earlier today, because I think 
this is a huge opportunity. I hope we can go forward in a bipartisan way to take housing and homelessness seriously, 
with a fresh focus on the matter in this Parliament. 

FIONA STANLEY HOSPITAL — PUBLIC SECTOR TRANSITION 
Statement 

HON LORNA HARPER (East Metropolitan) [5.23 pm]: Understanding the hour and the look I got when I stood 
up, I will try to be as brief as I possibly can. As the former health team leader at the United Workers Union, I cannot 
let this week go past without mentioning what happened at Fiona Stanley Hospital on Monday. On Monday the 
staff formerly employed by Serco Asia Pacific in catering, cleaning and logistics were transferred over to be employed 
by the South Metropolitan Health Service. That is a fantastic result for years upon years of work and a fantastic 
result for our health services. 
We all know Fiona Stanley Hospital was opened in 2014 and it is a lovely hospital—especially compared with 
when you go around some of the inner corridors of Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital or Royal Perth Hospital. They 
are old; we accept that. But to see responsibility for cleaning and catering in a state-of-the-art hospital be handed 
over to a multinational corporation was unbelievably disgraceful. Some of the stories that came out of Fiona Stanley 
Hospital shocked me to the core. 
I had the pleasure of sitting with the Serco delegates to negotiate their last agreement, and one of the things they 
told us was that every item in catering had a dollar value, and every item was marked down. That changed, but 
one of the stories that was told to me was that if somebody was extremely ill and did not want to eat their dinner at 
dinnertime but woke up during the night a wee bit hungry and just wanted a little something like a pot of jelly or fruit, 
the catering staff were not allowed to give it to them because it was not a ticked-off item. In fact, Serco staff would 
spend a large part of their time writing up everything they did because every item was billed to Health. This company 
made profit after profit out of the people of Western Australia. 
Some of those contracts are still out there, and that is a shame. There is a lot of work we need to do, but, thankfully, 
good sense has prevailed and we will be able to take Peel Health Campus back into the public sector in 2023. My 
hope is that at some point we will also be able to get Midland Public Hospital back from St John of God Health Care 
so we can actually offer the people of the East Metropolitan Region the full public health services that are not on 
offer at this time. 
I would like to thank the Minister for Health, Roger Cook, and the delegates and members of the United Workers 
Union at Fiona Stanley Hospital for all their hard work in enabling these essential services to be turned back into 
public hands. 

PARLIAMENTARY RESEARCH PROGRAM 
Statement 

HON SHELLEY PAYNE (Agricultural) [5.26 pm]: I would like to briefly talk about the parliamentary research 
program and thank the Parliamentary Education Office for all the work it has done in putting that program together. 
A number of members in this house are involved in the program: Hon Pierre Yang, Hon Kyle McGinn, Hon Darren 
West, Hon Peter Foster, Hon Stephen Pratt, Hon Dan Caddy, Hon Wilson Tucker and Hon Sophia Moermond. 
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There are 42 students participating from the University of Western Australia, Curtin University, Edith Cowan 
University and Murdoch University, and 31 members of Parliament. On Monday a great morning tea was organised 
by the Parliamentary Education Office for all of us to meet our research students. 

The program gives us an opportunity to have some research done in our areas of interest. My research student is 
amazing. She is actually a zookeeper at Perth Zoo, working with giraffes, zebras and big cats. She has a six-year-old 
child and is currently on long service leave. She is really passionate about the environment and wanted to start making 
a difference to her daughter’s future and the future of Western Australia, so she has enrolled in a diploma program 
with Curtin University on environment and climate change. 

Something that is close to my heart, after having lived in Esperance for 20 years and seeing the decline in our native 
vegetation, is land clearing in Western Australia. Over sixty per cent of the South West Region and 50 per cent of 
the Agricultural Region has been cleared, so she is going to do a bit of research in that area on the main contributing 
factors to land clearing and some of the programs that are happening around the world with regard to offset programs. 
I am really looking forward to that outcome. Thanks again to the Parliamentary Education Office for providing us 
with the opportunity to have some research done in our areas of interest.  

TRANSFER OF LAND AMENDMENT BILL 2021 

Receipt and First Reading 

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

Second Reading 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Regional Development) [5.30 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

This bill will improve and streamline conveyancing in Western Australia, further enabling the Western Australian 
land titles register to operate in an electronic environment, providing greater speed, certainty and security and 
simplifying handling procedures for the property industry. The implementation of electronic conveyancing in 
Western Australia and the amendments outlined in this bill affirm the state government’s commitment to the 
Council of Australian Governments’ reform agenda. The amendments proposed under this bill will support electronic 
conveyancing processes and further enable the benefits of electronic conveyancing to be realised. They will deliver 
greater procedural and administrative efficiencies in the lodgements and registration of documents relating to land 
transactions and related land dealings across Western Australia. 

These amendments will reduce reliance on paper documentation, bringing conveyancing processes into the twenty-first 
century, meeting public expectations regarding modern business practices. The Transfer of Land Amendment Bill 2021 
makes changes to three key areas of the current Transfer of Land Act 1893. The bill will modify the definition of 
“counterpart documents” to improve the processing of mortgages electronically; enable notices served under the 
current Transfer of Land Act to be done so electronically; and remove the requirement to issue and produce 
duplicate certificates, resulting in greater ability to conduct land transactions in a fully electronic environment. 

The current definition of “counterpart” in relation to mortgage documents under the existing legislation is an 
impediment to signing mortgages in an electronic format. The bill proposes to modify the description of counterpart 
documents to reference the document being substantially the same, in line with other participating jurisdictions. The 
proposed amendments regarding counterpart documents better account for minor differences in a document that 
has been created in both a paper and a digital version. 

Under the existing legislation, there is a lack of clarity about the types of notices that may be served on registered owners 
electronically, and the processes for doing so. Certainly, notices necessary under the TLA are currently required to be 
served formally, creating additional administrative burden and resulting in time delays. With advancements in 
technology and a reduction in paper-based mail as a method of service, the current notice provisions of the TLA do not 
sufficiently provide for the modern operation of the land registry. This can result in an inability to serve notices, a lack 
of clarity about when a notice has been delivered, and extended delays in processing documents. The proposed 
amendments will introduce general provisions for electronic service of notice when customers have provided their 
details for electronic service. This amendment will streamline processes for formal and informal notices served under 
the TLA. 

The current act also provides for the issuing of duplicate certificates of title, which are certified duplicates of the 
title held on the register. Whenever a mortgage is registered, the mortgagee is entitled to a duplicate certificate of 
title. In practice, the vast majority of mortgagees no longer require a duplicate certificate of title and instruct the 
Registrar of Titles that no duplicate is issued. Banks and other financial institutions now actively discourage the 
issue of duplicate certificates of title as security against a mortgage, and other jurisdictions such as Queensland 
and South Australia have already removed duplicate certificates of title. The amendments proposed under this bill 
will remove the requirement to issue and produce duplicate certificates of title under the Transfer of Land Act 1893 
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and other state legislation. Copies of certificates of title will still be made available, providing an accurate copy of the 
current ownership information as it is recorded on the Western Australian register of titles. All existing duplicate 
certificates of title currently issued will also have no legal effect from the date of proclamation of this bill.  
It is intended that Landgate will run a community awareness campaign to prepare the industry and community for 
the change ahead of proclamation. Electronic conveyancing is a progressive initiative that will increase productivity, 
improve the security and integrity of land tenure information and bring the conveyancing industry into the digital age.  
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.  
I commend the bill to the house and I table the explanatory memorandum.  
[See paper 438.]  
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 5.36 pm 
__________ 

 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110438c720ea711fc7fc5d4482587290012efc8/$file/tp-438.pdf
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