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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) took the chair at 2.00 pm, read prayers and acknowledged country. 
METROPOLITAN REGION SCHEME (BEELIAR WETLANDS) BILL 2021 

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

GEL BLASTER TOYS 
Petition 

HON MATTHEW SWINBOURN (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.04 pm]: I present 
a petition containing 438 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 are opposed to the total ban on gel blaster toys in WA without full consultation with 
the Gelsoft community or fair application of due regulation. 
We therefore ask the Legislative Council to oppose this total ban on gel blaster toys in WA until full 
community consultation and fair regulation can take place. 
And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 461.] 
MUNDIJONG DISTRICT STRUCTURE PLAN — FREIGHT RAIL LINE REALIGNMENT 

Petition 
HON MATTHEW SWINBOURN (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.05 pm]: I present 
a petition containing 12 signatures couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in Parliament 
assembled. This petition follows on from Petition No. 170 that was tabled in the previous Parliament. 
We the undersigned are opposed to the altered freight rail line realignment south of Mundijong Road as 
shown on the Shire of Serpentine Jarrahdale Mundijong District Structure Plan 2020. These proposed 
routes drastically alter the freight line realignment from previous published designs without significant 
consultation with the impacted landowners and residents. Existing landowners purchased their properties 
on the basis of the Shire’s district structure plan that was current at the time of their purchase. The route 
proposed in these plans were consistent between the years of 2008 to 2018. 
The new proposed routes from south of Mundijong Road to Wright Road will now impact newly built homes 
and has already had an adverse impact on the properties values and saleability. The impacted properties 
are blighted by the proposed route. The affected landowners have no security and face an uncertain future 
until such time as the matter is resolved. For many affected landowners, time is of the essence in seeking 
a mutually acceptable resolution, 
We therefore ask the Legislative Council to recommend that the Department of Transport, Main Roads, 
Arc Infrastructure and Public Transport Authority engage with all local affected landowners to investigate 
options that will see the rail delivered as per the previous realignment that follows the proposes Tonkin Highway. 
And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 462.] 
FIRST NATIONS WOMEN — HOMICIDES — INQUIRY 

Petition 
HON ROSIE SAHANNA (Mining and Pastoral) [2.06 pm]: I present a petition containing 2 123 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 support the calls of the Thorne family for justice for Stacey, a Noongar woman 
murdered in Boddington on 9th of December 2007. To this day no one has been held to account for her 
horrific murder. 
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Aboriginal (First Nations) women in West Australia are at a high risk of murder, and as mothers are 
17.5 times more likely to be the victim of homicide. There is also racism by the criminal justice system, 
leaving them and their children vulnerable. Perpetrators may offend with impunity. Aboriginal women 
also suffer high rates of disability linked to this violence they are subjected to. 

We therefore ask the Legislative Council to recommend that the Government: 

(1) Release the 2013 Corruption and Crime Commission report into Stacey Thorne’s murder. 
(2) Acknowledge violence against and murder of First Nations women. 

(3) Inquire into the deaths and disappearances of First Nations women in WA. 

(4) Investigate the media reporting of First Nations women’s deaths. 
(5) Commit to addressing structural and systemic discrimination that disadvantages and 

impedes First Nations women’s access to legal services, victim supports and justice. 
And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 463.] 

MENTAL HEALTH ACT — REVIEW 
Statement by Minister for Mental Health 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [2.08 pm]: On Friday, 
13 August, I announced the opening of the six-month public comment period for the statutory review of the 
Mental Health Act 2014. A number of those present here today will recall the lengthy development and implementation 
process undertaken to establish the 2014 act that repealed and replaced its predecessor, the Mental Health Act 1996, 
on 30 November 2015. 
The act provides for the treatment, care, support and protection of people who have a mental illness; the protection 
of the rights of people who have a mental illness; and the recognition of the role of families and carers in providing 
the best possible care and support to people who have a mental illness, in the least restrictive environment. At its 
essence, it impacts on fundamental human rights and provides protections to support these rights. However, we 
need to know that these are working; and, if they are not working as well as they could be, we need to know why 
and how to change this to ensure that they do. The act itself, under section 587, legislates the requirement that the 
Minister for Mental Health review the operation and effectiveness of the act as soon as practicable five years from 
its commencement. It also prescribes that the minister prepare a report about the outcome of the review and table 
a copy of the report in Parliament as soon as practicable following the review.  
Since the act came into effect, our understanding of mental health issues and recovery has continued to develop, 
and that is why the statutory review is vital. Now is our time to consult widely and review what is working well and 
what can be done to improve the operation and effectiveness of the act. 

It is important we draw on, empower and be guided by the clinical knowledge and strength of people with lived 
experience under the act—as a consumer, carer, family member or other support person—as well as those who 
administer and work within the legislative framework. The voices of people with a lived or living experience of 
treatment under the act, particularly involuntary treatment, need to be heard through this process. To give everyone 
a seat at the table in this process and ensure that all perspectives are considered, the Mental Health Commission is 
leading a comprehensive engagement process, including a six-month public comment period, which is open from 
now until 31 January 2022. A discussion paper has been prepared to assist people to develop their submissions, 
and there are multiple ways for people to hear about the review and contribute to the process. I am committed to 
understanding the needs of, and providing appropriate care, treatment and support for, people experiencing mental 
ill health. Western Australians have come together like never before in the COVID-19 pandemic. Now is the time 
for us to step forward together and have our say, to make a valuable contribution to legislative change that will create 
the approach to mental health and the mental health system we need and want for the future. 

AGRICULTURAL BIOSECURITY 
Statement by Minister for Agriculture and Food 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Agriculture and Food) [2.10 pm]: Over the 
past seven years, we have seen a major step change in the frequency and scale of biosecurity incidents in 
Western Australia. There were four response incidents in the six years to 2014 and 17 since then. In 2020 alone, an 
unprecedented five concurrent plant incidents and one animal biosecurity incident were declared across the state. 

Maintaining a strong biosecurity system is critical to growing our state’s economy and regions, by protecting our 
$11 billion agriculture, aquaculture and fisheries industries and our natural resources. Today, the Premier and 
I announced an additional $15.1 million of funding in the 2021–22 budget to strengthen our biosecurity capabilities 
and protect our primary industries. The funding will create 22 new full-time equivalent biosecurity jobs at the 
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Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, helping to strengthen the department’s capability 
and capacity to respond to biosecurity threats. The funding will enhance early warning and detection systems, boost 
biosecurity emergency preparedness and build response capacity and capability. 
Early detection is key to responding to exotic pest and disease incursions quickly and cost effectively. Part of the 
funding will be used to develop preparedness and surveillance plans for high-priority plant and animal pests and 
diseases that could have significant impacts on the state’s primary industries and trade. These include African swine 
fever, khapra beetle and white spot in prawns, as well as environmental pests such as myrtle rust and red imported 
fire ants. Comprehensive surveillance plans will also enable WA to demonstrate area freedom from many pests 
and diseases to trading partners to maintain access to valuable export markets. The funding will support further 
training for response activities and modernisation of systems needed to meet the challenge of managing more 
frequent and overlapping emergency responses. As seen with COVID-19, early warning of high-impact pests and 
diseases increases the speed and effectiveness of emergency response measures to contain or eradicate the pest or 
disease. Investing in preparedness and training will make sure that we have the people and systems in place to protect 
our primary industries into the future. 

CHILDREN AND COMMUNITY SERVICES AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Amended Explanatory Memorandum —Statement by Parliamentary Secretary 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.13 pm]: I rise to table an 
amended explanatory memorandum for the Children and Community Services Amendment Bill 2021 introduced 
into the Legislative Council last week. The explanatory memorandum required amending to reflect the new clause 
numbers in the bill due to amendments made in the Legislative Assembly to correct a few minor technical errors. 
The PRESIDENT: To note, parliamentary secretary, that is on the list of papers for tabling. You may rise to table 
that now. 
[See paper 464.] 

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

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 
Discharge of Order 

Hon Lorna Harper reported that the concerns of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation had 
been resolved on the following disallowance motions, and on her motions without notice it was resolved — 

That the following orders of the day be discharged from the notice paper — 
1. Curtin University Statute No. 5—Election of Council Members — Disallowance. 
2. Shire of Broomehill–Tambellup Activities in Thoroughfares and Public Places and Trading Local 

Law 2020 — Disallowance. 
3. Shire of Broomehill–Tambellup Cemeteries Local Law 2020 — Disallowance. 
4. Shire of Broomehill–Tambellup Fencing Local Law 2020 — Disallowance. 
5. Shire of Broomehill–Tambellup Health Local Law 2020 — Disallowance. 
6. Shire of Broomehill–Tambellup Waste Local Law 2020 — Disallowance. 
7. City of Bayswater Activities in Thoroughfares and Public Places and Trading Local Law 2020 — 

Disallowance. 
8. City of Kalamunda Extractive Industries Local Law 2021 — Disallowance. 
9. Shire of Peppermint Grove Waste Local Law 2021 — Disallowance. 

FINANCIAL LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Committee 

Resumed from 12 August. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Peter Foster) in the chair; Hon Stephen Dawson 
(Minister for Mental Health) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I note that I thought the minister was going to come back with some information, so he 
will have a chance to get there no doubt at some point. I am sure my good friend and colleague Hon Nick Goiran and 
I are capable of asking enough questions until the answers come in. Before we adjourned last week, Hon Nick Goiran 
asked some questions around the two reviews that made recommendations in relation to this Financial Legislation 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110464c3813dec994626b394825873500075637/$file/tp-464.pdf
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Amendment Bill, particularly the 2012 and 2017 reviews by the Joint Audit Committee, and he may want to 
come back to that. I note that in the minister’s second reading speech—I listened to him quite intently—he made 
this comment — 

Importantly, the proposed amendments also address the findings and recommendations of recent reviews, 
including the service priority review and the special inquiry into government programs and projects. 

I will start with the service priority review. Can the minister give us an indication of the findings and recommendations 
of that review that are addressed in this bill? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I do not have a document before me, honourable member, but the changes that relate 
to the service priority review are around recommendations to reduce unnecessary red tape and to provide more 
efficient mechanisms. They relate to clauses 7, 9, 12, 15, 16 and 17 of the bill. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am a little intrigued, because the service priority review was obviously intimately 
related to the machinery-of-government changes promoted by the government, which commenced life in 2017 
and, ostensibly, were going to save a significant amount of money. That is a worthy cause, of course. However, 
I am intrigued, because the review is given some prominence in a second reading speech of just over three pages. 
Given that the first sentence about this starts with “Importantly”, it might have been useful if the Minister for Finance 
or the Treasurer in the other place had provided the minister in this place with a little more information on that. 
I would have thought that if it is important, they would have expected the Legislative Council to ask about it. If 
“Importantly” is at the beginning of a sentence in a second reading speech, I figure that that is pretty much up for 
grabs, so I am a little surprised. I know the minister in this house works very hard to make sure we receive proper 
answers to our questions, so I think they might have provided just a little more detail than that. I suspect we will get 
through this bill without it being provided, but sometime in the future, the minister might find a document somewhere 
or the relevant ministers in the other place might give us a bit more detail. 
I am particularly interested in this one, because it refers to the machinery of government. In 2017, the government 
announced that it was effectively reducing the number of government departments and building super departments. 
It is absolutely the case that this is a little bit Labor heartland, because I remember Geoff Gallop talking about 
doing the same thing in 2001 and then in 2005. I remember the comments were that super departments require 
a lot of oversight, so they need super ministers. I would be very interested to see what level of recommendation 
coming out of that service priority review will be picked up by this bill. Perhaps the minister may be in a position 
to answer that question in the future, but I will leave that for now. 
Obviously, that may lead on to a subject that is apparently also important, according to the second reading speech—
the Special inquiry into government programs and projects: Final report. This was the Langoulant report and I know 
that the author of that report has been rewarded in recent days as the government’s representative in an important 
foreign posting. Far be it from me to say that that might be a reward, because I think I actually took some very 
important messages out of his report, so I think there were some good and credible things in there. Apart from the 
service priority review, do we have any more information about the Special inquiry into government programs 
and projects that tells us which findings and recommendations are addressed in the bill before us? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The recommendations that related to the Special inquiry into government programs 
and projects were around recommending better governance and accountability over budget management and 
internal controls. Clauses 13 and 14 of the bill before us put the onus on accountable authorities, directors general 
or CEOs to ensure that their agency’s budget management practices and internal controls are robust, particularly with 
regard to the incurring of expenditure. The bill also requires the accountable authority to ensure that the agency’s 
expense limit is not breached. This responds to the special inquiry’s findings that highlighted that many agencies 
were not observing expense limits, leading to issues such as structural deficits, which cause financial difficulties 
and undermine whole-of-government fiscal strategies. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is a pretty reasonable answer; I will take that one. I thank the minister for that. 
To be honest, I can see some connection, at least, with the recommendations of the Langoulant report and some of 
the things that are presented in the bill today, so I think that is a reasonable response. To be honest, I still struggle to 
see an adequate connection between the first report and the service priority review, which seems much more focused 
on rearrangement of government departments, and I would still be interested at some point in a discussion or a more 
definitive response, if it is possible, in relation to the findings and recommendations, because I fail to see that that 
service priority review has had a strong influence on the Financial Legislation Amendment Bill. In fact, I have to say, 
chair, it has been very difficult to get answers to questions about how the machinery-of-government changes and 
the service priority review implementation is actually going in government. I am pleased to see that the government 
is relying on this bill to provide a bit of enthusiasm for that process, but I have to say that it is difficult to get 
information out, it is difficult to see whether the service priority review is making the sorts of savings that were 
claimed previously by the government, and, to be honest, although the bill before the chamber is a good bill and is 
supported by the opposition, I do not think that it makes a significant improvement to the machinery-of-government 
changes. If further information is available down the track, I would not mind an itemised account of what was 
predicted and how it resulted, but I am being immensely optimistic and perhaps a little over-optimistic in this case. 
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Can I jump, minister, to a couple of other issues? I am more interested in getting into this bill clause by clause and 
asking not a large number but a number of specific questions. A couple of the issues can probably be addressed 
only in clause 1. The bill will make some improvements to oversight, but can I ask how it might impact some specific 
projects? I will start with royalties for regions, and how this bill might impact the royalties for regions budget. 
Members will understand that the budget for royalties for regions comes in under a departmental budget, and there 
is certainly some Finance and Treasury oversight of where that is expended. Governments have varied significantly 
on the level of that oversight, to the extent that ministerial discretion has been very wide and then very narrow. It 
is not plainly obvious from the enabling legislation of the Royalties for Regions Act what sort of oversight Treasury 
might have on that process. Can the minister give us an indication of the level of oversight, the interaction with 
Treasury and the Department of Regional Development, and the changes in the bill, and whether that may particularly 
enhance the oversight of that program and that account? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank the honourable member. I am advised that there are no changes to the 
Royalties for Regions Act included in the Financial Legislation Amendment Bill 2021, and therefore no changes to 
the operation of that act. The amendments to the Financial Management Act 2006 included in the Financial Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2021 will result in exactly the same requirements on agencies in relation to their accountability 
for the expenditure of royalties for regions funds as they have for the expenditure of funds appropriated from the 
consolidated account. Separately, the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development will continue 
to perform its existing functions administering the royalties for regions program, including the acquittal of the 
expenditure of RforR funds by agencies and grant recipients. 

The process in relation to RforR funding at the moment, which will remain the process, is that agencies submit business 
cases, which are scrutinised by Treasury, and then expenditure decisions are made by the cabinet Expenditure Review 
Committee and then subsequently formalised by way of a letter from the minister to the Treasurer at budget cut-off, 
and all projects to be funded in the budget year in accordance with section 9(1) of the RforR act are outlined. That 
is the process now and that will not change as a result of this legislation. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: That will not lose oversight as a result of the bill? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: When we were last dealing with this bill last Thursday, a few matters were taken on 
notice. We had a discussion about whether the Office of the Auditor General had been consulted on this bill in the 
forty-first Parliament. The information that was provided at the time was that the Auditor General had not been 
consulted on this bill in the forty-first Parliament but that there had been consultation in the fortieth Parliament. 
The minister was going to see whether he could provide the chamber with that feedback from the fortieth Parliament. 
Can I ask two questions at this point: Firstly, is that information now readily available? Secondly, since last Thursday, 
has there been any consultation with the Office of the Auditor General about the bill in its current form? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I undertook to follow up some information for the member. Apologies; it is still in 
train, but I do have some answers. I do not have a document to hand over yet. I will see what I can do. The Office of 
the Auditor General recommended — 

AG Act and FMA should be synchronised. 

At that time, the Joint Audit Committee had not been established. The Auditor General suggested that the Joint Audit 
Committee formed by the houses of Parliament have an equal number of members appointed by each house. Further, 
the Auditor General recommended — 

JSCOA to conduct the review of the AG Act—JSCOA to appoint a suitably qualified person to conduct 
the review. 

… 

JSCOA role in Act review—is to consider the FMA review report and table its own report in Parliament. 

The Auditor General’s office — 

Asked that Treasury consider action that can be taken to ensure that the full reviews of both Acts take 
place and that the Acts remain synchronised. 

In relation to agencies’ reporting and audit requirements, the AG’s office stated — 

Treasury could consider options to reduce reporting: Introduction of differential reporting structure. 

Tier 2 requirements for general purpose financial reporting as per AASB 1053 where possible. 

Smaller agencies use of special purpose statements rather than general purpose financial statements. 

Annual reports. 

Instances where an agency’s operations are dormant and agency is still required to submit an annual report. 
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The Auditor General’s office recommended that government consider dispensing with this requirement. In relation 
to key performance indicators, the Auditor General’s office stated — 

The one size fits all agencies of the outcomes based and compulsory KPI framework might no longer be 
the most effective way for all agencies to report on their performance. 

The Auditor General’s office continued — 
Joint ventures and non appointment of AG as Auditor. 
Growing number of joint ventures within the public sector subject to ‘joint control’ whose financial 
statements are not required to be audited by the AG. 
Consider reviewing definition of ‘subsidiary body’ in section 60 Act—given changes in the definitions 
of control in AASB 10. 
Three elements of control include power over the investee, exposure, or rights to variable returns from 
involvement with the investee and the ability to use power over the investee to affect the amount of the 
investor’s returns. 

In relation to section 82 of the Financial Management Act, the Auditor General’s report stated that its application 
should be limited to circumstances in which the minister declines to provide certain information about an agency’s 
conduct or operation on the basis of commercial confidentiality. The Auditor General’s office stated — 

Act of Grace payments and Out of Court settlements. 
Need to obtain ministerial approval for small dollar value may warrant review for cost effectiveness. 
FMA currently does not have a requirement for ministerial approval for out of court settlements which 
can be significant in value. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: To be clear, was the feedback to which the minister is referring provided by the Office of 
the Auditor General in the fortieth Parliament? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The feedback was from a few years ago. Bearing in mind that this body of work has 
been a long time coming, in the early days of putting the amendment bill together, that was the advice given by the 
Auditor General’s office. Obviously, over the last few years, Treasury has worked through the various views of 
different agencies to bring us the bill that we have before us today. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It would be useful to get some kind of time frame on this, because there is a former 
Auditor General and a current Auditor General and I would like to know who provided the feedback on which the 
government is relying. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It was the former Auditor General. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is it then the case that the government has not consulted the current Auditor General on 
this bill at any stage? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that, yes, we have had meetings with the current Auditor General on 
the bill before us. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Two things then emerge. First of all, is it possible to table the feedback that was provided 
by the former Auditor General and all those various things to which the minister referred earlier? 
Secondly, what has been the feedback from the current Auditor General? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I cannot hand it over now. I have asked for it, so, hopefully, it will appear. I can tell 
the member which matters recommended by the Auditor General were not included in the Financial Legislation 
Amendment Bill. A matter was raised about dispensing with agency annual reports when an agency’s operation 
is dormant and audits of an agency’s accounts have been dispensed with under the Auditor General Act 2006. The 
reason for non-inclusion was that the requirement to table annual reports should continue as it serves to remind 
ministers, government and Parliament that these agencies exist and thus provides the opportunity to consider whether 
they should be abolished, or not, and this promotes accountability and transparency. 
A matter was raised about enabling the Auditor General to audit agency-related entities, particularly as part of a joint 
venture. The reason for non-inclusion was that it was out of scope of the review of the Financial Management Act 2006. 
It was incorporated as recommendation 5 of the Joint Audit Committee’s first review of the Auditor General Act. 
A further matter raised by the Auditor General related to limiting the application of section 82 to circumstances in 
which the minister declines to provide certain information on an agency’s conduct or operation on the basis of 
commercial confidentiality. That was originally supported and reflected in recommendation 25 of the March 2014 
review of the Financial Management Act 2006. The Joint Audit Committee did not support recommendation 25 
in its review of the minister’s report on the FMA—that was the sixth report—stating that this would limit the 
Auditor General’s ability to scrutinise ministerial decisions to withhold information from Parliament. This, in 



 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 August 2021] 2827 

 

turn, would affect the Parliament’s ability to scrutinise the government and diminish government accountability 
to the Parliament. Treasury subsequently agreed with the Joint Audit Committee’s stance and removed the proposed 
section 82 amendment.  
There was a further matter raised by the Auditor General that related to reviewing the need for agencies to obtain 
ministerial approval for small dollar value act-of-grace payments. The reason for non-inclusion was that this should 
continue because there is no legal obligation for the making of act-of-grace payments and there is the potential for 
undesirable precedents to be set.  
The final issue that was raised that was not included in the bill related to reviewing the need for a provision in the 
FMA to require the minister to approve out-of-court settlements. I am advised that legal advice was obtained that 
the legal authority to make the payment derives from the Crown’s capacity to sue and be sued. It does not require 
additional legal authority under the FMA. Accordingly, an amendment to the FMA is not recommended in order 
to create a statutory regime concerning the approval of out-of-court settlements. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: One of the five areas raised by the former Auditor General that has not been taken up by 
the government in this bill deals with the issue of joint ventures. If I understand the explanation that has been provided, 
it was suggested that it was outside the scope of the original review. It was then part of the terms of reference for the 
review undertaken by the Joint Audit Committee. What did the Joint Audit Committee have to say about that issue? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We do not have that report, honourable member. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The bill before the chamber at the moment is a 2021 bill. It looks to amend a number of 
acts, including the Financial Management Act 2006—that is from 15 years ago. In that 15-year period, there have 
been two reviews undertaken by a parliamentary committee, the Joint Audit Committee. The information that has 
just been provided to the chamber is feedback from the independent Auditor General—but not the current one, the 
previous one; the one who has long since retired. One of the things that the former Auditor General raised with the 
government—indeed, most probably a former government—was to do with the issue of joint ventures. For reasons 
not yet clear, it is suggested that that fell outside the scope of the original review, so it was then entrusted to 
a parliamentary committee, the Joint Audit Committee, to look into the issue. Yet here we are in 2021, and we cannot 
be told what the committee had to say about this issue or why the government still has not decided to address an 
issue that the former Auditor General recommended it address. 
This whole situation is made worse when one considers that the current Auditor General has never been consulted on 
this bill—neither in the last Parliament nor in this Parliament. Actually, I will rephrase that, because the minister 
indicated that there have been some meetings with the current Auditor General, but we are not yet clear as to whether 
the current Auditor General agrees with the former Auditor General that there is an issue to do with joint ventures that 
needs to be investigated. I find the current state of affairs less than satisfactory. I appreciate that the minister is doing 
his best with the information that is available to him, but if we are going to scrutinise this legislation, we really should 
be in a position to be able to clearly understand what the independent stakeholders have had to say about this; the extent 
to which the government agrees or disagrees with them; and anything that the parliamentary committee has had to say. 
In this instance, we potentially have all that information available, yet none of it is available to us today. Hopefully, 
at some stage, that information might become available, but in the meantime we have been dealing with feedback 
from the former Auditor General. On Thursday last week when we were considering this bill, we were looking at 
the recommendations that were made by the Joint Audit Committee. The minister helpfully advised us that this bill 
implements eight of the recommendations arising from the 2012 review, and seven of the recommendations arising 
from the 2017 review. One of the questions that was to be taken on notice to come back to the chamber with was 
whether any of the recommendations from either of those two reviews were not being implemented. Is the minister 
in a position to update the house on that? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I make the point that this legislation has been a long time coming. Work has been 
happening on it for a very long time—at least since 2012. There were conversations with the current Auditor General 
in May 2018 in relation to section 82. I also make the point that it is the Office of the Auditor General; you do not 
consult with an individual, you consult with the office, and the office remains. If you think of the multitude of staff 
that that agency has, they remain. The person in the role might change, but the office remains, and the office has 
to stand by the decisions made by the office. Whether it is the current Auditor General or the previous one, that is 
a moot point, as far as I am concerned. In any event, in May 2018—I will check the dates—after the appointment 
of the current Auditor General, the office was engaged in relation to the bill before us. 
With regard to the Joint Audit Committee’s first review of the act, something has been brought to my attention. 
I understand that a consultancy company called Visa Advisory Partners undertook a review of the performance of 
the Auditor General of Western Australia in November 2015. I am quoting from a report and will give the title of 
the report in a second. Paragraph 8.9 of the report states — 

Vista considered that the AG Act could be amended — 
So the Auditor General Act could be amended — 

to automatically appoint the Auditor General as the auditor for joint ventures … 
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That was stated in the report, and it is relevant to the FMA act, which is the one we are dealing with. The Auditor 
General Act could have been changed to automatically appoint the Auditor General as the auditor for joint ventures. 
I do not know what the outcome of that was, because I am not dealing with the Joint Audit Committee this afternoon; 
I am dealing with the bill before us. But at least, in that exercise, it was suggested that a different act, the Auditor 
General Act, could be changed to deal with the issue that was raised by the Auditor General at that stage. The title of 
the report I quoted is Report 7: Joint Standing Committee on Audit review of the operation and effectiveness of the 
Auditor General Act 2006. I will now get an answer for the honourable member’s last question. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister is seeking further advice on the last question, which was to consider the two reports 
of the Joint Audit Committee, in 2012 and 2017, and to advise the chamber whether any of the recommendations 
made in those reports are not being implemented in this bill. Obviously, the question that will follow from that, in 
respect of any recommendations that are not being implemented, is why that might be the case. I might wait for that 
first before following up a little bit further on the Vista report. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I can now go through the recommendations from the 2012 review of the Financial 
Management Act that were not implemented. One recommendation was that the FMA should be retained. Obviously, 
the reason for non-inclusion in the Financial Legislation Amendment Bill is that no action was required. 

There was a recommendation that any breach of recommendation 2 by an accountable authority may invoke the 
disciplinary provisions of the Public Sector Management Act 1994. The reason for non-inclusion was that it was 
not considered necessary to specify recommendation 3 in the FMA, as reliance can be placed on part 5, division 3 of 
the Public Sector Management Act. There was a further recommendation, recommendation 5, that any breach of 
recommendation 4 by an accountable authority may invoke the disciplinary provisions of the Public Sector Management 
Act 1994. The reason for non-inclusion was that it was not considered necessary to specify recommendation 3 in 
the FMA, as reliance can be placed on part 5, division 3 of the PSMA. 

There was a recommendation to remove the public universities in Western Australia from the purview of the FMA 
and that the requirement for universities to present their annual reports to Parliament and be subject to audit remain 
with the requirements included in each university’s enabling legislation. The reason for non-inclusion was that the 
universities, through the Universities Legislation Amendment Act 2016, did not seek changes contemplated by 
recommendation 8, making the recommendation redundant. 

Recommendation 9 was that we abolish the Western Australian Building Management Authority and repeal the 
relevant provisions of the Public Works Act 1902. The reason for non-inclusion in this bill was that the Public Works 
Amendment (WA Building Management Authority Abolition) Bill 2019 lapsed when Parliament was prorogued 
in January 2021 because of the 2021 election. 

There was a recommendation to amend the FMA to enable the Treasurer to approve that an agency can establish 
and operate a bank account jointly with a third party. The reasons for non-inclusion were that it was likely to have 
limited application, it would need to be assessed on a case-by-case basis and other options should be considered 
to achieve the intended outcomes. 

There was a recommendation that the Western Australian Treasury Corporation Act 1986 to remove any doubt 
that the WATC can accept money from the Treasurer for the purposes of investing in a public bank account. The 
reason for non-inclusion in this bill was that the WATC was to amend legislation where practicable. 

Recommendation 14 was for the existing Treasurer’s advance arrangements to remain in place. The reason for 
non-inclusion was that the Joint Audit Committee recommended that the Treasurer introduce two bills to appropriate 
the funds out of the consolidated account to cover the spending made under the Treasurer’s advance for 2010–11, 
2011–12, 2012–13, 2013–14, 2014–15 and 2015–16. This was actioned, but the supplementary bills for 2010–11 
to 2018–19 lapsed when Parliament was prorogued in January 2021 because of the 2021 election. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: A number of things flow from that. There was a reference to recommendation 9. I just want 
to be clear: did the minister just read out the recommendations from the 2012 review that will not be implemented 
by this bill? That is the first question. Secondly, if that is the case, what are the 2017 review recommendations that 
are not being implemented in this bill? Thirdly, the minister mentioned recommendation 9, and I was quickly 
trying to scroll to what was being referred to. It seemed to refer to a repeal of the Public Works Act and then there 
was a reference to the bill lapsing because of the proroguing of Parliament for the 2021 election. Can the minister 
just clarify that that is the case; and, if that is the case, why would we not be dealing with that in this bill now? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That belongs to the Department of Finance rather than the Department of Treasury, so 
we are presuming that that other legislation will be brought forward at some stage by a different minister for a different 
agency. As well as the recommendations I read out, there are a number of others. Thirty-four recommendations 
from the 2012 FMA review were not included. I am trying to get a copy of them. I think I gave the member the first 
14 recommendations. I am trying to get a clear copy of the document to hand over rather than waste the chamber’s 
time by reading out a further 22. I am trying to get a copy of the document and will table it if possible, so the 
member can at least read it and pick out the issues of most interest to him. 
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Seventeen recommendations made in the 2017 FMA review were not included in the bill before us, including one 
that the FMA should be retained, which is the same as the one made in 2012. Obviously, no action is required for 
that. We will see whether we can get a clean copy of those 17 recommendations for me to table. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Hopefully those bits of information can be forthcoming. I take the minister back. We 
talked about the impact of royalties for regions. Before we go on, do any special-purpose accounts have a specific 
impact on the bill before the chamber? I am particularly thinking about something like the debt-reduction account, 
which we might get to when we get to further clauses. Are there any specific impacts on special-purpose accounts? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, there are not. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: In the same vein, I do not know whether either of the reviews looked at contestable 
funds in departments and their management. There is obviously a plethora of these things now. They have grown 
exponentially, probably more so under the federal government than the state government. Was any thought given 
in any of the reviews to additional oversight of contestable funds in departmental budgets? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We do not have such a thing as a contestable fund in the state system. My advisers 
are confused about what the member might be referring to. Perhaps he could give us an example. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We have contestable funds. A good example is that an application is made for grants 
under a whole pile of funds. There are regional economic development grants, for example, by which people put 
in applications for state government grant funding to develop industries. The state does some of these things. It is 
very easy for government to come along and put in contestable funds; in fact, it is easy in opposition because the 
budgeting of it is very simple. A $100 million contestable fund is announced and people put in applications, and 
for that there is a set budget. The problem then becomes one of oversight of those funds. Auditors General, both 
state and commonwealth, have looked at these funds in some detail and thought there was an issue with their 
probity. I raise this because it was mentioned in the second reading speech. The Langoulant report looked at these 
funds as part of royalties for regions as well. There are a number of these funds. The state does not do this to the 
same degree as the commonwealth. There are major funds for things such as the northern Australia development 
process or the clean energy finance process. Basically, the government announces a pot of money and goes out 
and calls for the use of that money. I would have thought that a review of the Financial Management Act would 
be a prime opportunity to look at the use of these funds and work out whether there is a better way to oversee them 
from a Treasury perspective. I am interested to know whether that has been a part of Treasury’s discussions through 
any of this process, and whether it has come up in recommendations from any of the multiple reviews of this bill 
that were referenced by the government.  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, it was not looked at when putting together the bill before us, but I make the 
point that any expenditure like that would need to be ticked off by the Expenditure Review Committee of cabinet. 
For example, the same process is followed for a new grant round and a business case would need to be made by 
the agency. Treasury would evaluate it on a range of things, such as value for money and whether it is needed, and 
then the pot of money would be set aside. The member used the regional economic development grant example. 
Obviously, that minister would need to have ticked the grants process. So that the grant actually happens, it would 
need to be ticked off by Treasury and the ERC. In terms of the spending of the money and who gets the grants, in 
that case my understanding is that the respective regional development commission makes recommendations, but 
Treasury does not have oversight. There would be a role down the track to make sure that whoever is getting the 
grant acquits it properly, and that would obviously be done by the responsible agency. In that case, it would be the 
Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thanks for that answer, minister. I am coming to the end of my clause 1 debate. 
I think it is important, I guess, as the minister said, that there is very limited Treasury oversight. We have limited 
Treasury oversight, and I acknowledge that this is one of those things that is always good in government and less 
so in opposition, because the government has the capacity and budget benches to make use of those. I have always 
been interested in the oversight of those contestable funds and whether there might be a better way for Treasury 
to influence the outcome before we get to the point of a special review along the lines of a special inquiry into 
government programs and projects. The mere fact that we needed to get to that stage raises some concerns. It is 
disappointing to some extent that the previous or current government has not looked into that in a bit more detail 
at some point. I finish on this with that hoary old chestnut of commercial-in-confidence. This is pretty much the same 
question on this last major issue about financial accountability—that is, the use of commercial-in-confidence to avoid 
scrutiny and whether any of the multiple reviews that have gone on have mentioned commercial-in-confidence as 
a way to look after the interests of business but perhaps obfuscate regarding questions of accountability. 
I note that today I received the answer to a question on notice. I asked the Minister for Energy what it cost to produce 
energy in Western Australia and was told that that would give away commercial-in-confidence because it competes 
with the private sector. I would have thought that might be one that the Auditor General might want to look at 
regarding whether the provision of that information is in the public interest. It is very hard, I would have thought, 
to run an argument to say that those domestic consumers, who are restricted and buy power because they are in 
the uncontestable market, could not be told the price of the energy that they are purchasing at the point of generation. 
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I struggle to see how it would be in the public interest or in the interest of Parliament not to access it. I can give 
the minister numerous examples of when commercial-in-confidence, in my view, is being used somewhat as 
a smokescreen. This is not an accusation levelled purely at this government—it has happened in state and federal 
governments, it has happened previously and it will no doubt happen in the future—but was no consideration 
given, ultimately, to how that might impact on accountability under the Financial Management Act? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am going to ask the honourable member to repeat that question in a second. Can 
I do two things before then? Earlier, I undertook to see whether I could get a list of the recommendations from the 
2012 FMA review and the reasons for their non-inclusion, and again for the 2017 FMA review. I have that document 
here and I am happy to table it. 
[See paper 465.] 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The Financial Legislation Amendment Bill 2021 will not impact royalties for regions 
funding, but it will improve governance and accountability of RFR expenditure through the clause 14 amendments, 
which will require accountable authorities to ensure that the agency complies with state government policies on 
financial management, such as ensuring prior funding approval before committing expenditure and establishing 
a comprehensive framework of delegations and authorisations relating to how officers are authorised to enter into 
financial obligations on behalf of the agency or the state. Royalties for regions funding must be authorised by the 
Minister for Regional Development, with the Treasurer’s concurrence, under the act. Clause 14 will enforce that no 
agency should enter into financial obligations in anticipation of funding from royalties for regions. 
Now, could the member repeat his question, as I did not answer it? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Just coming to that, it would be useful if we could get those documents and have 
a quick browse through. My final point about clause 1 is around the use of commercial-in-confidence and whether 
any thought was given to addressing this issue. There is a significant review of the Financial Management Act; in 
fact, there are two significant reviews of the Financial Management Act plus two other reviews that are quoted in 
the second reading speech as being influences. We are trying to make the Financial Management Act better and both 
the explanatory memorandum and the second reading speech talk about two areas: governance and accountability, 
and efficiency and effectiveness. In terms of accountability, I would have thought there is an issue in particular around 
the use of commercial-in-confidence. As I said, I do not restrict that to this state government because I think federal 
governments on both sides have the same problem, and certainly previous governments have also used this area. 
Was there no recommendation from any of those reviews or no input from the Auditor General or any other group 
in that major review of the Financial Management Act that did not address the issue of commercial-in-confidence? 
I earlier made the point—sorry, when the minister was very busy—that I asked a question on notice and got the 
answer back today. My question was purely about the cost of the production of energy in the state-run enterprises 
in Western Australia. The answer came back saying that because they compete against producers in the private 
sector, this is commercial-in-confidence and we are not allowed to know this information. I would have thought 
that the people paying power bills in Western Australia, as well as Parliament, would be somewhat upset to be told 
that the cost of the production of that energy is none of their business because the government may have to compete. 
I would have thought that if the government is competing with the private sector—bearing in mind that the 
government is the 800-pound gorilla in the room in that, unless someone is a big user of energy and they are in the 
contestable market, they have no choice but to purchase from government—that sort of information should not be 
hidden behind commercial-in-confidence. In terms of a review of the Financial Management Act, has anybody 
raised this issue, and was it given any consideration? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I will draw the honourable member’s attention again to an answer I gave to 
Hon Nick Goiran earlier today when I spoke about a recommendation made by the Auditor General to limit the 
application of section 28 to circumstances whereby the minister declines to provide certain information about an 
agency’s conduct or operation on the basis of commercial confidentiality. That recommendation was made to limit 
it, and was originally supported and reflected in recommendation 25 of the review of the FMA from March 2014. 
I also indicate that the Joint Audit Committee did not support recommendation 25 in its review of the minister’s 
report on the FMA, stating that this would limit the Auditor General’s ability to scrutinise ministerial decisions to 
withhold information from Parliament. This, in turn, would affect Parliament’s ability to scrutinise the government 
and diminish government accountability to Parliament. Treasury subsequently agreed with that stance and removed 
the proposed section 82 amendment. The conversation was about tightening it, and that did not happen. That was 
the consideration of section 82 in relation to the bill before us. 
In terms of energy, that is beyond my pay grade so I cannot comment on any answer that was — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: I wasn’t expecting an answer. I was only using that as an example. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I cannot comment on any answer that the honourable member was given. If the member 
is unhappy with an answer, there is a range of action he could potentially take. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is interesting, though, that recommendation 25 of the 2012 report sought to reduce 
the accountability of Parliament—in particular, being able to access information from ministers. I am very pleased 
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to see that that recommendation was not supported. I suggest there should have been a recommendation to do the 
exact opposite. It is noteworthy, honourable members, that a review of government for which there was an issue 
around secrecy recommended to potentially increase secrecy. I thank the minister for that answer. It encourages 
me that the process is not completely broken, so well done for that. I look forward to a review one day that reduces 
secrecy, particularly around commercial-in-confidence, because it would be a very useful tool for the Parliament 
of Western Australia. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Dealing with this section 82 issue, I am pleased that the government has not taken up the 
earlier recommendation from the former Auditor General that would have seen the application of section 82 
narrowed and that it is relying on the advice given by the parliamentary expert committee, which is the Joint Audit 
Committee. That said, I reiterate my disappointment that no consideration has been given to addressing the 
deficiencies of section 82. That is not to limit the scope of section 82. As I mentioned earlier, it is to ensure that it 
is complaint driven, and not driven by ministers who choose, on a whim at times, whether they will comply with 
section 82 and who, when contacted by the Auditor General and reminded of their obligations, simply say, “We don’t 
think that that applies to us.” That is the situation at the moment, and it certainly was applied during the course of 
the fortieth Parliament, as a minimum. I find that situation unacceptable. This legislation was an opportunity for 
that to be remedied, and it has not been done. 
That said, on the issue the minister raised earlier—that is, the Vista report—as I recall, the chief author was none 
other than the person who is now the Auditor General of Western Australia. I think the name of the company was 
Vista consulting or something to that effect. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It’s Vista Advisory service. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Vista Advisory was commissioned by the Joint Audit Committee to undertake this review. 
The minister quoted a recommendation from the Vista report. I think he said it was paragraph 8.9. It deals with 
automatically appointing the Auditor General for joint ventures. I think it is fair to say that given the author of the 
Vista report is the current Auditor General of Western Australia, that recommendation would therefore reflect the 
view of the current Auditor General, so why has that recommendation not been taken up in this legislation? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The recommendation I read relates to amendments to the Auditor General Act, 
honourable member, not the bill before us. A different minister is responsible for the Auditor General Act. I dare 
say it is probably the Attorney General who is responsible for that act. I am advised it is the Treasurer. There you 
go; I am wrong. I thank the adviser for correcting me before I went too far down that track. Anyway, it is not the 
legislation before us; it is a different piece of legislation. 
In terms of the member’s earlier comment, I understand his frustration and note his concern that the change has 
not been made. The legislation we have before us now is what is proposed and I am hopeful it might pass this 
place very soon. I take the member’s point that it has not delivered all that he wanted it to deliver, but this is the 
bill that the government has landed on. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I make the observation, minister, that the long title of the bill states that it is — 

An Act to amend — 
• the Financial Management Act 2006; and 
• the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000; and 
• the Loan Act 2017. 

The government has decided to bring in an amendment bill to amend three of Western Australia’s statutes. I think it 
would have been easy for the government to include a fourth act—that is, the Auditor General Act—so that we could 
implement the recommendation from the Vista report that clearly reflects the views of the current Auditor General. 
That report was paid for by the Parliament of Western Australia at the request of the Joint Audit Committee. I accept 
that it is not being done in this legislation, but is the government committed to implementing that recommendation? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told it would require the Joint Audit Committee to commence a second review 
of the Auditor General Act, which I am advised has not happened as yet. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Okay. I want to make sure that I understand that response. Why would the instigation of 
a review by the Joint Audit Committee, which incidentally I am now a member of, impact whether the government 
is committed to implementing the recommendation that arose out of the Vista report? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: If I can answer again. My advisers tell me that it is one of the jobs of the Joint Audit 
Committee to undertake reviews of the Auditor General Act, so it will be open to that committee, of which 
Hon Nick Goiran is now a member—congratulations—to undertake a review of the act that could look into and take 
on board previous recommendations made concerning that issue. The three acts before us are very closely related 
and intertwined, so no thought was given to amending the Auditor General Act as part of this legislation. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: One final theme for me to pursue under clause 1 follows discussion we had last Thursday. 
The minister indicated that this 23-clause bill before us seeks to implement eight of the recommendations arising 



2832 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 August 2021] 

 

from the 2012 review and seven of the recommendations arising from the 2017 review. My question last Thursday 
that the minister was looking to get some further advice on was: will this bill implement any other matters that 
arose outside the statutory review process? We understand that in total, 15 of the recommendations that arose from 
those two reviews—eight from 2012 and seven from 2017—will be implemented in this 23-clause bill. Is the 
government initiating any other things that had their genesis outside that statutory review process—for example, 
consultation it has had in some of the meetings with the Auditor General or any other matters that the government 
has decided to implement? Is that being done in any way in this legislation? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: A number of things in the bill do not flow from the two sets of recommendations. 
Aspects of the bill that were not specifically recommended or resulted from the Joint Audit Committee review arose 
during the drafting process. I have them listed. I am trying to get the member a copy, but I will read them out in the 
meantime. They are as follows — 

Clause 13—Financial difficulty provisions were expanded to include all agencies. 
This came out of a recommendation from the JSCOA, but it was not in its report as such. It continues — 

Clause 15(2)—Key Performance Indicators. 
During drafting, the reference to ‘objectives’ in section 61(2) was replaced with ‘targets’ to use 
correct terminology under the OBM Framework. 

Clause 15(1)—Key Performance Indicators exemption. 
Consequential amendments to Schedules 2 and 3 in Clauses 18(b) and 19(b). 

Clause 12—Write Offs 
The original intention was to clarify and streamline the approval process where write-offs are 
submitted to the Governor. Red tape reduction strategy resulted in revised drafting instructions 
to remove the role of the Governor as it was considered administratively cumbersome. This was 
noted by the JSCOA in its Second Review of the FMA. 
Consequential amendments for Schedules 2 and 3 in Clauses 18(a) and 19(a) 

Clause 16—Act of Grace Payments 
The original intention was to clarify and streamline the approval process where act of grace payments 
are submitted to the Governor. During its Second review of the FMA, the JSCOA requested the 
Treasurer to consider whether it is appropriate for the Governor to retain responsibility for 
approving act of grace payments given changes being made to write-offs. 

Clauses 18(c)(d) and 19(c)(d)—amend Schedules 2 and 3 to replace ‘copies’ with ‘copy’. 
Section 10(c) of the Interpretations Act 1984 provides that words in the singular number include 
the plural and words in the plural number include singular. The change aligns with section 64 
and 65 of the FMA which refers to ‘copy’. 

Clauses 18 (e) and 19 (e)—amend Schedules 2 and 3 to remove exclusion from resource agreements 
Consequential amendments to expand the scope of resource agreements to all agencies. 

Clause 8—Transitional provisions for Financial Legislation Amendment Act 2021 
The transitional provisions were included to allow previous payments under section 27(1) and (2) 
for which there has been no appropriation is deemed to be appropriated when the Bill becomes 
operational. 

Clauses 20 and 21—Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000 
Consequential amendments to the Government Financial Responsibility Act 2000 to elevate 
a Regulation requirement for disclosure of section 27 payments in the Annual Report on State 
Finances. 

I have now been given a copy of that document, so I am happy to table it. 
[See paper 466.] 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: A couple of recommendations were not proceeded with—I am looking particularly 
at recommendations 22 and 26 in the 2012 review—despite the fact that it was desirable that subsidiary bodies be 
defined and that section 82 in particular extend scope to subsidiary and related and affiliated bodies. This is the 
section that provides for the Auditor General to review decisions made by government and ministers not to provide 
information et cetera. Why was it decided that subsidiary bodies should not be looked at? Given even the government 
response seems to be that it was desirable, what issue are we looking at here? Recommendation 26 sought to allow 
section 82 of the Financial Management Act—that is, a review by the Auditor General—to include subsidiary, 
related and affiliated bodies. The response from government was that it is not required because of the response to 
recommendation 25, which was to limit the application of section 82 to ministers on the basis of commercial 
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confidentiality. The government decided not to increase the limitation but it certainly did not expand that role of 
accountability. Given it did not increase the role of accountability, I am confused about why the government did not 
necessarily look at subsidiary, related and affiliated bodies. It seems there was resistance not only to narrowing the 
scope of section 82 of the FMA but also to looking at subsidiary bodies in the same instance. Is there an explanation 
for that particular anomaly? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: There is not. The bill before us is the bill before us. I have tried to canvass and give 
the member answers to as many things as I could in the Committee of the Whole thus far. I am hoping that we are 
coming to a close on clause 1. The Leader of the Opposition may well want to ask specific questions on other clauses 
in the bill. However, that information is the extent of the advice I have about what has been included or what has 
not been included, given what is in the document I tabled this afternoon. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: As I said earlier about some other things, I would have thought that this is the sort 
of information the minister from the other place who has direct authority over this legislation might provide—that 
is, the reasons the government considered it desirable. That is disappointing. Obviously, if we cannot progress this 
because the information is not available, then I am happy to proceed—I am not happy, but I will proceed—to further 
clauses of the bill. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The honourable member’s concern is noted. I note the concerns of both Hon Nick Goiran 
and the honourable member. This bill is obviously not everything to everybody, but it is the bill that is before us, 
and I am happy to take further questions on appropriate clauses. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I presume that the minister can reassure us that the Mischin amendment will not be 
required in this one and that the various clauses of this bill will be enacted before the 10-year period. I am reasonably 
comfortable, but I would have thought that this was a fairly obvious one. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The honourable member is correct; the intention is to proceed with this when we can. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 3 put and passed. 
Clause 4: Section 3 amended — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Clause 4 will commence 28 days after assent, and I commend the government for providing 
a very precise date for commencement in this bill, something that I would encourage the government to do more 
frequently. In this particular instance, clause 4 will amend section 3 and insert these various terms. The Leader of the 
Opposition has, in my view quite correctly, identified that there was an earlier recommendation by the Joint Standing 
Committee on Audit in the 2012 review that recommended that the definition of “subsidiary body” be amended or 
inserted so that it is consistent with recent amendments to Australian accounting standard AASB 10: Consolidated 
financial statements. On a quick review we can see that at page 3 of the bill, no such insertion is made. As the 
Leader of the Opposition mentioned, the response by the government is curious because it says that no action is 
required. To elaborate on that, the explanation is that it is desirable but not necessary. 
I find that an example of an explanation that complicates the simple. If it is desirable to insert a definition of 
“subsidiary body” that is consistent with recent amendments to the Australian accounting standard, then we should 
do that. This is a great opportunity for us to do that right now. Would the government support an amendment to 
that effect? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: My advisers cannot tell me the reason it is not included. However, I am not in a position 
to include it today. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I will just make a comment, then, minister, and then I am happy to move off clause 4. I find 
it unsatisfactory that we are seeking to amend a 15-year-old bill that has been reviewed by a parliamentary committee, 
not once but twice, in 2012 and 2017. We have asked members of this chamber and the other place in the last 
couple of Parliaments to review this matter. In 2012, the members of that committee made a recommendation. The 
government has no fundamental objection to it; in fact, it concedes that it is desirable. Here we are in 2021 with an 
opportunity to implement that recommendation, and the government is not ready for it. It is ill-prepared. How many 
more years will it take before the government is prepared to deal with this legislation? We know that it ordinarily 
takes a long time for the wheels of government to prepare legislation. It comes before the chamber; it goes through 
a robust process of scrutiny, as it should. Here, we have identified a simple amendment that could be made. It has 
not been identified by the opposition; it has been identified by the Parliament of Western Australian. A joint standing 
committee identified this in 2012. The current government has no objection to it and concedes that it is desirable. 
The opposition is supportive of it and encourages the government to make the amendment, but the government is not 
prepared. I find that unsatisfactory. I accept that nothing is going to change on that, but it is a missed opportunity. 
Clause put and passed. 



2834 [COUNCIL — Tuesday, 17 August 2021] 

 

Clause 5: Section 24 amended — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: This is the proposed section that will basically guarantee supply. I have a couple of 
quick questions on this. I presume these are rounding issues. Effectively, under clause 1, what happens currently is 
that we have a 20 per cent leeway on the previous year’s budget in an election year because of the set election 
timetable that we have. That will always be on the second Saturday in March. Some additional time is required, which 
takes it out to 35 per cent. But the bill also has a time frame for that: in an election year, the additional 35 per cent 
ceases at the end of the first four months of that year, and in a non-election year, it is two months. I have a couple 
of quick questions. Can I confirm that it is four exact months rather than calendar months? I am just thinking about 
when the actual cut-off is. Is it four months precisely, as in calendar months, so it happens, therefore the government 
gets all of July, August, September and October, and on 31 October, that cuts out? I note that the bill refers to 
35 per cent of the previous year’s budget. Thirty-five per cent of a 12-month period is about 4.2, so if there is a little 
increase in expenditure, that is probably about right. However, 20 per cent in a non-election year is about two and 
a half months, so the government might find itself in a situation whereby it has additional funding available to it, but 
at the end of that two-month period, which I presume is 31 August, that cuts off. Obviously, then, I presume, minister, 
if we get to the end of 31 August or 31 October without an appropriation bill passing, we go into a constitutional 
crisis. I know that is fairly rare these days, particularly at the state level, but I presume that is where we are, and 
we are off to the Governor to see what he has to say about it. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That may well be wishful thinking, honourable member! No; what would be required 
is a supply bill. In terms of the date, I can clarify that the two dates are 31 August and 31 October. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 6: Section 26 amended — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am interested in the use of accrual appropriations. Can the minister give us some 
information on that? Let us start with a quick definition of why accrual appropriations need to be dealt with in 
clause 6, and we might go from there. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We are expanding the relevance of the holding account. We are including non-cash 
because it reflects the total cost of services. It is more for completeness than anything else. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: This might be more of a comment than a question because I absolutely understand 
that that is the intent. In terms of items of a non-cash deficit, depreciation is probably the prime example. An 
accrual accounting system inserts depreciation in the process. However, how relevant that is to government is one 
of those long-debated issues because depreciation is supposed to be there particularly for the private sector. It has 
to replace key pieces of infrastructure, so the value of things purchased is depreciated because they are a recognised 
cost. Given that there is frequently no measurable cash cost to government until there is a replacement in process, 
it is almost immeasurable. It is a very difficult thing to measure and I know this perplexes people who deal with 
government accountability at all three levels of government. If the minister happens to have a comment on how 
these might be impacted and better addressed, that is fine. If not, I am happy to leave the minister with a comment 
about the issue of non-cash expenses and accrual accounting. It might surprise members to know that the 
Parliamentary Services Department operates on a purely cash basis and does not have an accrual accounting system. 
That is interesting given the state of Parliament House, particularly around the roof. That might be a prime example 
of the fact that accrual accounting is difficult to apply in the government sector. Given that we are now making 
sure that we deal with that in this account, it is worthy of note, but I do not necessarily need an answer. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I want to take the minister to the possibility of prescribed instructions. The definition of 
“relevant commitment” includes — 

(b) any other commitment prescribed by the Treasurer’s instructions that is relevant to the financial year 
referred to in subsection (2). 

What are some examples of what is intended to be prescribed? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I do not have an example for the honourable member, but one of my advisers is telling 
me that it is about futureproofing the bill. Should something arise in the future, that clause will deal with the issue. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 7 to 9 put and passed. 
Clause 10: Part 3 Division 4 replaced — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Now we are getting to some of the meatier parts of the bill, minister. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: The member looks like he is relishing the opportunity as well. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We do not have enough fun in Parliament! For those of us who love a discussion about 
finance and Treasury, this is fun. I am sure the minister’s advisers are enjoying themselves, as he is. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I wish I shared the member’s sense of fun. 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Now we get to some interesting parts. I think proposed new section 40, “Preparation of 
draft annual estimates”, is a good part of the bill. It was put to us in the briefings that one change that will occur 
once this bill is enacted is that the draft annual estimates will extend deeper down into the agencies and not only 
be an overall departmental draft annual report; we will also get some detail of individual agency activity. For example, 
the minister might be able to ask his staff whether instead of one report for a super department like the Department 
of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation, we will get down to draft annual reports for agencies like Tourism WA. 
I would like to know how deep that goes. Let us start with that. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, the member is correct. Clause 10 will require all Financial Management Act 
agencies to prepare estimates unless otherwise directed by the Treasurer. In practice, annual estimates will be prepared 
by all statutory authorities, other than those that are directly budget-funded, and all portfolio departments. Portfolio 
departments like the Department of Jobs, Tourism, Science and Innovation will be required to prepare annual estimates 
for both the department and Tourism WA because individual funding is not separately identifiable in the budget 
papers of the portfolio department. The answer is yes. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That will be done under proposed new section 40. The same clause will insert proposed 
new section 41. Effectively, that is great. We will get right down to an agency level of a draft budget estimate. That 
will go up through the agency to the department level. The department will present that to the minister. Under 
proposed new section 41(1)(a) and (b), after receiving those drafts the minister must act within a month. I presume 
that is a reasonable amount of time. That seems a bit arbitrary, but it does not really matter because surely we would 
have the conversation. After a month, the minister will have a couple of options. He can approve. The interesting 
part is proposed new section 41(1)(b), which refers to the alternative to approving the draft annual estimates. It is 
no longer a case of approve or reject. I am interested in why it is not phrased as the minister being able to reject 
and ask for a new set of draft annual estimates. Instead of the capacity to reject, the minister will have the authority 
under proposed section 41(1)(b) to — 

present the accountable authority of the agency with annual estimates of the financial operations of the 
agency for the financial year to which the draft annual estimates relate, and direct that they are to be the 
annual estimates of the financial operations of the agency for the financial year. 

One would have thought that the first step for the minister to take would be to say, “Well, I don’t like your set of 
draft budget estimates. You’re spending far too much money on the areas that the department wants to spend it on, 
and not nearly enough money on the areas that we, the government, want it spent on. I expect you to go away and 
come back with a set of draft recommendations that better reflect government policy.” That is an issue we will get 
to later in the bill, but that is not what the new legislation will say. It will instead allow the minister to present the 
department with a set of draft estimates. I guess the first question on the process is: If the minister does not like 
the departmental draft budget estimates, who will write the version that the minister will present to the department? 
Can the minister go home, open up his red box, take out some papers and draft his own? Sorry, gender neutral: 
his or her red box. 
Hon Sue Ellery: No, I’m saying we don’t have red boxes anymore! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We need a bit of Yes Minister in here! 
They will sit down and write their own set of budget estimates and present them. What oversight will happen in that 
situation? If there is a change of government and Hon Tjorn Sibma is the minister for something, he might say, 
“I don’t like what’s written; I’ll write my own, thank you very much.” Let us start with that. If the minister does not 
like the draft annual estimates put together by the department, what limitation will there be on who writes the next 
set that the minister presents to the department, saying, “Here’s the set I’ve written”? It appears to me that the 
department will have no option under this bill but to accept the draft written by the minister, or whoever is doing 
the budget on the minister’s behalf. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I do not have any examples, but under the current Financial Management Act, there 
is the ability to approve or reject. What we have before us in this legislation is a way of resolving the issue, not 
just rejecting it. As the member read out earlier, the minister can — 

present the accountable authority of the agency with annual estimates … 
Et cetera. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: By interjection: you could, in theory, according to the bill, write your own set of budget 
estimates and say to the department, “This is what you’re operating under.” 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That would be extraordinary, because obviously ministers have a collective responsibility 
to cabinet; we are all bound by the decisions of the Expenditure Review Committee. So, no; ministers will not be 
deciding themselves what they want in the budget or the annual estimates. The other point to make is that the annual 
estimates need to line up with what is in the budget papers. We do not have examples of this having happened 
previously, but rather than approving or rejecting, this fix is to allow a way forward so that, technically, a minister 
can do certain things, such as present more appropriate estimates. 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I agree that it would be an extraordinary event for a minister to ignore or override 
a departmental budget and not work with their department to adjust it to meet ministerial expectations, but if 
a minister were at war with their department, what legislative instrument is there in Western Australia to prevent 
that? Yes, I accept that there is cabinet agreement and that the Expenditure Review Committee looks over things 
and ticks them off, but what legislative instrument could prevent a minister from writing a set of budget papers, 
giving them to a department and, under this legislation, saying that this is the draft budget statement that it is going 
to take forward? Is it intended, under this legislation, that a minister would correct that under clause 11, which we 
will get to in a minute? I might be predicting the answer that the minister will give, but would it be the case that 
the draft estimate would then go through that process and the correction would occur at the resource agreement 
level? We will get to the resource agreement level, where there will be a much greater level of oversight than at 
the draft estimates level. I am guessing, as I read the bill before us, that the aim is to pick up and correct that under 
clause 11. However, I make the point that it seems to be the case that there will be nothing, apart from capacity, to 
prevent a minister from writing their own set of draft budget estimates, presenting them to a department and asking 
it to work on them, and that a whole-of-government approach will be required during the resource agreement 
component to correct a highly ambitious ministerial agenda. Can we check to see whether that is the corrective 
system that will be in place?  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is not even Thursday and the honourable member is asking the curly questions! 
There is the scrutiny of the Expenditure Review Committee in cabinet, so anything that the minister signs off on 
needs to be submitted. Something is submitted through Treasury and it is ticked off by ERC and cabinet. A minister 
cannot pluck stuff out of thin air, submit it and not have it worked through by Treasury to make sure that it is 
appropriate and meets the portfolio allocations in the budget—for example, the expense limit in the budget. There 
is not a piece of legislation that says a minister cannot behave badly, if that is what the member is suggesting, but 
there are safeguards in place. There is a process gone through within government before something gets ticked off 
and agreed to. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Is the suggestion then that cabinet views draft departmental annual estimates? Does 
Treasury look over the draft annual estimates and give a recommendation to the ERC and therefore cabinet? At 
what point does that oversight occur? Is it when a minister has taken the draft estimates from the department and 
said he does not like them? Is that when Treasury officials are involved, and therefore the dispute with the minister 
is effectively overseen by Treasury and passed on, or is it a later stage of the process? Is it possible that alternative 
draft budget estimates would be presented and at that point Treasury would not have looked at that document?  

That then relates to the question we have not quite got the answers to, which is: Who prepares the alternative ones? 
Would it be Treasury or would the department be asked to re-do them? If that is the case, I am not sure why the 
legislation does not say that the minister, quite rightly, would have the right to reject the draft and ask for it to be 
re-drawn. There is a bit of Yes Minister, for those who remember, with re-drafting the draft of the draft, and whether 
it says what I want it to say or whether it says what you want it to say! It is the role of the minister to pick that 
stuff up. Would the minister ask the department or Treasury to re-draft? If the department is asked to re-draft, I am 
not sure why the legislation before us does not say that. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is only four o’clock on the first day of the week!  

Treasury scrutinises the whole budget process and tracks every decision. There is a bit of engagement between an 
agency and a minister in relation to budgets. An agency will put forward a document, and if the minister has any 
questions or concerns with, it will not be signed and sent back. If there was an intractable issue of he said A and 
they said B and it cannot be fixed through that process, the minister could get the agency to draw up what he wants 
in the annual estimates or could get Treasury to do it. But it is highly unlikely for an agency not to prepare documents 
that meet the requirements of the minister. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Could a minister instruct a department to change its budget if they really wanted to 
play hardball and not accede to the government policy of the day? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, it could potentially be a direction by the minister if the department was not 
happy to play nicely. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Finally, on this topic, is there any part of this process of the draft budget estimates 
that comes into the public domain; and, if so, can the minister explain which parts become public and which are 
kept private, presumably, until an appropriate time frame expires many years in the future? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that when they are approved, they have to be put on the website as soon as 
possible after the decision has been made, and they comprise financial statements. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Can I check what level of detail is made public? Does it go down to the agency level 
or does the overarching document become public? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It goes down to the agency level of a portfolio. That is the department as well as 
Tourism WA. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister referred to the fact that the authority would need to place information on the 
website. Is that in reference to the manner prescribed by the Treasurer by way of an instruction for the annual 
estimates of the financial operations? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The approved annual estimates go on the website. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The point there is that the Treasurer’s instructions have already been prescribed to state that 
something must be done on the website and that prescription is not being changed in any way by the bill before us. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is being elevated into legislation. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: So, the Treasurer’s instruction was in place and it is being enshrined in legislation. The capacity 
for the Treasurer to give the instruction does not change—that has already been happening—but the responsibility of 
the accountable authority to adhere to those instructions have now been elevated into legislation. Will that prescription 
of the Treasurer’s instructions need to be gazetted or provided in some form that does not exist at the moment? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Can you ask that again? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To clarify, my understanding is that there is already a Treasurer’s instruction in place 
saying that once the annual estimates have been approved they need to be put on a website. The fact that there is 
already a Treasurer’s instruction in place is one thing. This legislation is now saying that the matter will be prescribed 
by the Treasurer’s instruction. Does that then mean that the Treasurer’s instruction will need to be gazetted, 
tabled or provided in some new form? In other words, this will be the Treasurer’s instruction that flows from the 
Financial Legislation Amendment Act 2021.  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that Treasurer’s Instruction 953 deals with annual estimates. Proposed 
section 41(5)(b), which states, “in the manner prescribed by the Treasurer’s instructions”, simply points to that. 
That TI is obviously gazetted.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: At the moment Treasurer’s Instruction 953 is intended to apply for agencies with regard 
to proposed section 41(5)(b). If any agency is unclear about how they are to make the annual estimates public, 
they should refer to Treasurer’s Instruction 953. Obviously, it is possible in due course for a Treasurer to provide 
a new instruction, but I take it that that is not the intention of the government. The intention of the government at 
the moment is that it continues to be available by way of a website.  
Hon Stephen Dawson: The answer to that is yes.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you minister. I take the minister back earlier in this clause to proposed section 40(1)(a). 
There again it refers to Treasurer’s instructions being prescribed and it being a direction to the agencies as the manner 
in which they prepare the draft annual estimates. Is that also a reference to Treasurer’s Instruction 953; and, if not, 
what is the number?  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is the same Treasurer’s Instruction 953.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: At proposed section 40(2)(b) there is reference to a date being known to the accountable 
authority. At that date, it needs to be communicated to the agency in a manner that the Treasurer considers appropriate. 
Two questions flow from that: what is the date, and, secondly, what is the manner in which that is communicated 
to agencies?  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The date is likely to be the budget cut-off date and it would be circulated to agencies 
through the Treasurer’s circular.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The cut-off date intersects with some of the other sections that differentiate between the years 
that involve an election and years that do not, for example, the matter that we dealt with and approved at clause 5. 
What is the ordinary cut-off date in an election year and what is the ordinary cut-off date in a non-election year?  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: There is no static date. The cut-off date is towards the end of the Expenditure Review 
Committee process. It is probably normally four to six weeks before the date of the budget.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In other words, unlike the Treasurer’s Instruction 953, which is a static document albeit it 
can be amended from time to time, is there no intention by the government to do so and the Treasurer’s circular is 
an annual document and will continue to be an annual document?  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: That is correct, honourable member.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I have one final question that can be dealt with under clause 10, but if the minister thinks 
it is better dealt with under one of the other clauses, I am happy to deal with it then. One of the key issues that 
I foreshadowed in my contribution to the second reading debate and that has been raised by a number of stakeholders, 
particularly in the community services portfolio and especially for providers of family and domestic violence services, 
is the fact that many of the service agreements are not signed off on until 30 June. That often leaves staff and 
employees working within those service providers, anxious for whether they will have a job the following day. Does 
any element of clause 10 dealing with the estimates process, the resource agreements in clause 11 or any other 
aspect of that bill address that concern?  
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, they do not, honourable member. It is certainly an issue that is on the minds of 
ministers. It is frustrating for me to hear that agencies in my portfolio might have funding only to the end of June 
and are not told until the very last minute. I understand it is frustrating for them, particularly in the constrained 
employment economy that we have now. I push my agencies to have three or four-year funding agreements so that 
agencies can plan for the future, keep staff and ensure that we know what services will be provided going forward.  

Clause put and passed.  
Clause 11: Part 3 Division 5 replaced — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Let us start with the basics on this. We moved from draft annual estimates to annual 
estimates, from a draft resource agreement ultimately to a resource agreement. It is a fairly complicated process. 
I would have thought that a resource agreement starting as a draft and becoming permanent would be highly reflective 
of the agreed departmental annual estimates. Are there circumstances in which a draft resource agreement or ultimate 
resource agreement is not reflective or differs significantly from annual estimates?  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The answer is no; they are meant to reflect each other.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Obviously, then, there is a very similar clause, the process is effectively the same and 
I presume at this point—not that we would ever admit to it—that there is plenty of cut and paste from the original 
documents to the draft annual estimates, from the annual estimates to the resource agreement. Proposed section 43 
deals with this agreement process and it is effectively drafted in the same form as the previous approvals for annual 
estimates—that is, in this case, that the Treasurer must either agree on the draft resource document or present an 
alternative. Again, I find the wording of this an immensely interesting process. I presume at this point that Treasury 
would similarly request the department to amend those to reflect the Treasurer’s intent, which reads as the government’s 
intent, or is it likely that Treasury would be rewriting documents to give to the Treasurer to present to a department?  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told Treasury will provide the advice. Certainly, the resource agreement and 
the budget papers are very integrated.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We will take the minister on his word on that. It makes sense. On new section 44, 
“Modifying resource agreements”, it is appropriate that the Treasurer, reflecting the government’s intent, might 
like to modify the resource agreement, but is there a time frame that restricts that at all? In terms of practicality, if 
we are talking about a resource agreement for a hundreds of million or billion–dollar departmental budget, what 
is to prevent a Treasurer from making acute changes to that process? Is there an event warning or time frame required 
for that process? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, there is not time frame, but they are generally as a result of a government decision 
on the target. 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

CORONAVIRUS — NATIONAL RESPONSE PLAN — VACCINATION THRESHOLD 

504. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the Western Australian government policy that receiving a COVID-19 vaccination is free and voluntary, 
and to the agreement at national cabinet to end lockdowns and reopen the country after reaching a minimum 
80 per cent vaccination rate. 
(1) If an unvaccinated individual who is either an employee or a customer acquires COVID-19 while frequenting 

a small business, is that business liable for any legal consequences? 
(2) Has any advice been sought from the State Solicitor’s Office or any other source with regard to legal liability 

for COVID-19 infection and vaccination status, including the circumstances in (1)? 
(3) If yes to (2), will the minister provide a copy of that advice; and, if not, why not? 
(4) If no to (2), will the minister seek that advice and table it in due course; and, if not, why not? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The premise of the question is incorrect in relation 
to national cabinet agreements. 
(1) It is not appropriate to seek legal advice on matters for individual businesses in the house. 
(2) No. 
(3) Not applicable. 
(4) The government will continue to seek legal advice needed in its ongoing management of the COVID-19 

pandemic. Decisions around tabling of legal advice will not be made on a hypothetical basis. 
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LAND DIVESTMENTS 

505. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 
For each of the financial years 2016–17, 2017–18, 2018–19, 2019–20 and 2020–21 — 
(1) How many metropolitan state land divestment sales occurred? 
(2) What was the value paid for those metropolitan divestments? 
(3) What was the total metropolitan area sold off? 
(4) How many regional state land divestment sales occurred? 
(5) What was the value paid for those regional divestments? 
(6) What was the total regional area sold off? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The answer is in tabular form and I seek leave to have that incorporated 
into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
Answer 
(1)–(6)  

 

 
Total Crown 
Metropolitan 
Sales 

Total Value 
Metropolitan Sales 
(excluding GST) 

Total Crown 
Regional 
Sales 

Total Value 
Regional Sales 
(excluding GST) 

2016–17 38 $28,452,921.44 107 $7,334,144.55 
2017–18 51 $16,345,934.84 130 $8,941,566.60 
2018–19 32 $28,089,524.50 81 $4,334,127.22 
2019–20 19 $6,616,897.65 87 $7,610,776.33 
2020–21 25 $13,788,899.70 84 $7,265,998.51 
With regard to the area sold, the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage financial records system does not provide for the 
extraction of data relating to land areas. 

 

GOVERNMENT REGIONAL OFFICERS’ HOUSING — ESPERANCE 

506. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to Government Regional Officers’ Housing in Esperance. 
(1) How many properties specifically used for GROH are currently owned by the Housing Authority in Esperance? 
(2) How many private residences are leased by the Housing Authority for the provision of GROH in Esperance? 
(3) How many properties owned by the Housing Authority used for the provision of GROH in Esperance 

have been sold since 1 July 2020? 
(4) How many Housing Authority properties are currently listed for sale or are under offer in Esperance? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(4) GROH owns 26 properties in Esperance and privately leases a further 59. No GROH properties have been 

sold since 1 July 2020, and none are currently listed for sale. 
PUBLIC SECTOR COMMISSION — AGENCY CAPABILITY REVIEW 

507. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the Leader of the House representing Minister for Public Sector Management: 
I refer to the minister’s statement of 2 August about the agency capability review program. 
(1) Which eight agencies have been selected for review and approximately when are each of these reviews 

scheduled? 
(2) For what reasons have each of these agencies been selected for review and what are the terms of reference 

for the reviews? 
(3) Have any of the agencies previously been the subject of similar capability reviews by either the Department 

of Treasury and/or the Public Sector Commission since machinery of government changes in July 2017? 
(4) Who will appoint the independent reviewers of these agencies, and will these positions be remunerated 

and at what cost? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The Public Sector Commission advises — 
(1) The agencies to be reviewed are not yet finalised. The timing of each review will be finalised in due 

course. 
(2) The Public Sector Commissioner will select agencies for review, taking into account the need to trial the 

application of review processes in agencies of varying demographics and contexts. The agencies will be 
reviewed against the 21 capabilities identified in the agency capability framework in keeping with the 
processes outlined in the material that is publicly available on the WA government website. If the honourable 
member wants that information, I will provide him with a hard copy. 

(3) Neither the Department of Treasury nor the Public Sector Commission have previously undertaken agency 
capability reviews. 

(4) The Public Sector Commission will procure the services of independent reviewers, which will include 
remuneration considerations. 

OFFICE OF THE PUBLIC ADVOCATE — OMBUDSMAN’S REPORT 
508. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to the investigation into delays by the Office of the Public Advocate in notifying families about the death 
of loved ones and the Ombudsman’s final report tabled on 8 July 2021. 
(1) On what date did the Office of the Public Advocate receive the preliminary report referred to in section 4.4 

of the final report? 
(2) Did the OPA respond to the preliminary report? 
(3) If yes to (2), on what date? 
(4) Is the government considering enshrining a statutory duty on the OPA to inform families after a death? 
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) On 17 June 202l. 
(2) Yes. 
(3) On 22 and 23 June 2021. 
(4) Recommendation 2 of the report was that the Office of the Public Advocate should see it as part of its 

role to contact family following the death of a represented person. The OPA has accepted all of the 
Ombudsman’s recommendations and, in response to the report, introduced a new practice standard from 
11 March 2021, which outlines the actions on-call delegated guardians and delegated guardians must take 
to notify family of the death of a represented person. As such, the government is not presently considering 
legislating this duty. 

PRESCHOOL REFORM FUNDING AGREEMENT 2022–25 
509. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the preschool reform funding agreement 2022–25. 
(1) What is the current status of negotiations between the state and commonwealth governments in relation 

to this matter? 
(2) Does the minister anticipate that an agreement will be in place by the end of 2021? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the member for the question and for the conversation we had behind the chair. 
(1)–(2) This was a really good question to ask. The member will be aware that this state has led the nation in 

the provision of preschool for four-year-olds. We currently contribute about $157 million a year. The 
commonwealth contributes about $35 million a year towards the provision of programs for four-year-olds 
in public schools. We basically pay for 11 hours and the commonwealth pays for four hours. It has been 
lobbied for a long time to go beyond just a one or two-year agreement. As part of the commonwealth’s 
budget, it indicated it would propose a five-year funding arrangement. Tick for that; that is a good thing 
to do. Of course, as is the wont of commonwealth governments, it is proposing a degree of finance in 
that agreement that is significantly less than the proportion of control it wants over the delivery of the 
four-year-olds program. 
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The commonwealth put in place the first draft agreement and we will respond to that. It is asking us to 
reach a bilateral agreement by December. I am not sure that we will get there by December. It has put only 
one year’s funding on the table—that is, about the same level of funding it currently provides. That being 
the case, the level of intervention it wants is for us to increase participation. WA is already at 97 per cent 
participation of four-year-olds. It also wants to put in place some kind of school readiness measures. We 
have to make a judgement on whether what the commonwealth is asking is disproportionate to its funding 
contribution, and that will be the hurly-burly of the negotiations. 

PERTH THEATRE TRUST — VENUE HIRE POLICY 
510. 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 4 August 2021 in which he stated that 
programming deliberations was the only reason that a booking for the Shen Yun dance troupe could not be 
accommodated at His Majesty’s Theatre and to a letter dated 25 October 2019—reference 2019/0121-1—from then 
general manager of the Perth Theatre Trust, Duncan Ord, to Mark Hutchinson, which stated in part — 

PTT do not believe that a subsidised State Government building is appropriate for this commercial product, 
which has no alignment to WA or national arts policy. PTT would suggest that a more commercially 
focussed venue might better suit your needs. 

Does the minister stand by his response to the Legislative Council on 5 August 2021 that “programming deliberations” 
were the only reason that the Shen Yun dance troupe could not be accommodated at His Majesty’s Theatre? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
Yes. As per the answer to question without notice 406 on Wednesday, 4 August 2021, the Shen Yun dance troupe 
inquired in October 2019 to make a booking at His Majesty’s Theatre from 6 to 20 March 2020. However, the whole 
booking could not be accommodated due to a Perth Festival booking, and the Perth Theatre Trust advised that the 
booking was declined following programming deliberations. 

HOUSING — RENT AND EVICTION MORATORIUM 
511. Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to question without notice 347, and ask that the minister please provide an update on the total number of 
termination notices from public housing for the months of June and July 2021 respectively? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The termination of a tenancy is an option of last resort when all other efforts to sustain the tenancy have failed. 
Ultimately, the decision to end a tenancy is a matter decided by the Magistrates Court. Termination notices do not 
represent a terminated tenancy or an eviction. A termination notice provides the tenant with a final notice and the 
intent to progress the matter to the courts. From 1 June 2021 to 31 July 2021, 353 termination notices were issued 
and no bailiff evictions occurred. There has been an overall decline in the number of termination notices issued 
since the lifting of the moratorium compared with the months prior to the pandemic. 

SOCIAL HOUSING — REGIONS 
512. Hon WILSON TUCKER to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer the minister to the social housing economic recovery package and to an article published on 9 August in 
The Australian Financial Review, titled “Census 2021 to track COVID-19 sea change”. The article reports that the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics expects population growth in coastal and regional areas and says, “We have seen 
quite a significant trend in people moving out of capital cities in the last year”. 
(1) Of the $319 million appropriated for the SHERP program, how much has been allocated to regional 

Western Australia? 
(2) Given the expected increase in regional populations and the current housing shortages in regional centres, 

will the government commit to increasing funding for housing projects in regional Western Australia? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) The McGowan government is investing nearly $1 billion in social housing through a number of programs 

that include the social housing economic recovery package and the Housing and Homelessness Investment 
Package. Through these programs we will deliver hundreds of new social housing properties and carry out 
refurbishment and maintenance work on thousands more, including in the regions. The maintenance and 
refurbishment program will be critical to ensuring that these homes remain part of our state’s social housing 
stock for many years to come. 
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Nearly $147 million—46 per cent—of the $319 million SHERP budget has been allocated to social housing 
new builds, refurbishments and maintenance works across regional Western Australia. Future funding 
requirements for the regions above and beyond this significant investment will be considered with other 
priorities as part of the upcoming budget process. 

PRIVATE SCHOOLS — WORKING WITH CHILDREN CHECKS 
513. Hon SOPHIA MOERMOND to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer the minister to OH3597 SHARP, Christine Verbatim transcript.pdf (parliament.wa.gov.au). Are criminal 
history screenings performed for staff working in private schools in Western Australia? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The standards that apply to non-government schools require all staff and volunteers to have a current working with 
children check, which includes criminal history screening. 

HOMELESSNESS — INDIGO JUNCTION SERVICES 
514. Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Community 

Services: 
I refer the minister to the recent ABC report, published online on Sunday, 8 August 2021, entitled “Homeless support 
services in Perth suburb at breaking point with vulnerable people turned away”, the substance of which revolves 
around claims that the Indigo Junction group of drop-in centres, including one in Midland, have had to turn away 
6 000 families and more than 500 young people in need in the past year. 
(1) Has the minister visited any of the Indigo Junction facilities since taking over his current housing portfolio 

in March this year; and, if not, as a matter of urgency, will he join me for a tour of the Midland facility 
that featured in the article? 

(2) What is the minister’s reaction to claims by the chief executive of the Youth Affairs Council of WA that 
it is, and I quote, “at ‘breaking point’ because of limited funding and resources”? 

(3) Why was the government’s response to push responsibility back onto local councils when this is clearly 
a state government issue, requiring a whole-of-government response? 

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) I have visited a number of homelessness services across Western Australia since taking over the 

Community Services portfolio, including representatives from Indigo Junction, with the City of Swan, 
as well as with the CEO in my ministerial office. 
In 2020–21, the McGowan government spent $143.4 million on homelessness services, including family 
and domestic violence prevention services that seek to minimise incidents of homelessness and provide 
crisis accommodation. This is an increase of $33.8 million—31 per cent—on 2019–20, and reflects the 
government’s intent to provide additional support to vulnerable people during the COVID-19 pandemic. 

(2) I regularly meet service providers, as well as peak organisations in the community sector, to understand the 
challenges facing them in their work. The Department of Communities monitors demand in the homelessness 
and domestic violence service system to ensure that we are best meeting community needs. 

(3) During my term, I have met with a number of local governments that have put forward proposals to address 
homelessness in their community. The $6 million local government partnership fund, which provides 
matched state government funding for new tailored initiatives was formulated in response to those local 
governments that wish to progress such proposals. There is no obligation for local governments to participate 
in the partnership. 

PUPPY FARMING 
515. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to prosecutions under the Animal Welfare Act 2002. 
(1) How many puppy farming operations were prosecuted in the period January 2010 to January 2021? 
(2) How does the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development become aware of puppy 

farming operations? 
(3) How does the department investigate puppy farming allegations? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
(1) Three prosecutions have been undertaken, with one matter currently before the courts. 
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(2) The RSPCA Western Australia operates a 24-hour service for the receipt of complaints, assessment and 
response for public reports of cruelty or mistreatment of animals. These reports are the main source of 
information on companion animal welfare matters. 

(3) The investigation and prosecution of offences under the Animal Welfare Act 2002 can be undertaken by 
general inspectors employed by the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development, local 
government authorities, the RSPCA WA and the WA Police. The three prosecutions referred to above 
have been undertaken by the RSPCA WA. 

TEACHERS — GOVERNMENT REGIONAL OFFICERS’ HOUSING 
516. Hon STEVE MARTIN to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the government’s decision to sell off over 200 homes in the Government Regional Officers’ Housing 
scheme and the recent revelation that teachers are now living in shared accommodation and caravans. 
(1) How many teachers are living in temporary accommodation? 
(2) What is the breakdown of those teachers by region? 
(3) What is the longest amount of time that any individual teacher has been housed in temporary accommodation? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The premise of the question is incorrect. In 2015, 
the previous Liberal–National government introduced an aggressive sales program of GROH homes to cover 
a $180 million debt that it had accrued in the program. Because of its financial mismanagement, more than 
600 GROH homes were sold in the preceding years to cover this significant debt. By contrast, the McGowan 
government’s management of the state’s finances has allowed it to stop this aggressive sales program, and in the 
2020–21 financial year it was able to increase GROH stock by 129 new properties. 
(1)–(3) As at 16 August 2021, there were six teachers in caravan park accommodation. One was in their own 

caravan in the goldfields by choice for two nights while the allocated GROH house was being cleaned 
prior to occupation, and five were in fully furnished, self-contained chalets or cabins. Three—one in each 
of the Pilbara, south west and midwest—will be moved into GROH accommodation. Two of the teachers 
in the midwest are short-term appointments and therefore require furnished accommodation, while GROH 
accommodation is unfurnished. 

ORTHOTICS — BUNBURY AND BUSSELTON 
517. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the provision of orthotics including spinal braces in Bunbury Hospital and Busselton Health Campus in 
the south west. 
(1) Who is currently providing these services? 
(2) Is the provision of these services currently a trial; and, if so, when will that trial end? 
(3) What training did the people currently providing this service receive, and who provided that training? 
(4) If the provision of these services has changed in the last year, why was it changed, and what cost saving, 

if any, has been realised? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 
(1) The Bunbury Hospital physiotherapist department is currently trialling the provision of these services in 

Bunbury. In Busselton, these services are provided by Seaview Pty Ltd. 
(2) This is a trial at Bunbury Hospital and will be evaluated at the end of September 2021. 
(3) For the trial service at Bunbury Hospital, people currently providing this service received training in the fitting 

of braces by orthotists from brace suppliers Ossur Australia and OAPL—Orthopaedic Appliances Pty Ltd. 
(4) The trial service change at Bunbury Hospital has enabled delivery of a comprehensive service in conjunction 

with the physiotherapy program; service continuity, as it is available to patients seven days a week; and 
patients not being required to travel to Perth during periods of service provider unavailability. Initial 
estimates indicate a cost saving of approximately $15 000 over three months. 

MENTAL HEALTH — PREVENTIVE SERVICES 
518. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the Minister for Mental Health: 
I refer to the sustainable health review and the report titled Better choices. Better lives. Western Australian mental 
health, alcohol and other drug services plan 2015–2025. Can the minister confirm that the state government will not 
meet the five per cent minimum spend for prevention in the state budget; and, if not, what actions will the government 
take to achieve the five per cent expenditure for mental health prevention? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for the question. The honourable member knows—he has been in this place long 
enough—that if he wants a detailed answer to a question, he should put it on notice or give us some notice. If he 
wants an answer to that today, he might want to put it on notice, and he will get an answer in the future. 

CORONAVIRUS — VACCINATION CLINICS 

519. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the operation of the COVID-19 vaccination program in the metropolitan area. 
(1) What was the average wait time for booked vaccine appointments across all sites for the week Monday 

10 to Sunday 15 August inclusive? 
(2) What were the administrative and clinical staffing levels across the above sites for the same period? 
(3) Is there any intention to provide extended hours of operation or increased weekend availability or 

drive-through capacity to expedite the vaccine rollout? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The average wait time is defined as the time between an individual checking in and the vaccine being 

administered. The average wait time for Joondalup was 39 minutes, Redcliffe was 33 minutes, Kwinana 
was 27 minutes and Claremont was 25 minutes. 

(2) I seek leave to have the information incorporated into Hansard. It is in tabular form. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 

Table 1. Administrative staff by headcount at metropolitan State-run clinics, 9–15 August 2021: 

Clinic Administrative staff by headcount 
 9/8 10/8 11/8 12/8 13/8 14/8 15/8 
Joondalup 18 16 17 10 11 12 15 
Redcliffe 6 13 14 11 7 4 N/A 
Claremont 26 25 22 25 23 26 29 
Kwinana 10 13 13 10 10 10 11 
City  N/A 
Table 2. Clinical (including pharmacy) staff by headcount at metropolitan State-run clinics, 9–15 August 2021: 

Clinic Clinical staff by headcount (including pharmacy) 
 9/8 10/8 11/8 12/8 13/8 14/8 15/8 
Joondalup 42 41 40 31 40 47 54 
Redcliffe 6 26 25 23 18 6 N/A 
Claremont 57 52 51 66 57 70 91 
Kwinana 20 25 24 27 23 22 26 
City  N/A 

 

(3) A COVID-19 vaccination blitz is underway from 16 to 29 August 2021. During this fortnight, all clinics 
have extended hours of operation and are open seven days a week. The community vaccination clinic 
approach is proving most efficient at providing vaccinations to large numbers of people. Drive-through 
clinics may be considered in the future. At this point in time, expediting the rollout is most effectively 
done through existing community clinics, and this is occurring, particularly during the current three-week 
vaccination blitz. 

GUARDIANSHIP AND ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT (MEDICAL RESEARCH) ACT — 
STATUTORY REVIEW 

520. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to the answer to question without notice 106 on 12 May 2021 in which the Attorney General advised that 
a review of amendments introduced by the Guardianship and Administration Amendment (Medical Research) 
Act 2020 was to commence shortly. 
(1) Given that a review was to be conducted as soon as practicable after 7 April 2021, has the review now 

commenced? 
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(2) If yes to (1), on what date did it commence? 
(3) On what date is the report on the review scheduled to be tabled? 

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) The Department of Justice has established a project reference group and commenced preparation of a review 

plan in accordance with the department’s governance requirements. 
(2) The review will formally commence once the review plan is endorsed by the evaluation and review steering 

committee, the director general of the Department of Justice and the Attorney General. 
(3) Section 110ZZE of the Guardianship and Administration Amendment (Medical Research) Act 2020 

requires the report to be tabled as soon as practicable after it is prepared, but not later than 12 months after 
the first anniversary, which will be 7 April 2022. 

TAFE TRAINING COURSES — EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 

521. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to TAFE training courses. 
(1) For the years 2017, 2018, 2019 and 2020, what was the total number of students who successfully completed 

the courses — 
(a) certificate III in early childhood education and care; 
(b) diploma of early childhood education and care; and 
(c) certificate III in education support? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The number of students who successfully completed — 

(a) certificate III in early childhood education and care in 2017 was 969 students; in 2018, 867 students; 
in 2019, 925 students; and in 2020, 846 students; 

(b) diploma of early childhood education and care in 2017 was 623 students; in 2018, 439 students; 
in 2019, 376 students; and in 2020, 306 students; and 

(c) certificate III in education support in 2017 was 694 students; in 2018, 462 students; in 2019, 
516 students; and in 2020, 548 students. 

For each of the 2020 figures, there is a note. Fees for these courses have been reduced under the lower 
fees, local skills initiative by 52 per cent from January 2020 for certificate III in early childhood education 
and care, 76 per cent from July 2020 for diploma of early childhood education and care, and 67 per cent 
from January 2021 for certificate III in education support. 

NORTH WEST DRUG AND ALCOHOL SUPPORT PROGRAM 

522. Hon PETER COLLIER to the Minister for Mental Health: 
I refer the minister to the media statement of 7 May 2019 titled “McGowan Government takes action on 
methamphetamine issues”. 
(1) Have four low medical withdrawal beds been established in the Kimberley; and, if not, why not? 
(2) If yes to (1), what was the total cost of these beds? 
(3) How much of the $20.1 million allocated for the north west drug and alcohol support program has been 

spent to date? 
(4) What has been specifically provided through that program? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The Mental Health Commission is currently working with the Wunan Foundation, a local Aboriginal-controlled 

organisation, in co-designing a service that will be holistic and culturally appropriate for people living in 
the Kimberley. The service is due to commence late 2021. 

(2) Not applicable. 
(3) To date, $6.5 million of the funding provided in 2019–20 has been spent. 
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(4) The north west drug and alcohol support program aims to reduce the level of alcohol and other drug—
AOD—related problems in the Pilbara, Kimberley and Midwest regions through the continued provision 
of AOD treatment and prevention services. 

TENANCY AGREEMENTS — FORM 12 APPLICATIONS 
523. Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 
How many form 12 applications to court to terminate a tenancy were lodged during June and July 2021 respectively? 
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. 
The number of form 12 applications lodged in the Magistrates Court of Western Australia, in which the termination 
of a tenancy agreement is sought, was 390 in June 2021 and 343 in July 2021. 

CORONAVIRUS — VACCINATIONS — AVAILABILITY 
524. Hon WILSON TUCKER to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
On 10 August, I asked for the COVID-19 vaccination rates of WA’s Indigenous population and I was advised that 
the information I sought was “commonwealth data” and “WA Health is not authorised to provide this data”. 
I refer the minister to the National agreement on closing the gap, to which the state government is a party, and 
I note that priority reform area 4 of the agreement calls for locally relevant and accessible data for monitoring and 
implementing Closing the Gap targets. 
(1) How is the answer provided to me last week consistent with the state government’s obligations under the 

National agreement on closing the gap? 
(2) Is there a memorandum of understanding between the commonwealth and the state governments for the 

sharing of COVID vaccination data; and, if not, why not? 
(3) Does the state government operate any COVID-19 vaccination programs for the state’s Indigenous population? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I provide the following information on behalf of 
the Minister for Health. 
It is not possible to provide the requested information in the time required, and I therefore ask the honourable 
member to place this question on notice. 

CHILD PROTECTION — CASEWORKERS 
525. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to child protection caseworkers employed directly by the department and via third parties. 
(1) How many caseworkers are currently on stress leave? 
(2) How many caseworkers have reported physical injuries during the past calendar year? 
(3) Of the physical injuries reported, how many required hospital treatment? 
(4) Is the minister satisfied that child protection caseworkers are provided with a safe working environment? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. I provide the following answer on behalf of the Minister for 
Child Protection. 
(1) Stress leave is not a recognised category of leave in Australia. 
(2)–(3) This information is not possible in the time frame required and I therefore ask the honourable member to 

place these parts of the question on notice. 
(4) Yes. 

NET ZERO EMISSIONS — 2050 TARGET 
Question without Notice 485 — Answer Advice 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.02 pm]: I would like to provide an answer 
to Hon Tjorn Sibma’s question without notice 485 asked on 12 August. 
I seek leave to have the response incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
(1)–(4) The Government has made no decision on this matter. 
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HEALTH (NOTIFICATION BY MIDWIVES) AMENDMENT REGULATIONS 2021 
Question without Notice 467 — Answer Advice 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [5.02 pm]: I would like to 
provide an answer to Hon Nick Goiran’s question without notice 467 asked on 11 August 2021. 
I seek leave to have the response incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
I thank the Honourable Member for some notice of the question. 
(1) In addition to the changes being recommended by the panel of experts comprising the MNS Reference Group, the changes align 

Western Australia to national reporting requirements of the Perinatal National Minimum Dataset. 
(2) The recommendations were made to the Chief Health Officer on 30 October 2020 in the form of a briefing note. 
(3) Yes. 
(4) I table the attached document. 
 

CORONAVIRUS — INTERSTATE HEALTHCARE WORKERS 
Question without Notice 492 — Answer Advice 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Mental Health) [5.02 pm]: I would like to 
provide an answer to Hon Martin Aldridge’s question without notice 492 asked on 12 August 2021. 
I seek leave to have the response incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
I thank the Honourable Member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Quarantine costs, if they arise, would be assessed on a case by case basis with many individuals being able to self-quarantine in 

a location other than hotel. 
(2)–(4) No. 
 

QUESTION ON NOTICE 169 
Paper Tabled 

A paper relating to an answer to question on notice 169 was tabled by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for 
Mental Health). 

HEALTH (NOTIFICATION BY MIDWIVES) AMENDMENT REGULATIONS 2021 
Point of Order — Question without Notice 467 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Last week I received a response from the minister representing the Minister for Health in 
response to a question without notice and the response was — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I have been advised by the Department 
of Health that further time is required to answer this question. The information will be provided to the 
honourable member by 17 August 2021. 

I appreciate that there is still some time left on 17 August 2021, but it would be customary for that information to 
be provided at this time. 
The PRESIDENT: Minister for Mental Health. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I provided an answer to Hon Nick Goiran just now. I am not sure whether it is the 
same one. It has been handed over. If it is not the same one as the one that was promised to the honourable member, 
I undertake to track down the answer and provide it later. 
The PRESIDENT: There is no point of order. 

VETERINARY PRACTICE BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 May. 
HON COLIN de GRUSSA (Agricultural — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.05 pm]: Before I begin, 
I note the existence of supplementary notice paper 11, issue 2. This has come out today and has some very good 
amendments that address some of the concerns that I had with this bill. 
I start by saying that the modernisation of the regulation of veterinary practice in WA is overdue and that is why 
the opposition supports many of the elements of the Veterinary Practice Bill 2021, especially those that facilitate 
mutual recognition of veterinarians who are registered in other jurisdictions; that is a good thing. The registration 
of veterinary nurses is also a good thing. That makes Western Australia the first Australian jurisdiction to do so. 
I also indicate that I am the lead speaker on this bill, which I should have done earlier. 
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The facility for the Veterinary Surgeons’ Board to deal with impairment separately from unprofessional conduct 
matters is also a good step. The reinstatement to the board of the power to deal with minor disciplinary matters 
is another good thing. Also, I realise that the ability for non-veterinarians to own and operate veterinary practices, 
potentially, causes some conflict. However, in the opposition’s view, it is a good step and should allow more 
veterinarians to own practices and successful businesses. 
The mutual recognition aspect of the bill brings WA into line with other Australian states. The veterinarians who 
are registered interstate will not be able to practise in WA without Western Australian registration unless they move 
their principal place of residence to Western Australia. Veterinarians will be required to maintain primary registration 
in the jurisdiction where they reside. A veterinarian registered in one jurisdiction is deemed registered in other 
jurisdictions without the need to register with the secondary jurisdiction’s veterinary practice board. Veterinarians 
will be subject to the same conditions, restrictions or limitations that apply to their primary place of registration. 
The registration of veterinary nurses is well overdue. It will enable regulatory oversight of what is a very important 
function insofar as providing a formal legislative framework for the veterinary practice board to address issues of 
unprofessional conduct or impairment in alignment to those that are also applied to veterinarians. This recognises 
and reflects the significant responsibilities that veterinary nurses discharge. 
As I said before, addressing impairment separately to matters of conduct is a good step. Although the role of 
a veterinarian can be an exceptionally rewarding job, it can also be very, very challenging and involve very long 
hours and result in a very poor work–life balance. Ordinarily, veterinarians and veterinary nurses choose their 
profession due to their love of animals and their ability to ensure their continuing welfare. Sadly, this can result in 
what is termed “compassion fatigue”, a syndrome that, if left unresolved, can have a devastating impact. As a result 
of both those factors, there is evidence that veterinarians experience higher than average levels of depression, 
anxiety, stress and burnout compared with the general population. At present, the only option available to the 
Veterinary Surgeons’ Board to deal with mental impairment is to refer the matter to the State Administrative Tribunal 
as a complaint. Obviously, a disciplinary process is clearly not the most appropriate way to manage medical 
impairment issues that do not involve any element of professional misconduct, particularly when it may result in 
punitive action being taken. The opposition supports the approach proposed in the Veterinary Practice Bill 2021, 
which is aimed at a more sympathetic and constructive process, predicated on supporting the mental and physical 
health of veterinarians and veterinary nurses, while also reducing the risk of negative outcomes. 
Under this legislation, the board will regain the power to deal with minor disciplinary matters, which it lost when 
the State Administrative Tribunal was established back in 2005. The present system has the potential to cause 
veterinarians to incur significant costs and suffer professional reputational damage that is disproportionate to the 
alleged misconduct. From that perspective, of course, the opposition supports the two-tiered system for handling 
unprofessional conduct, with lower tier matters to be dealt with directly by the Veterinary Practice Board and more 
serious misconduct matters to be dealt with in the upper tier, being referral to the State Administrative Tribunal. 
The opposition has concerns, however, with some aspects of the legislation, particularly around the livestock 
industry and the provision of particular animal procedures in situations in which it may not be possible to gain access 
to a veterinarian, a veterinary nurse or an authorised person. Circumstances in which a procedure can be performed 
without a veterinarian being present are prescribed under section 26(3) of the current legislation. The bill before 
the house does not appear to contain a similar provision; perhaps it is contemplated that those circumstances will 
be provided for by way of regulation. Perhaps the minister can respond to that in her reply to the second reading 
debate. I hope that similar provisions will be contemplated in regulation, because it is an incredibly important issue 
in the livestock industry. Procedures that are critical to the welfare of animals are carried out in very remote areas 
where it is simply not practicable to have access to a veterinarian or even a veterinary nurse. Such procedures are 
often time-critical and need to be provided as quickly as possible, so the option to authorise people to provide such 
procedures under regulations would be very welcome. Various industry bodies have made representations to the 
opposition and, I am sure, to government. In fact, I know that the Australian Veterinary Association submission to 
government covered this issue also. I am sure the minister is well aware of it, and I hope we can get a good response 
on that particular issue.  
Another of the opposition’s very serious concerns is with regard to powers of entry, which are covered under 
clauses 113 and 114. Notwithstanding the fact that there are some proposed amendments to those powers of entry 
provisions on the supplementary notice paper, inspectors are obviously going to need access to premises to investigate 
legitimate complaints. The legislation will give very wide powers to inspectors to access premises and remove 
items from those premises once they have gained entry, although those powers of entry do not really align with 
those used in the medical profession, for example, under the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) 
Act 2010. That act grants powers of access to inspectors at the consent of the owner, under warrant or if the premises 
are in a public place. The relevant provisions of the Veterinary Practice Bill 2021 mirror the first two elements, but 
instead of referring to public places the bill makes reference to veterinary premises at any reasonable time. 
Significant parts of a veterinary practice are not usually accessible to the public; hence, the broader wording seems 
to give a greater level of access to premises than in the human health situation. Also, no distinction is made in the 
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bill between the use of this power when the inspector simply enters the premises during any reasonable time and 
when they enter with an entry warrant. Further to that, the powers of the inspector will include the ability to remove 
samples or gather evidence without the consent of the occupier, unless the terms of a warrant allow for that or it is 
possible that the removal of these items could seriously impact the legitimate business activity of the veterinary 
practice. In fact, as the bill is currently constructed, inspectors will be able to enter veterinary premises for absolutely 
no reason at all and demand whatever documentation, record or samples they wish without limit and without 
oversight. However, veterinarians will have no recourse in circumstances in which those powers are exercised 
unreasonably, other than to face prosecution and mount the defence that they had a reasonable excuse for failing 
to comply with the direction. This is a common theme that we have seen in other legislation—extensive powers 
of entry and evidence gathering. The industry has certainly raised concerns about those particular powers of entry 
and evidence gathering. There does not seem to be any accountability or appropriate oversight to ensure that those 
powers will be exercised in accordance with the principles of natural justice. 
Having said all that, the opposition supports this bill. As I said earlier, we note the amendments that have appeared 
on the supplementary notice paper. They certainly address the concerns we had around the membership of the 
board, as well as a number of other issues that have been resolved. We would like a response from the government 
on the issues around powers of entry and the other issues we have raised, particularly with regard to whether the 
regulatory framework will allow for those procedures to be carried out in areas where it is impossible to get access 
to a vet or a vet nurse. 
In closing, I reiterate that the opposition supports the legislation. I am sure my colleague Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
will make a contribution to the second reading debate at some point. With that, I defer to my colleagues. 
HON STEVE MARTIN (Agricultural) [5.17 pm]: I did not anticipate getting to my feet quite yet, but I will do 
my best to make a contribution to the second reading debate on the Veterinary Practice Bill 2021. I start by making 
the obvious point about the value of the veterinary profession and vet nurses to agricultural industries in 
Western Australia. They are absolutely vital in all parts of the ag industry. When something goes wrong, you give 
someone like Hon Dr Steve Thomas a call. Vets are crucial across all parts of the agricultural sector. It is usually 
one o’clock in the morning, six degrees and raining when you give the vet a call if there is a caesarean required on 
a cow, so I appreciate the contribution the veterinary profession has made to the ag sector. 
As we heard from Hon Colin de Grussa, the opposition will be supporting this bill. There are a number of good 
parts to this legislation, including mutual recognition across the states and territories, which is lacking at the 
moment. For example, if that recognition was available, vets would be able to move back and forth between the 
Northern Territory and the Kimberley. This bill will remedy that situation; we are pleased that that will be covered. 
Obviously, the Northern Territory and Darwin have more to do with Kununurra than they do with Perth or Adelaide. 
It also talks about the regulation of veterinary nurses in Western Australia. They provide a very significant input 
to this sector. 
I hope the minister gets a chance to respond to some of the concerns that were raised by Hon Colin de Grussa and the 
industry. I have a submission from the Australian Veterinary Association dated June 2020, and I would like the 
minister to address some of its concerns in her response. I appreciate that some amendments to the bill were presented 
late last week and earlier today. I have not checked whether they address some of these concerns, particularly 
about impairment. We have heard this bill will address some of that issue and the way the State Administrative 
Tribunal process takes place, as opposed to the changes that will allow the board to do some of that work. The AVA 
has some very strong views. Its submission states — 

While legislation needs to provide a way to ensure that a veterinarian’s impairment does not endanger 
any animal’s health, safety or welfare, the Board should not have the ability to make such a decision without 
due process … If the Board believes a veterinarian or veterinary nurse may have an impairment, it should 
not be able to refuse application—rather it should be required to perform an appropriate investigation and 
compile relevant evidence for a SAT ruling. 

The AVA has a level of concern about how this impairment process will take place. It is particularly concerned 
about the board’s ability to make what in effect will be a medical decision about whether a vet is impaired. The AVA 
submission also states — 

There should also be substantial evidence—based upon which the Board can justify, directing a veterinarian 
or veterinary nurse to undergo a health assessment for registration or renewal to be granted. Again, this 
should not be able to occur without an appropriate investigation and hearing before SAT. 

The AVA makes the point in relation to the health assessment that the board does not include a general practitioner—
a doctor. I believe that the eight members of the board will somehow make an assessment of the impairment or 
otherwise of a vet. I share some of those concerns and I hope that the minister gets a chance to reply. The AVA is 
calling for a GP or someone with similar qualifications to be on the board. Could we get a response on that, minister? 
I have a couple of other questions about the report that was recently handed down by the Standing Committee on 
Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. The committee made a number of recommendations. I assume some of 
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them deal with the issue I spoke of, but I have not had a chance to seek advice. Could the minister please provide 
a response? A number of other findings of the committee deal with Henry VIII clauses. Fellow new members of 
Parliament, I googled “Henry VIII clauses” just to make sure I knew what I was talking about, after we were told 
about them in our induction. I believe there are a number of those clauses in the bill. I think some of the amendments 
deal with them, but I would be keen to hear the response on that. 
Obviously, with a vet in the room, I will defer to my more senior colleague to make some further remarks about this 
piece of legislation. It will bring a number of issues in the sector up to Australian standards. As Hon Colin de Grussa 
said, the opposition will support the bill. I thank the minister for the steady stream of amendments, which I think 
will go some way towards sorting out our concerns. I welcome the opportunity to have made a brief contribution. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [5.23 pm]: I thank my various colleagues 
for their contributions to this second reading debate on the Veterinary Practice Bill 2021. I suspect I may talk a little 
longer on this bill. I want to relate some of the history and experience of the veterinary profession. I am still 
a registered veterinary surgeon, and I have remained a registered veterinary surgeon for my entire political career. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Given how volatile it is, that is probably not a bad idea! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is exactly right, minister! We digress slightly, but in 2008 my seat was redistributed 
out of existence by the Labor Party with its one vote, one value legislation in the house that shall not be named. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: They are trying to get you again! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, it is trying again! The attempt to curtail my political career in 2008 did not 
quite come off as planned, so the Labor Party is having another go at it to see whether it can manage it permanently 
in 2025, by the time we get there! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, yes. We shall see. 
Hon Kyle McGinn: The Liberal Party is still here! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We are still here! We are still active! 
It is absolutely the case that I might want to keep my registration! Veterinarians occasionally get elected to Parliament, 
but there have not been that many of us over time. Most tended to leave the profession well and truly before they 
ascended to the lofty heights of Parliament. Certainly, the ones who I knew were generally no longer practising and 
were no longer registered, and there are probably a few reasons for that. After 2008, I went back to vetting for a little 
while, amongst other jobs. I say to members that when the redistribution of the upper house comes along, losing 
a seat in Parliament is a pretty brutal affair, because once you have nailed your political colours to the mast, often 
a lot of businesses do not want to employ you. There was a stage when businesses would tell me that they did not 
want anyone from politics, because what would happen if there was a client of another political persuasion? I tried 
to convince them on occasions that in regional areas there are almost none of those! That might look a little bit 
different now! It is very difficult. 
The veterinary profession is a difficult profession to work in. It often amuses me, because veterinarians often like to 
think that, as a rule, we study and work harder than general practitioners. I know this is an ongoing competition for 
the GPs in the room. In fact, a bragging-rights competition occurs. Members might be amused to know that in Britain, 
for example, GPs were referred to as “Dr” and surgeons were referred to as “Mr”. It caused GPs in Britain no end 
of angst that veterinarians, who were both medicos and surgeons, all started using the title “Mr” just to one-up GPs! 
I thought that was a fairly hilarious outcome to be honest! That is an ongoing process. There are many similarities. 
We obviously learn medicine, surgery, pharmacology and all of these things. In the veterinary profession, we 
potentially learn a little more about genetics and epidemiology, given the sheer numbers we deal with. But there 
are many similarities between the two professions. The thing that most people probably discover is that the glamour 
that exists in the medical profession after graduation disappears very rapidly for those who graduate to the veterinary 
profession. I was part of a survey when I was in practice. I ran a practice in Donnybrook from 1991 and I sold it in 
2006 when I got elected to Parliament, so I spent 17 years running a veterinary practice. That was after some years 
of working elsewhere. It is an interesting process to go through. 
There is some information about the difficulty of veterinary practice that members should probably be aware of. 
Around when I departed the profession, there was a survey of veterinarians, and one of the results of that survey 
was that the average full-time working life of a veterinarian was in the order of five years. That is interesting when 
we consider that the shortest training period for veterinarians is five years and the longest is six years. It is absolutely 
the case that what happens when a vet graduates does not necessarily reflect the glory of the course, and there 
are a number of reasons for that. First and foremost, of course, is that there was a much greater financial limit—
there certainly was in my day—placed upon the ability to practice medicine than the human medicos would ever 
countenance. Just to give members a bit of an indication of how governed the veterinary profession is by finance, 
when I started my business, it was probably 50 to 60 per cent cattle work—the predominance of my business. I ended 
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up employing three other vets. It was a modest-sized practice; it was not anything the size that we see out of the 
corporate model that exists today, particularly interstate. I always had a general rule that I think was one of those 
universal rules of life, and that is that the farming community in particular was generally prepared to gamble with 
about two-thirds of the price of an animal for treatment before they would say, “No, it’s just easier to shoot it.” 
Obviously that does not generally occur in the medical profession, as far as I am aware, and it would make the 
state health budget look a bit interesting if it did! I do not know how many caesarean sections I did in my years of 
practice. I think my record was something like eight or nine in one day on a particular stud. Unless it was a stud 
animal, in most years a caesarean section cost a total of around $350. I could bowl them over in an hour.  

For those who are involved in human surgery, the actual surgery component is actually reasonably quick and adept; 
it is not a complicated surgery. It is always more complicated with vets, because as far as I am aware the medical 
profession does not have the same restraint issues that we have. But it is a complicated and dangerous piece of surgery. 
It is more dangerous because we often do it in some very dangerous circumstances. I will come back to dangerous 
circumstances because it is incredibly relevant to this bill going forward. 

There was a limit of price. In an average year when a cow might be worth—let us say in round figures—$500, and 
a calf on the ground might be worth $100, that is a $600 unit when it dropped. If a farmer could spend two-thirds of 
the price on that, a farmer would pay $400 for a caesarean. If I charged him $600 for a $600 unit, they would generally 
figure that they were no better off and that a bullet cost a dollar. It is incredibly price sensitive, at least partially 
less so today, and it has always been less so in a couple of industries, particularly small animal work. Unfortunately, 
I date myself now—I am amongst the older members of my profession—but in the early days a lot of domestic pets 
were not the subject of great expenditure. Some dogs that were family pets were. I have to say that as a rule, the poor 
old felines did not enjoy the same sort of economic support, so they tended to have a price put on them as well. But 
it is incredibly financially limiting, so much so that a survey was done towards the end of my time in private practice 
on the financial return for veterinarians in the mid-2000s. I forget the exact year; apologies for that. It was about 
15 years ago, at the beginning of the mining boom in that 2003–04, 2004–05 and 2005–06 kind of range. 

The average wage for a graduate veterinarian with 10 years’ experience in 2005 was $80 000 a year. That was slightly 
higher than the mean wage. It was effectively no better than somebody who was on a decent trade assistant wage. 
This is the first thing that members need to understand about the veterinary profession, because I understand that the 
average wage today for veterinarians is more like $85 000 a year instead of $80 000. It has not risen. I am not sure 
what the average wage is for a full time general practitioner, but I suspect not many GPs would be working for less 
than $200 000 a year. I would say that if they are on any sort of reward for work, they are probably getting more 
towards $300 000. It is in that price range. Not too many pharmacists would be working in that sort of price range 
and this is part of the problem. The veterinary profession seems like a wonderful and glamourous profession. There 
are some very good parts about it, but financial reward is not one of those.  

Those who go out and start their own practice, as I did, obviously find that the financial rewards can be better. 
After they build up for a while, they certainly are, and some practice owners make significantly good incomes. 
But that is not the rule. Part of the problem is that the financial reward available is not always worthy of the work 
that is required to get there. I have to say that when running my business, there were plenty of years when my staff 
took home a greater wage than I did. Those who run a small business would know that that is not an uncommon 
situation. They are the first to arrive, they are the last to leave and they are always on call, because if something goes 
wrong with an employee, they are responsible for picking up those pieces. That in itself is something we will come 
back to in a bit, honourable members, because I have seen people take on roles when they were not supported in the 
veterinary industry and had their lives destroyed over the first six to 12 months. It is absolutely the case that people 
have been used as an income source and abandoned. That, today, again, is much rarer and I am very thankful for 
that. It is absolutely a tough industry to be in. 

The first thing we need to note is that for the vast majority, the financial reward in the veterinary profession is below 
what most people would expect. People often ask, “Why don’t you go back to vetting? Gee, the money must be good; 
I had my dog fixed and it cost $1 000.” Here’s another thing that the human medical profession does not have to deal 
with. When someone sets up a veterinary practice, nobody provides them with extra services on the side. A GP writes 
a prescription for the drugs that somebody needs. They send people off to be X-rayed and to have an ultrasound. 
Someone in a veterinary practice has to buy all that equipment themselves. They buy their own anaesthetic machines 
and they buy their own stock. They are a pharmacist as much as they are a surgeon as much as they are a general 
practitioner. All that is an incredibly expensive process. Not only are the rewards fairly low, but if someone wants 
to set up a practice, the costs are incredibly high. 
What happens at that point? When I first started in the veterinary industry, we were seeing a shift in people who 
wanted to take up the role. I spent a lot of time training undergraduates and graduates, and having a lot of schoolkids 
through on work experience. Everybody loved to be a vet. I did work experience in a vet practice. That was many, 
many decades ago now. It was immensely good fun. Here is one of the other things that we need to be aware of. 
For some reason, sometime in the 1980s, perhaps as early as the 70s, but particularly in the 80s and the 90s, the 
vet course and the veterinary profession got incredibly popular. We always thought it was the result of a few great 
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television shows like All Creatures Great and Small, which was quite realistic. We could see James Herriot, who 
I think from memory was actually named Alf Wight, who would throw off his shirt and roll around at the back end 
of a cow in the mud, grime and rain. 

A member interjected. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It will get worse, member, do not worry. We are just warming up yet. Take a deep breath. 

That was reasonably realistic. I can still hear the music as he drives down the road. That was not a bad show. We 
also had A Country Practice. I remember looking at it one day when a vet was called out to vaccinate some sheep. 
I was sitting there with my farming family saying, “I don’t know any farmer who would ever vaccinate their sheep 
or have a vet out”, because it costs an absolute fortune. They would vaccinate the sheep themselves. 

Hon Dan Caddy: With a drenching-gun. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: They would get the drenching-gun out. Would they call the vet out and pay them 
$300 an hour to drench their animals?  

The interesting thing is, Acting President (Hon Jackie Jarvis)—she has a rural background and probably understands 
much of this—that if you travel overseas to places where the animal is worth a lot more, the world changes. I went 
to have a look. A friend of mine from Boyup Brook and I did a gentleman’s drinking tour of England and Ireland. 
It was one of my few holidays when I was vetting. It was absolutely great. We did the classics. We kissed the 
Blarney Stone. I think it broke in half when I kissed it; it was one of those things! We stayed on farms. We saw 
the prices that people got for cattle and sheep. At that point, an Australian prime steer was potentially selling for, 
let us say, $A800. A steer in Ireland, because of subsidies, was selling for £1 a kilo. An $A800 steer was probably 
400 kilograms. Therefore, at £1 a kilo, with an exchange of three to one—so, $A3 a kilo—that was $A1 200. They 
got a nearly £800 additional subsidy on top of that in three tranches. The animal was worth an enormous amount 
of money. Guess what happened? I could not believe it. We stayed on a dairy farm for something like a week and 
visited the local Irish haunts—where the locals go, not where the tourists go. It was brilliant. But they called out 
the vet to vaccinate their stock and to treat all the things that farmers in Australia would treat themselves. If a dairy 
cow had mastitis, they would call out the vet. We would have made a fortune if the same rules applied here!  

Do those rules not apply in Western Australia because people care less about their animals? I do not think that is 
the case. The difference is purely the economic value placed on them. When an animal is worth significantly more 
and there is more money in the system, the vet can charge at an appropriate level. If veterinarians charged an hourly 
rate similar to doctors for their services, we would all go broke because no-one would use us. There would be a vet 
practice or two probably in the leafy western suburbs where people could afford it, but for the most part they would 
not exist. 

What happened? We have a glamorous representation of vets and veterinary life, and the reality does not meet the 
glamorous image. It did not then and it does not now. That is why, at the time, the working life of vets was on average 
five to six years, having done a five or six-year course. Lots get out and go and do other things. I have known vets 
who go into teaching. In Western Australia, if a 10-year graduate vet is getting $85 000, they are probably earning 
less than a teacher who studied four years instead of six and who is not on call every second weekend for the rest 
of their life. That has an enormous impact, as it does with the human medical profession. When I first started, a vet 
in a regional area was required by law to provide an after-hours service, and of course there is no hospital. The vet 
cannot say, “Send them up to the emergency department and someone in the hospital will take care of them.” They 
either had to provide that service themselves or have a veterinary practice that would pick it up and provide that 
service. Effectively, they would be referring clients to another business. That took an enormous toll. 

What does the veterinary profession look like? I explained once that it looks a bit like this: the best bits of the 
veterinary profession are a bit like the best bits of most other jobs; the best bits are great and the worst bits are terrible. 
What is the veterinary profession like? If I got called to a calving at three o’clock in the morning, from Donnybrook 
I might travel for an hour. I would go out the back of Greenbushes and visit a guy called Jim Vallelonga. He will 
not mind me mentioning him. I not even sure that he is still alive now; he would be very old—well into his 90s. He 
immigrated to Australia and worked in forestry for a couple of years. He paid off his farm with two years of forestry 
cheques. He is an absolute worker. I would go there at three o’clock in the morning. He loved his cattle. When you 
went to his farm, you would know it was fresh and had not been messed with. There was some shelter and a reasonable 
set of yards. In the early days, I would go there, pull out a calf and then have probably one or two red wines or 
whiskies too many! Jim is the man who taught me how to drink red wine—good Italian red. He had a brother in the 
Swan Valley. We now know that Margaret River and great southern reds are better than those from the Swan Valley, 
but it was not a bad starting point. 

That is the best part about veterinary science. The vet drives out, there is a cow, there is a calf and everybody is 
happy. What is the worst part of veterinary science? The vet drives out at three o’clock in the morning and the rain 
is pouring down. The cow tried to calf a week earlier, perhaps overnight and perhaps with a farmer who was not 
necessarily neglectful but just did not recognise at the time that the cow was calving. After a couple of hours of 
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trying to give birth, the cow stopped. A week later, that calf is dead. It is about 50 per cent bigger because of gas 
and expansion than it was a week earlier. The cow is on the ground in the mud and in the rain. The guy has finally 
realised it is calving and has attached a calf pull or a tractor to the back end to try to tug it out. The vet has to lie down 
at the back end of that and the only solution at that stage is to do a caesarean section, but doing major abdominal 
surgery on a cow lying in the mud is high risk. The farmer wants it fixed for $400. At three o’clock in the morning, 
rolling around in the mud, the vet has to say, “I don’t think that’s realistic.” 
The biggest issues I had as a vet was when things went wrong and I tried to do things in a dangerous situation. 
Most people do not realise this. I will describe one. One of the biggest issues I had was when I lost a patient. I went 
to geld a horse. That is a pretty standard operation. It is pretty simple. I arrived at the place and there was no yard and 
no place to restrain the horse; they were running loose in the paddock. We went up to them with a bucket of grain. 
Of course, the horse came up to us and we got a halter on him. Because it was summer, we tried to do a standing 
castration. We had to sedate the animal sufficiently, but not have him lying in the dirt because that would increase 
the risk to the animal. I asked if it was a nice quiet animal that we could do this with. I was told, “Yes; it’s never 
bitten, kicked or put a foot wrong.” We loaded up the animal with significant levels of sedative so it was wobbling 
on its feet. For members who do not know what a twitch is, it is a piece of rope that gets twisted around a horse’s 
nose to the point that it cuts off the blood supply and causes pain. It is commonly used in the equine industry because 
it distracts the horse sufficiently for a person to do what they need to do and move forward. This horse was sedated 
so that it could barely stand. It was twitched. I went to infuse local anaesthetic into the appropriate area, which I will 
not describe graphically, and the next thing I noticed was a movement and two hooves whistled over the top of my 
head. That was potentially a fatal event, and it is not unusual in the veterinary profession when vets take on things 
they should not necessarily take on. At that point, I should have driven away and said, “This horse is unrestrained. 
The risk is too great. I need to move away.” But I was in the veterinary profession and there is a price attached to 
everything, so we knocked the horse down—chemical restraint is a wonderful thing. I know the medical profession 
do not get to use it all that often—a little bit but nothing compared with us—but it is a very useful thing. Having 
kicked his way around a yard with me trying to do this standing up with a local anaesthetic, the horse dropped to 
the ground. I proceeded with the operation, but he picked up an infection because it was performed in the dust. The 
horse picked up a clostridial disease and did not survive. 
We have gone through that the hours are ridiculous and vets are generally on call in regional areas. That has got 
better, and the provision in the amendment bill that corporatises veterinary surgery will potentially make that better. 
One of the biggest issues that a veterinarian has is that they are not making a lot of money for putting their life at 
risk not irregularly. Members would be amazed how often I have had to rope animals and try to hold them so that 
I can get a sedative into them. Here is another example. I am not going to apologise for the barnyard analogies because 
it is important that you people understand the risks involved in this industry. 
I went to see a lame bull, the owner of which is a lovely guy; he was excellent, and none of this was necessarily 
his fault, but the bull was lame. It was a Limousin bull so it probably weighed 900 kilograms. Let us say it is a mile 
and a half to two miles, so four kilometres, from the set of yards we could have tried to get it in so that we could 
look at it. As we often do, we probably should have walked away and waited until it got better. But I said, “Let’s have 
a go; maybe we can tie it to a tree to examine its lame leg.” I have to say, honourable members; I am not a cowboy—
I am not perfect at throwing a rope. Sometimes I get them first throw; sometimes it is a few throws down the track, 
but I had a very long rope for this purpose. It was one of my best shots ever. The bull stood probably as far away 
as the other side of the chamber. As I said, it was a very long rope, which I dropped on its head with the first throw. 
As it turns out, the bull did not like having a rope dropped on its head and immediately looked at me and charged, 
so I immediately turned around and ran. As brave as I think I am, 900 kilos is probably a bit on the large side. I was 
reasonably quick in those days. I was pretty active; I ran state titles in 800 and 1 500 metres. I was not a sprinter, 
necessarily, my legs were a bit short, but I could do a reasonable 400 and 800 metres and got better as the lengths 
got longer. I went like blazes. I must have run for a couple of hundred metres and I thought, “Okay, he must have 
stopped by now.” Theoretically, you could hear, but the blood was pumping in my ears at that point, and I felt 
a wetness on the back of my calf, which was the bull’s nostril and its snot and saliva. I thought: “Maybe I’ll keep 
running.” It finally occurred to me then to change direction. Bulls are not bad because as they think they are getting 
you, they close their eyes. They are used to crashing into each other at great rates of knots, so they close their eyes. 
Generally, when they are that close, you can change direction because he has his eyes closed and will go past you. 
It is not the same with the clever cows, particularly up north. The Brahman cows in particular are very, very good. 
They keep their eyes open. They want to get you big time. They do not close their eyes for the actual killing shot. 
They watch you very carefully to make sure they get you all the way through but this bull closed his eyes. Luckily 
at that point I swerved and he went past. 
That story has a good outcome on two levels: first, I did not die, which was definitely on the cards. Second, that bull 
recovered and lived to serve and service for some years down the track. We eventually got him and treated him and 
he was all right. But that is the sort of risk a vet takes. I could give members hundreds of stories about the risks that 
veterinarians take, particularly in large animal practice. However, it does not happen in just large animal practice. 
A lot of vets often get bitten. Small animal practice is not safe either, but it is generally wonderful. You are indoors 
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and pets generally come to you but it is not always safe. I have seen vets bailed up by very large dogs and that is 
when you stand still in case because if you move a hand or a finger that is the bit you will lose. You need to be very 
cautious in small animal practice as well. 
What have we learnt about vet practice so far? It is dirty, it is messy, it is incredibly dangerous far too often and it 
does not pay well. To anyone who is thinking about changing professions at the moment, I can recommend the 
veterinary profession! It is not a profession for the faint-hearted. What happens as a result of that? The first thing 
is a lot of people do not stick with the industry because there are only so many jobs available in the safer sections. 
Australia has some of the highest veterinary populations in the world. At one point, south east Queensland had the 
singularly most concentrated number of vets because, basically, everyone set up on different street corners and there 
was immense competition and the weather was nice. If you wanted to be a vet anywhere, being a vet in south east 
Queensland was the place. The only place at that point where there were more vets per head of population was Cairo 
because in Egypt you did not have to have a degree to practice as a vet; you could just hang out your shingle, so 
there were more vets in Cairo. 
Veterinary practice is immensely competitive. What happens in this process? It is a tough job. It is not easy. You 
have to throw yourself into it. People compensate in all sorts of weird ways. My first graduating colleague took 
his life two years out. For many of the veterinary profession, suicide is an easy option basically because you have 
the wherewithal facilities for a very easy manner. We have euthanasia drugs sitting on the shelf. The ease and capacity 
with which vets do it is scary. The surveys I looked at towards the end of my days in practice, in the 1990s, showed 
that veterinary practice was the second worst small business for success in the country. I never asked what was the 
most dramatic but certainly veterinary practice was the second worst. It is usually in the top two or three suicide 
rates of businesses. There has been a bit of media publicity about that lately. It is because the stress and pressure of 
the job combines with the ease and capacity with which they can take that terrible ultimate solution. It is a tragedy. 
I have known a number of vets who have gone down that path. It is a dreadful place to find yourself. 
I hope I have given everybody a realistic view rather than A Country Practice view of what veterinary practice 
is really like. The joys of it are fantastic. I do not want to suggest that there are no joys involved in practising as 
a veterinarian. There certainly are. The ability to save life and to heal is a joy. It is a joy we probably share with the 
medical profession. Heaven knows, in many cases I probably rate animal life and welfare as highly as I do that of 
humans and in many cases I prefer interacting with animals. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You’re in the right party! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thought the minister was going to say, “We’re in the right place.”, but I was going 
to be kind to her. I was looking in her direction at the time, but that was purely by accident so nobody should read 
anything into it. There are lots of great things about veterinary science. 
I will come to the bill before us, which has the capacity to make some improvements. As the previous speakers have 
said, the opposition will support the bill. After the last comment, I should take this back, but we appreciate the 
collegiate attitude of the Minister for Agriculture and Food on this. We have had some fruitful and frank discussions 
around this industry, the profession and the bill. The amendments I think the minister has put forward are an 
improvement and I thank her for her consideration of what is, hopefully, constructive input. 
Let us run through some of the requirements of the bill. I could wax lyrical about the profession forever but I probably 
will tell some stories about the original Veterinary Surgeons’ Board and its functioning. The bill will do a number of 
things. The first, obviously, is it will provide for national recognition of veterinary registration, which is absolutely 
essential as it is for most other industries. It is not just because a veterinarian might like to travel from New South 
Wales to Western Australia to do particular specialist work and return, although that happens on occasions. More 
important, it is because in some areas around the country, we cross borders naturally. There are Northern Territory 
veterinarians who service clients in Western Australia in the pastoral region and Western Australian veterinarians 
who do the same in reverse. The same occurs around South Australia, so there is a need for national recognition 
of veterinarians. 
The argument might come up about the standard of veterinary practice but it is enough to say that the standard of 
veterinary practice coming out of Australian universities is very high. It was actually my whole alma mater at the 
University of Queensland, which dropped its bundle for a little while, but it has regained its status; therefore, there 
is generally acceptance that graduates of any of the universities in Australia will come out roughly equivalent. Certain 
areas probably have certain strengths. Melbourne still probably provides the best equine teaching and Queensland 
probably the best cattle teaching. In Perth, Murdoch University was very sneaky because when it set up—it was 
one of the later universities to set up—it stole the best people from everywhere else, which is an incredibly clever 
way to set up an academic profile, so Murdoch is probably a good generalist, so the standard is very high. 
I have had a look at some of the examination requirements for international veterinarians. I am sure Hon Brian Walker 
would be able to talk about the medical one, but most practising veterinarians would not get within a bull’s roar of 
passing the international accreditation test that veterinarians get put through. It is an incredibly complex examination. 
When I looked at it, I was a veterinarian practising in the south west with three other vets working for me and I could 
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not have passed it. It is an immensely difficult process to qualify for. I think having a national accreditation standard 
makes sense. The days of having individual state bodies with individual state registration need to be gone. I have 
always thought it was a bit bizarre. I have only ever been registered to practise in Western Australia, but it should be 
a national registration. I think that is an obvious amendment, and I commend the government for doing that. 

Some comments have been made around impairment, and I will probably come back to that. I do not have much 
more time left. The bill will allow a corporatisation model for veterinary practices. A corporatisation model needs 
to be looked at because in my day you had to be owned by a vet, run by a vet and managed by a vet. Nobody could 
give an instruction to someone who was not a vet, although people tried to. I could give examples of that as well. 
It meant that vet practices were very small. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: In the very brief time I have left I will try to get through some of the remaining parts 
and key details of the bill. I do not propose to spend a bunch of time on the impairment component; other members 
have spoken about the mental and physical health of veterinarians and veterinary nurses. I mentioned some of the 
stresses involved and want to get to some the other bits as a matter of urgency. 

Let me start with the ownership of veterinary practices and the business. When I was a newly graduated vet—many, 
many years ago now—only a vet could own a veterinary practice. That remains the case in Western Australia despite 
the fact that that has changed in many other jurisdictions. That has meant that it is very hard to put in a corporate 
model. In the medical profession for humans, a corporate model was introduced and put into place and it resulted 
in a major shift from little traditional one or two-doctor practices, particularly in regional areas, to the super clinics 
that exist today, where there are, even in reasonably sized regional centres, practices of 20 or 30 doctors. I could 
spend some time talking about Parkinson’s law and how it applies to the medical profession and the automatic 
expansion of work to fulfil however many doctors are put in place; that is, if there are three doctors in a country 
town, the books will be full and if six doctors are put in the same place, the books will be full with repeat visitations. 
That is what happens in a system in which people do not necessarily pay for visits, or the majority of their visits. 
That does not apply to the veterinary profession. That is why the corporate model of ownership can apply to the 
veterinary profession more than in a lot of others because there is pressure to try to operate in little practices, as 
we used to, and because vets are on call. When a vet is on call on their own for a year, they feel it. When a vet employs 
their first vet—in my case it was after only about six months—it is a huge relief. Suddenly a vet can share the after 
hours’ load. When two or three vets are employed, it feels like magic—it really does. I sold my practice in 2007 
but I still wake up at night, on occasions, thinking that I am on call and looking for my pager. It has an enormously 
profound impact. It is the case that someone could operate a corporate model as long as they are a vet.  

It is funny, I do not watch much reality TV, but I walked past my wife while she was watching some reality TV 
one night—a show I had not watched before—and I said, “I know that person.” It was a show called Shark Tank. 
In that show quite wealthy people get to bid on ideas that people come in with. I was looking at one of the people on 
the show and thought, “I know that guy.” Glen Richards is a vet who got into a corporate model of vet science as 
a vet in Queensland and is now one of the sharks. I do not know whether the show still even exists. He was a friend 
of mine. We were a year apart graduating. I mention him because he was a particularly good fellow, and the fact that 
I beat him a couple of years in an athletic competition makes no impact on the fact that I am mentioning his name 
tonight. But I will send him a copy so he knows that he has been recorded for posterity. There was this thing called 
the vet mile in which we would run for a mile. 

Hon Jackie Jarvis: Hopefully not with a bull chasing him! 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It was not with a bull; no-one was chasing him, apart from me, and I overtook him. 
It is possible for a vet to own their practice, but it can be extremely difficult. More vets have failed in ownership than 
succeeded. Like I say, veterinary practices have probably been the second worst small business for bankruptcies 
in Australia for a long time. When I studied in the 1980s, there was only one afternoon of business management in 
terms of the complete contribution to how we might survive in the business world—one afternoon! If we look at 
that and all the other pressures a vet is under, no wonder it is a very difficult industry to stay in. 

Corporate ownership is coming; it is unstoppable. But we have to keep an eye on it to make sure that corporate 
profits are not put ahead of both animal welfare and the welfare of the veterinarians who work in the system, in the 
same way that that would apply to the medical profession. If it is done well, it takes pressure off vets. It tends to 
result in a smaller number of larger practices and allows vets to share the after hours’ role reasonably well.  

I remember doing some locum work in Esperance many years ago, which is where I met my wife. There were 
three practices in Esperance that instigated the first round of sharing the after hours’ experience. That would have 
been in 1999, I think. Hon Colin de Grussa probably remembers when there were three vet practices in Esperance, 
20-something years ago. I stole my wife, who was a vet nurse, off Swans Veterinary Services. I hope that David 
has forgiven me after 20-something years!  

Hon Colin de Grussa: I’m not sure about that! 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: He probably still holds a grudge—no, he is a good fellow. I have enormous respect 
for him.  
I want to spend much of the rest of the time talking about the complaints and discipline process and the structure of 
the board. I will make this comment about veterinary nurses: Western Australia is the only jurisdiction to regulate 
veterinary nurses. Many of the older generation of vets do not want college-trained veterinary nurses; they like to 
train them themselves, which is an interesting process. I have enormous respect for veterinary nurses. I always 
paid mine above the award wage because, on average, veterinary nurses receive a pittance for doing a miserable 
job. They spend a lot of time cleaning up surgical waste and animal manure, and keeping surgeries tidy. It is not 
a glamorous job. Being a vet is far less glamourous than it looked on A Country Practice. I can tell members that 
being a veterinary nurse is far, far more difficult.  
Hon Sue Ellery: Stop picking on A Country Practice. I loved that show.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Did the Leader of the House? It was unrealistic, it really was.  
Hon Sue Ellery: I cried when Molly died.  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The Leader of the House might have enjoyed the show, but it was completely unrealistic 
in terms of the veterinary profession. It does not look like that. It has never looked like that. 
Hon Colin de Grussa: We might find that Father Christmas is not real either! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I know. Okay! He is real for Hon Matthew Swinbourn! 
Veterinary nurses do an incredible job, given that they are paid an absolute pittance. To be honest, most of them 
do it for love than for any other reason. I am not 100 per cent convinced that making them go through a course and 
making them registered will make them better veterinary nurses, but if it will make them feel better about their 
profession, let us support that. It will come at a cost. Most of the veterinarians I have known, particularly those in 
the old days, have sponsored their vet nurses through the course. That was done in recognition that it was a tough 
job that was poorly rewarded in reality. Apart from the love of animals and the joy of seeing them recover, it is 
not a job that I would recommend people take on for financial reward or career aspiration; it really is not. We need 
to make sure that the vet nurses who pick that up have a pathway into the profession that is not exclusively through 
Joondalup TAFE, which I think is the TAFE that currently offers that course—it is somewhere in the far north. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: It has always been Bentley TAFE. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Bentley, okay. There needs to be other avenues, but Bentley TAFE is doing a great job.  
Let us deal with the critical element of the bill, namely complaints about veterinary surgeons, and the construction 
of the Veterinary Surgeons’ Board and how it deals with complaints. Does the member over there need a vet? Just 
checking! There is a doctor in the house, and a vet. The member can take her choice. 
Hon Sue Ellery: I know which one I’d choose!  
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It depends on which one would use more restraint, but anyway! 
There have always been issues around the disciplinary actions of the Veterinary Surgeons’ Board. I want to talk 
about my first experience with the board. Members have to remember that when I first started as a vet, the 
Veterinary Surgeons’ Board, and in particular the registrar, and the Australian Veterinary Association were really 
about protecting an old boys’ club. When I say an old boys’ club, it really was about old male vets. I wanted to set 
up my own practice. I had been working in a practice in the same region that had been set up in the back of a house. 
It was a registered veterinary practice. Theoretically, to be a registered veterinary practice, it had to have a proper 
pharmacy and a range of facilities. That practice had almost nothing. When I set up my practice in opposition, 
I made sure that I had three times the level of facilities of the place that I had come from. I had to register my 
veterinary practice with the Veterinary Surgeons’ Board. The registrar came down to inspect my practice. I will 
never forget this. It was in 1991. I will not besmirch him. From memory, his name was John; I will not name him any 
further. He walked in and said, “You haven’t got this and you haven’t got that. I’m not going to register you”, and he 
drove off. Members might struggle to think that I might have been argumentative when I was younger, but, believe 
it or not, luckily I have mellowed with age. I wrote him a letter and said, “Hang on a minute. You said I had to do 
this, this and this. I’ve just walked out of a practice that you have already got registered that had none of those 
things.” It just happened to be a branch practice of an old-time vet who had been there for a long time.  
The double standards that applied in those days were horrendous. I have to say that the Australian Veterinary 
Association was not much better. There needs to be a higher level of professionalism in both the Veterinary Surgeons’ 
Board and the Australian Veterinary Association. Any attempt to professionalise the board is a very good idea, 
because it has to be better than the example that I started life out with, which was, as I said, literally an old boys’ club. 
The AVA stayed that way for a long time. It has become better, because a new generation of vets have come along. 
The graduates these days are 75 per cent or 80 per cent female, so the “boys” part has to some degree disappeared, 
and the “old” part is slowly going as well. Those changes in the AVA are important. They are also important to 
the board and how it functions. 
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I have seen registrars deal with veterinary complaints in a number of ways. I have assisted to a large degree. I think 
I have only ever had one complaint listed against me. That was the case I raised earlier of a horse that had died 
after castration. That case was dismissed without complaint given the circumstances. There are certainly vets who 
do the wrong thing. There used be a registrar in this state by the name of Dr Andy Keefe. Andy Keefe was a great 
guy. He was—I hope he will forgive me for saying so—somewhat of an ageing hippy. He saw his role as facilitating 
good outcomes for both the profession and the clientele it serviced. He was very good at talking to the complainer 
and the veterinarian about what had gone on, what could be made better and what genuine outcomes they wanted out 
of the process. He did a fantastic job. His dress and his manner notwithstanding, he was a consummate professional 
in the way he approached that role. I can tell members that today, the veterinary profession does not consider the 
current veterinary board in the same light. There are probably a number of reasons for that. The veterinary board 
has become much more, let us say, bureaucratic in its role, whereas Andy Keefe was very much about how do we 
facilitate the best outcome. The current board is very much more punitive in its actions. Bear in mind that the current 
board does not necessarily prosecute; it leaves prosecution for others. However, the manner in which it deals with 
veterinarian matters is much the same as the manner in which the medical profession board—there are two or 
three versions of it—deals with doctors. Doctors, like vets, are under enormous stress. There is a way to deal with 
them when things go wrong that is either positive or very negative. The veterinary profession has seen a shift. It is 
time to try to make this better.  

As I said at the start of my contribution, I appreciate that the Minister for Agriculture and Food has been open to 
this conversation and is prepared to look at how we can make this better. Unfortunately, this is often an issue of 
personality and the people who are fulfilling specific roles. It is very difficult to shift that. I remember debates, as 
will some members, around animal welfare many years ago. The problem was that the leadership of the animal 
welfare division in the then Department of Local Government decided to take a very punitive approach. When that 
happens, we miss the opportunity to repair lots of things. It is absolutely an issue that in many cases, complaints 
can be dealt with in a positive way if the right personnel are in place. That becomes critical. That is why the AVA 
has asked to retain one member on the board. I would have thought a one-in-eight membership representing the 
industry body was a reasonable outcome, and the minister has agreed with that position and will allow that to happen. 
Under the original bill, that would not have occurred. That will now occur, because the minister has an amendment 
on the supplementary notice paper in her name to allow that to happen. That is positive. The negotiations around 
the veterinary association are critical. Despite my criticism of what the AVA was, it still has a critical role to play in 
this legislation going forward and making sure that the profession embraces what is going on. This is a classic 
example. If we do not take the profession with us in the administration we put in place at a state level, we will have 
a disaster on our hands. I am pleased that the minister has picked this up. It is critically important that we do not 
seek to attack or disempower the veterinary profession as a path to try to lift it to a higher level of professionalism. 
I am pleased that the minister has picked some of those things up.  

The bill before us will allow the registrar and the board to investigate what they call low-level issues. That is exactly 
what Dr Andy Keefe used to do. He was very good at making sure that they did not progress too far along, and that 
needs to be continued. That is a good move by the state government, because the reality is that right now cases go 
before the State Administrative Tribunal. People who have been around long enough will know that SAT was set up 
theoretically as a more convenient, lower-cost version of the courts. Instead of going to the Supreme Court, things 
could be sent to SAT and it would not be as onerous. Obviously, SAT simply raised itself effectively to the level of 
a court. It is not cheap and it is not easy. There is not much difference between going to SAT and going to another 
court. If people can avoid that system, it is absolutely worthwhile. 

The government is to be commended for attempting to allow the lower levels to be dealt with in a different way. 
The board can hold an inquiry, make orders following a finding of unprofessional conduct, impose fines of up to 
$2 000, modify the conditions of registration or issue a reprimand. None of us likes any of those things, and I am 
sure that there will be vets who will say that they were reprimanded and did not deserve to be. Ultimately, all of 
these things will be challengeable to a higher court or higher authority. That is a good way at least to attempt to 
reduce the effect. 

In the very small amount of time I have left, let me summarise where we have got to. It is a tough occupation. It 
is not easy. The conditions are not great much of the time. It requires the skills of a surgeon. I do not know what 
a surgeon in the medical profession currently gets, but if general practitioners are on a quarter of a million dollars, 
I do not imagine many surgeons would be on less than half a million dollars, and plenty of them make close to 
$1 million a year. Not many vets will get anywhere near that over a long time. It is not easy. 

The bill before the house will make some improvements, and I thank the minister for approaching this with the right 
attitude. She and I not infrequently clash over things but, in this case, I think we have found a reasonable amount 
of common ground. 

I am close to finishing, but I will tell the story of a friend of mine who is a vet who went through a rather painful 
divorce. The divorce rate in veterinary science is not great; in fact, the practices around mine have some unusual 
histories. A vet in a practice south of mine in Donnybrook drank himself to death in his mid-50s; he was effectively 
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trying to cope under the pressure of doing cattle work when his body would no longer suffice. Another vet nearby 
went through a rather messy divorce, which is not unusual in the business. He rang just for a chat and then some 
advice. He said, “My lawyer has said that we need to value all the assets. What do you think I should put down as 
the goodwill on my vet practice?” Again, those who have been in business, particularly if they are a bit older, will 
know that in the old days when goodwill was applied, it was basically the cost of building up a business. When 
I was a young man, which seems like a long time ago now, goodwill was roughly calculated at the annual turnover 
of the business. If someone ran a three-vet practice and each vet was turning over 200 grand, the practice turned over 
600 grand. When they sold the business, they would sell it for the value of the asset—that is, the building, equipment, 
stock et cetera—and then add $600 000 for what used to be called goodwill. That was quite common in the 1980s 
and 1990s. In the late 2000s, my friend rang me and asked what price he should put on it, but the world had changed. 
My advice to him was what I would tell most vets now: “The value of your goodwill in your business is zero. Put 
zero, and if you have any issues with your lawyer, the Family Court judge or the tax man, tell them to ring me and 
let me know, because the days of easy, free money in this business are gone.” Corporate ownership might fix it a little 
bit, but it is a tough industry. A lot of people suicide and a lot of people go bankrupt. 

The bill before the house is a good bill and I shall enjoy supporting it when we come to the end of the debate.  

HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [7.54 pm]: I rise briefly to support the Veterinary Practice 
Bill 2021. Unlike Hon Dr Steve Thomas, I cannot stand here and wax lyrical about my experience in the veterinary 
field; however, I have almost been kicked in the head by a horse and I have castrated sheep in my time. Both were 
harrowing experiences, so I certainly have a lot of respect for people in the veterinary industry! 

This bill seeks to combine several acts and update the terminology, which is a good thing. It also mentions veterinary 
nurses; I think any bill that mentions nurses in a positive light is a good thing. The clause that I take umbrage with 
is the one that deals with investigation powers to search premises. Clause 113 deals with the right of the inspector 
to enter premises, clause 114 deals with the power to search premises and clause 115 deals with the power to compel 
the handing over of evidence. My general understanding is that within common law, there is a privilege against 
self-incrimination, and that is what I see in the bill at clause 115. Clause 116 applies to clause 115. Clause 116 
states that any evidence must be in relation to the investigation. Clause 116(3) states — 

… is not admissible in evidence against the individual in any proceedings other than — 

(a) disciplinary proceedings taken by a regulatory authority under this Act … 

That means that the bill is tailored in that case to clause 115 and there is a self-incrimination provision in there, 
which is not the case for clause 114. I will briefly read some of the provisions in clause 114 — 

(c) examine, measure, test, photograph or film any part of the premises or any thing at the premises; 

(d) operate equipment, including (without limitation) a computer, or facilities at the premises or direct 
a person at the premises to do so; 

(e) take any thing, or a sample of or from any thing, at the premises for analysis or testing; 

(f) make a copy of, take an extract from, or download or print out, any document or other thing at the premises; 

And it goes on. This seems to give the inspector extraordinary powers to collect evidence that could itself potentially 
incriminate. I look forward to speaking on this bill in the Committee of the Whole House, especially because, as 
far as I can tell, a self-incrimination provision is listed in clause 114. 

HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [7.58 pm]: I also rise to support the Veterinary Practice 
Bill 2021 and thank the government for introducing it. I will say a few short words on the bill. It is an innovative 
bill that will make our state the first to register veterinary nurses, which is excellent. I recall from my days as a medical 
student—in those un–politically correct days—when I was allowed, or, in fact, required, to work as a doctor on 
the wards. The patients never knew; I wore a white coat and gave injections or took histories. I would go onto the 
ward and they would say, “Dr Smith’s off sick today; who wants to put their hand up first?” I got half the pay but 
had to do the job of a doctor, and no allowance was made for being a medical student. I had to learn really quickly, 
so I asked the nurses what to do and they kept me right. That was the best way of learning, I think. This is the way 
for nurses to get some practical experience, because in my experience, university-trained nurses do not know what 
they are doing. One reason that I think it is so difficult to employ graduate nurses now is that they do not have the 
experience on the wards. That is something that I want to look at. 

I also thank Hon Dr Steve Thomas for his speech, because he described precisely what is going on for people 
who may not have any idea of what a vet does, apart from what they have seen on the television. I have this issue. 
My wife watches a bit of television and looks at the medical programs. I refuse to look at the programs because 
they are so much nonsense. Nothing real happens. One program I saw many years ago was a humorous look at 
doctoring. A patient came in the following day and said, “That’s a terrible program; how horrible.” I said, “I have 
to tell you, every single thing you saw on that program I have personally experienced.” He was shocked because that 
was a true-life experience of a junior doctor on the wards. It was a horrible experience. There were many niggles; 
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many horrible things happened. It was the first time I had seen a program that actually showed what doctors go 
through. I am sure that vets will say the same thing. The program CSI is another one that is not real. We heard 
from Hon Dr Steve Thomas exactly how a vet’s life is. They put their arm up into the depths of something to haul 
out an animal — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: The other arm.  
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: The other arm; okay. That is not my idea of fun. I have done similar things, not quite 
so deep—it is not nice. 
Having worked in rural WA, often with farmers, and indeed with vets as my patients, I have seen from personal 
knowledge what is going on. It is a very necessary and wonderful profession, but with miserable remuneration and 
a tremendous amount of stress. A number of suicides have occurred. There is a lot of alcoholism, drug abuse, marriage 
breakdowns, bankruptcies; I cannot think why any reasonable person would want to be a vet, especially looking 
at the qualifications required to enter veterinary education. It is more than for a doctor. It is amazing how much more 
academically qualified a person needs to be. I think it is so much more difficult, clinically, to be a vet. The closest 
I have come to that is treating teenagers, who are, at times, as equally expressive as animals. I have to confess that 
I have two teenagers!  
My area of concern is with the veterinary board. I am very dubious. Vets and doctors share a common distaste for 
all bureaucrats—the ones who sit there passing judgement; the ones who maybe have had an experience in the past 
of a profession but are now sitting there as the overlords able to judge with hindsight. I will tell a story about my 
own particular experiences. I have been reported to the medical board a couple of times. I will give no names or 
places. Once, a nurse had falsified a medical record. She had asked for advice, which I had given. A patient was 
in pain after a knee replacement and needed some analgesia. This was one week after the operation. Doctors want 
patients to step down from the opiates. Opiates cause quite a lot of death. The patient was very demanding and wanted 
the opiates. This was not in my practice. I said, “To step down, we will give anti-inflammatories and a different 
type of opioid and we will gradually wean you off.” She took no notice of that. When I came back a week later, 
I found that the nurse had, first of all, hidden the eight pieces of correspondence I had had with her. She had not 
documented it and someone else had carried on prescribing opiates, to the patient’s detriment. Family members 
were so angry that they were going to call the television station to complain that their relative was suffering. The 
nurse had falsified medical records. That is a big no-no. I had her walked off the premises. I was taken in front of 
the medical board because I was “unprofessional” in my behaviour in having someone who had falsified medical 
records taken off the premises. Members might think: what nonsense; chuck that one out. But no, two years went by. 
I was going for a locum job. Whenever I was asked, “Do you have anything outstanding with the medical board?”, 
I would answer “Yes.” I was told, “In that case, we can’t take you because you are being investigated for some 
unprofessional behaviour.” Wow!  
Another time, a patient was taken off medication. He had asthma and was taking a beta-blocker. I told him that we 
would stop that. There was a good reason for that—this particular beta-blocker in combination with asthma can 
result in sudden death. That is not a good combination. When someone complained about that, they did not go to 
one of my colleagues and ask why this had happened; they went straight to the medical board and complained that 
I had stopped the medication without reason. There was a reason, actually—the patient really did not want to die 
quickly. Again, that process took a long time. The response from the medical board was not, “This was a vexatious 
complaint; nonsense; sorry for having troubled you; carry on.” No—the response was, “You got away with it this 
time; be careful.” The insidious suspicion was that I had been investigated because I was unprofessional and 
“we’re going to keep a close eye on you because you’re a danger to society”. This medical board we have now is 
responsible for quite a number of doctors committing suicide because of the stresses they are exposed to by simply 
being investigated, often for vexatious complaints. I am not saying that the board should not investigate doctors, 
by no means, because it is essential. We have to keep our society safe from people who are unprofessional.  
I imagine that the same thing happens in the veterinary business; that is, people are judged and are held accountable 
until they have been exonerated. It is a very stressful time. When a profession is so at risk of suicide and self-harm, 
with alcohol and drugs, because of the stresses they are under, I would like our legislation to ensure that those 
bureaucrats who are in charge of having the very important task of ensuring that our professionals are behaving 
professionally are also human; that they are reasonable; that they will not judge indiscriminately and put people under 
pressure; that they will, as Hon Dr Steve Thomas mentioned, look at things with an even eye and allow things to be 
progressed gently, if need be; and only use the full force of the law if it should be necessary. From bitter experience, 
I would suggest that we need to be very careful about this because we do not want anyone else to kill themselves.  
Members must expect it of course from someone in my position within the party: I would like very much for us to 
consider the use of certain medications that are used for animals—cannabinoids. Cannabinoids are being used more 
frequently in veterinary medicine. We know that pets—dogs and cats—with arthritic pain are given cannabinoids. 
We ought to have this medication more freely available. I put that plug in there because members were expecting 
it and because it is good medicine. Having said that, I will support this bill and thank the government. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Hon Pierre Yang. 
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LEGISLATION BILL 2021 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 2 June. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [8.07 pm]: I rise as the lead speaker for the opposition on the 
Legislation Bill 2021. My interest in this legislation goes as far back as 31 October 2018, when the Leader of the 
House had carriage of the bill that preceded this one. In her second reading speech, the Leader of the House mentioned 
powers to correct errors without the need for such changes to be enacted by Parliament. In due course I will touch 
on the extent of my concern. I indicate at the outset that the opposition will support this bill. 
The trend in our times is for digital to replace printed copy in many aspects of our lives, and the printing and publishing 
needs of Parliament are no different. We can all readily see legislation online. This bill will ensure that that electronic 
version is indeed the official version. The State Law Publisher has served the Parliament of Western Australia 
well, but it is now time for it to be downsized and reconfigured to provide only limited essential services. The 
opposition has been told by the government that it needs to be more effective and make better use of technology, 
and that this bill is one way in which that will be done. Time will tell whether that is the case. However, some of 
the critical aspects of this change include timing, direction and communication. In my view, it is necessary for there 
to be careful consideration about these three critical aspects of change so that this process is managed properly and 
the results sought are, in fact, achieved. Importantly, when we are moving from paper to digital, it is vital that we 
consider certain issues such as data security, storage and retrieval. 
Interestingly, the current State Law Publisher website sets out the history of the State Law Publisher and its predecessors. 
It was as far back as 1870 when the government printer began with the appointment of Mr Richard Pether. He applied 
his trade as an apprentice in 1852 at the age of 13 years with the publishers of the Inquirer. He left printing at the 
age of 26 and became a clerk in the office of the Colonial Secretary, Fred Barlee. He was appointed the government 
printer at the age of 31, together with a compositor, Mr William Watson. They arranged for three printing presses, 
equipment, type and paper to be collected from Fremantle Prison and taken by the paddle-steamer Puffing Billy 
to Perth to be housed at the newly created government printing office. This was located at the corner of Pier and 
Murray Streets. The premises were formally the home for destitute women. It eventually became the government 
printing office, until 1959. Mr Pether, who was the inaugural government printer, retired in 1901. Mr Watson 
succeeded him until 1907, when he then retired, and Mr Frederick Simpson was then appointed the government 
printer and was to become the longest-serving government printer, retiring in 1942. 
During the Second World War, the government printing office played an important role in producing military maps. 
With the introduction of modern printing machinery in the 1950s, there came a move for the government printing 
office to go from Perth to Wembley in 1959. By the 1970s, the government printing office transitioned from hot-metal 
typesetting to offset. By the late 1980s, hot metal was being used only for some specialised work. In 1986, its operations 
were reviewed with the government printing office re-emerging as the state printing division, placed under the 
Department of Services. With the appointment of Mr Garry Duffield as the government printer in 1987 came a reform 
program and a significant capital injection into the state printing division. This saw the introduction of state-of-the-art 
equipment and, coupled with changes in management and work practices, served to make the state printing division 
a commercially viable organisation. These changes established the state printing office as a formidable leader in the 
printing industry with apprentice training and the introduction of quality assurance certification. It was to become the 
first major printing establishment in Western Australia to achieve such accreditation and certification. 
By late 1993, the government commenced the privatisation of the printing operations of State Print, with the sale 
concluding in January 1995 to the Coventry Group, a Western Australian company. As part of the privatisation 
process, the government retained a small part of the printing operation, establishing the State Law Publisher. In that 
same year, State Law Publisher moved to William Street, Perth. The privatised part of State Print was to remain 
at the Wembley site until late 1995, when it then moved to premises in Dyer Road, Bassendean, where it was known 
as Allwest Print. The Sands Print Group took over the operations of Allwest in 1998 and continued to operate from 
the Bassendean premises until it closed in 2001. 
I understand that, at its peak, the government printing office employed some 460 staff. It met most of the printing 
needs of not only the government, but also the Parliament, as well as printing many of the phone directories at the 
time. With the growth of the printing industry in Western Australia and current state-of-the-art technology and 
facilities available, the major needs of the government are now, of course, better served by private sector printers. 
In 2018, Parliamentary Counsel’s Office took over the online publishing of Western Australian legislation from 
State Law Publisher. The following year, we saw the closure of the William Street facility and the move of staff 
and equipment to Dumas House in West Perth. I am informed that the current team of six is led by government 
printer, Kevin McRae, who was appointed in 2017. 
With that historical context, the bill before us seeks to improve the provision of services to the public, create 
administrative efficiencies across government, reduce costs to government agencies and enhance the public account 
accessibility of Western Australian legislation, providing improved access to justice. 
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As I conclude, I will highlight the one area of concern that the opposition has, albeit that we support the legislation. 
This is set out on the supplementary notice paper, which members will note has been distributed. In particular, 
reference is made to clause 42 of this 64-clause bill. It is the proposal of the opposition that clause 42 be amended. 
Briefly, by way of explanation, it is our view that giving any person—whether Parliamentary Counsel or otherwise—
the ability to change legislation without there being oversight by the Parliament is not satisfactory.  

It is for that reason that we have suggested to the government that Parliamentary Counsel be required, once 
a year, 30 days after the end of each financial year, to provide a summary of the editorial changes it has made to 
the Western Australian laws and that that summary be provided to the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation 
and Statutes Review. We will debate that further in the event it is necessary when we get to the supplementary notice 
paper in Committee of the Whole House. However, I ask the government to give serious consideration to this small 
mechanism that will provide oversight of any changes that have been made by a person other than the Parliament of 
Western Australia. With those comments, I indicate that the opposition will support the bill. 

HON MATTHEW SWINBOURN (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [8.18 pm] — in reply: 
I must admit that I am a little bit surprised to be speaking so soon. I thank Hon Nick Goiran for his contribution to 
debate on the Legislation Bill 2021 and his traversing of the history of the government printer. It was interesting. 
I believe that a government printer used to live next door to my uncle, of all people, for a very long time. His name 
was John Strijk. I note Hon Nick Goiran’s point about the supplementary notice paper. I think it would be best to 
deal with this matter in Committee of the Whole House rather than in my reply. With that, I commend the bill to 
the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Committee 

The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Steve Martin) in the chair; Hon Matthew Swinbourn (Parliamentary Secretary) 
in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Steve Martin): Members, we are dealing with the Legislation Bill 2021 and I note 
that we have supplementary notice paper, issue 1. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: This bill had a predecessor; it was the Legislation Bill 2018. It was third read in the other 
place on 30 October 2018 and introduced into this place on 31 October 2018. I note that, some three years later, it 
was never brought on again for debate for reasons known only to the government and the Leader of the House, 
who had the carriage of the bill at the time. I draw to the attention of the parliamentary secretary that there are a couple 
of differences in the second reading speech of the 2018 bill, which was read in by the Leader of the House, from 
the second reading speech read in by the parliamentary secretary. In 2018, the Leader of the House said that 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office — 

… has consulted extensively on the changes that are proposed to be implemented in the bill. They have 
widespread support from key legal stakeholders. 

I compare and contrast that with what the parliamentary secretary said in his second reading speech, in which he 
indicated, “All those who responded supported the proposals.” Can the parliamentary secretary clarify how it is 
that things have changed from widespread support to now unanimous support? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: In terms of the language, obviously, a new speech was prepared for this bill. No 
different consultation occurred in relation to that. As an explanation, the best I can do about how we have gone from 
widespread support to unanimous support is that it is a stylistic word. Although, I acknowledge that “unanimous” 
has a specific meaning, as opposed to “widespread”, but I would not go so far as to say that unanimous support 
meant that people did not raise any issues with progressing with this bill. I do not want to misrepresent that as being 
the bill was clapped down the street when it was announced. I cannot give a specific reason about why we have 
moved from “widespread” to “unanimous” other than the general stylistic issues. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It has been three years since the earlier bill was introduced into this place. Is it the government’s 
contention that fresh consultation has been undertaken with key legal stakeholders in the last three years and it is 
those that have then responded over the last three years that have all indicated support? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: There has not been any further consultation since the 2018 bill, so I think it 
was just a re-characterisation of what was previously undertaken. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: There was a discussion paper in December 2016. The second reading speech says that 
there were 21 submissions received on the discussion paper and it then says that an overwhelming majority supported 
the proposed enhancements. Can we be informed about, specifically, how many of the 21 submissions were 
in support? 
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Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot give the member a breakdown of the 21 submissions that were 
received and how many supported the enhancements. But I will tell the member that 21 submissions were received, 
mostly from Western Australian government agencies, and an overwhelming majority of submissions supported the 
proposed enhancements. There was some feedback on the proposals, particularly the power to renumber legislation. 
Some government agencies pointed out that renumbering provisions would have implications for non-legislative 
material that refers to legislation, and suggested that the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office consult with affected 
agencies about the proposals to renumber. Some submissions also expressed concern that the enhanced powers be 
exercised conservatively in order to ensure that they do not change the law. Those submissions were taken into 
consideration in the preparation of the 2018 bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Could the 21 submissions be tabled? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: In my advice, we are not able to table the 21 submissions because some of 
them were given by heads of jurisdiction and we would need to consult with them before any tabling would occur. 
Therefore, at this juncture, today, we are not in a position to table those submissions.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: How many of the 21 submissions came from heads of jurisdiction? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not have that information at the table. I have been advised that some of 
them would be subject to cabinet-in-confidence. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Were any submissions out of the 21 received not subject to cabinet-in-confidence or from 
heads of jurisdiction? 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Sorry, can you say that again? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Twenty-one submissions to the 2016 discussion paper were received. Were any of them 
not cabinet-in-confidence or from heads of jurisdiction? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I do not have that information. I cannot provide that. If it is important to the 
member, I can undertake to provide that information to the member at a later date. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is super important because I understand that some feedback was received by the 
government on the 2018 bill, noting that the government decided not to undertake any consultation since that time—
over the last three years. That feedback, which is now three years old, included some concerns. The parliamentary 
secretary mentioned one of them in particular, which was with respect to renumbering, and a recommendation that 
parliamentary counsel should consult. There was also some discussion about utilising these powers conservatively. 
Might the parliamentary secretary be in a position to advise us from whom that feedback was given? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Can the member clarify his question? I am a little confused. Is he asking to 
whom the feedback was provided or who provided the feedback? 
Hon Nick Goiran: Who provided the feedback to government? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: At this stage, I do not know. I will have to consult further with other people. 
If an answer comes tonight, I will provide that to the member, but at this stage, I cannot provide that to him. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The second reading speech states that there was some feedback on the proposals to enhance 
the current editorial powers. I assume that if I ask who provided that feedback, we would probably be in the same 
situation—that the information is not readily available. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Yes, member. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I ask that we add that to the list of information that might be made available. I also note 
that with regard to the comment about heads of jurisdiction, I always find it a curiosity when government tells 
Parliament that feedback from the judiciary might not be readily available. My longstanding view has been that when 
we look at the three arms, if government is consulting with the judiciary and the government then asks Parliament 
to pass some changes to the law, having taken into account the feedback of the judiciary, Parliament should be 
informed as to what that is, particularly given that the government has the capacity to filter what gets provided to 
Parliament. That is certainly within the remit of government—to provide a bill in whatever form it likes. If lawmakers 
are to be able to make an informed decision about issues that the head of jurisdiction has made submissions on, it 
is best practice for us to be able to have that information available. If that requires, as a courtesy, for the government 
to reach out to the heads of jurisdiction and ask them if they would be happy for Parliament to be aware of their 
feedback, I think that ought to be done as a matter of course and generally be done prior to the bill being introduced 
and questions being asked. 
That said, I will see whether I can take clause 1 as far as I can. The second reading speech states that the bill will 
save parliamentary time because a greater range of editorial changes could be made. It then goes on to say that the 
current restriction on the exercise of editorial powers will remain. It appears inconsistent to, on the one hand, say 
that parliamentary time will be saved because these editorial changes can be made but, on the other hand, say that 
the restrictions will remain. Is the parliamentary secretary in a position to clarify how time will be saved if the 
restrictions will still be in place? 
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Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Let me see whether I can get this right. The law cannot be changed by what 
is happening here but the enhanced editorial powers will allow things to happen that have not previously been 
allowed to happen under the Reprints Act that would otherwise have had to be brought on in a bill, which would 
obviously change the words but not the meaning or effect of the law. That is, essentially, what those two conflicting 
points are trying to make. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To what extent will the passage of this bill impact on the printing and publishing needs of 
the Parliament? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: If I understand the question correctly, the member is asking what impact the 
changes will have on what WA Parliament itself prints. 
Hon Nick Goiran: A good example of that would be a committee report. When a committee has its report printed 
and published, will this bill have any impact upon Parliament’s printing, publishing, resourcing et cetera? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: If that is what the member is asking, my advice is that the answer is no, it will 
have no impact. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that the State Law Publisher previously occupied 300 square metres of space 
at 10 William Street in Perth and it currently occupies 70 square metres of space at Dumas House. What reductions 
were made in staff and equipment to facilitate the 75 per cent less occupied space following the relocation?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Member, I am struggling to understands how this fits within the bill. The 
State Law Publisher sits within the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and not within the Department of the 
Attorney General or the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office level of responsibilities. I do not have an adviser here to 
answer that particular question. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To what extent does the Legislation Bill 2021 have any impact on the State Law Publisher? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The member will probably find this unsatisfactory, but I do not have any 
advice here in terms of the State Law Publisher. Again, the advisers who are here are from PCO and the minister’s 
office, so I do not have anything in relation to those sorts of questions. I cannot take that any further. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Maybe it is easier for me to ask this: who will be impacted by the passage of this bill? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot give an exhaustive list of people because I do not have that. But it 
will impact most significantly on the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office because it will give PCO an opportunity 
to progress work in relation to the statute book. Obviously, the courts will be impacted by the efficiencies from 
accessing legislation electronically. Parties to proceedings will also be impacted because they will no longer 
have to produce certified copies of bills; they can rely on electronic versions. Obviously, the general community 
will be impacted because they can be assured that when they access law through electronic means it will be an 
official version that they can rely on. There may be rats and mice kind of things outside of that, but they are the 
main parties. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. That is helpful. I agree with that list. I accept that the 
parliamentary secretary might not have the information readily available today, but I am particularly keen to get 
to the bottom of the impact of this bill on the Parliament of Western Australia and the State Law Publisher. I would 
like clarity on the extent of the impact of the passage of this bill on those two bodies in particular. I think the list 
that the parliamentary secretary gave, which includes the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, the courts, parties to 
proceedings and also the general community, are good ones for the reasons that the parliamentary secretary outlined. 
But it would be useful to have a clearer understanding on the record of the impact on Parliament and the State Law 
Publisher. I am happy to try to take us forward, but I gather from the previous answers that the parliamentary 
secretary might need to get further information about that. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Certainly for the State Law Publisher, for the reasons described, I think that 
I mentioned that we do not anticipate that Parliament’s publications will be impacted, which was the subject of 
one of the member’s earlier questions. Is the member seeking to take further the other impacts? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The difficulty is that 21 submissions were referred to in the discussion paper in December 2016. 
I do not know whom those submissions were from. One or more individuals from Parliament may have made 
a submission with respect to the discussion paper. One or more individuals from the Parliament, or indeed from 
the courts, may have been the ones who expressed some concerns or provided some feedback with respect to the 
renumbering issue. We can certainly take up the renumbering issue when we get to clause 37, because clause 37 
expressly deals with numbering and renumbering. I am keen that we do not miss anything in the meantime, between 
now and clause 37. That is the general context for why I am trying to ascertain whether there is any impact on 
Parliament and the State Law Publisher. If any of those organisations have previously provided a submission, it 
would be helpful to know. 
I guess that takes me now to the 21 submissions in respect of the discussion paper of December 2016. We have, 
separately, had a discussion about widespread support, and we have been provided with an explanation on the 
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difference between widespread support and unanimous support. I understand that the widespread support is in respect 
of the bill. Does that indicate that there was a separate consultation process? There was the discussion paper of 2016, 
which attracted 21 submissions, which were seemingly largely supportive. Separately, another consultation process 
took place between 2016 and 2018, which then provided other widespread support. If that is the case, I seek 
confirmation on who was consulted in that second consultation process? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I want to be precise on these things. The member has raised a number of issues 
about consultation. I will take them on notice and seek to provide what information I am able to provide at the 
next opportunity to do that. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. If I can just refer back to the debate on 27 June 2018, 
the Leader of the House in the other place at the time—I am not sure whether he is at the moment—was 
Minister Templeman. He was speaking on behalf of the Attorney General, and he made mention of the fact that the 
publication of these things has been shared between Parliamentary Counsel’s Office and the State Law Publisher. 
At the heart of my concern—it is not even necessarily a concern, but a request for clarification—is the extent to 
which the State Law Publisher will continue to provide services to the Parliament of Western Australia. If as 
a result of this legislation there will be a consolidation of the role of the State Law Publisher, I want to be sure 
that that will not have a consequential impact on the Parliament. We went through the exercise earlier with respect 
to committee reports, and we are seemingly quite confident that it will not have an impact.  
For many years, the State Law Publisher has provided services to the Parliament of Western Australia. If the 
State Law Publisher has now been reduced to a mere 70 square metres in Dumas House, instead of 300 square 
metres at 10 William Street, Perth, and this bill is, in part, the consolidation of that process and the continuation of 
a shift of responsibilities to Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, that is fine as a matter of principle, but I want to be 
satisfied that it will not have a detrimental impact on the Parliament of Western Australia. I have come full circle. 
This is why we need the benefit of knowing who were the 21 submitters, most of whom seem to be largely supportive, 
but some of whom are not necessarily so and have raised some concerns. 
I am trying to take us forward. However, I am reluctant for us to steam ahead to the remainder of the bill, for the 
reasons that I outlined earlier. I do not want to have a situation whereby we get to clause 37, for example, and 
suddenly realise that there was a submission that dealt with an earlier part of the bill. I seek clarification from the 
chair. Is it in order for the chamber to defer consideration of clause 1 to enable us to move to the other clauses of 
the bill, or must clause 1 be dealt with first? 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Steve Martin): That is a good question, Hon Nick Goiran. I will seek some advice. 
I believe this is a first, Hon Nick Goiran and parliamentary secretary, so we are just doing a bit of research; bear with 
us, please. Members, on advice—this is probably without precedent—I believe it is possible that clause 1 be deferred 
until after clause 64. That would require a vote. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank you for that advice, deputy chair. I genuinely was not sure what the answer to that 
would be and whether clause 1 could be treated differently. Thank you for confirming that it is possible. Parliamentary 
secretary, I will just test the appetite of the government about whether there is any willingness to do so. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: We will not be supporting a deferment of clause 1, member. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In light of the numbers in the chamber, I am not going to move a procedural motion for 
no particular purpose. I will just make a few observations at this point. The bill before the chamber is the 
Legislation Bill 2021. It is largely the same bill as the one that the McGowan Labor government brought into the 
fortieth Parliament in 2018, almost three years ago. We have found out tonight that nobody in government has done 
any further consultation in the three years that have followed. As we have seen with other bills, what happens is 
that often the COVID-19 pandemic is blamed for the government’s inability to do its work. I remind members that 
there was no COVID-19 in 2018 or 2019, so that excuse does not fly. 
As a result of the government’s lack of preparedness to consult, we are now in a situation this evening whereby 
the opposition supports the bill but has concerns that this bill will allow Parliamentary Counsel to change the 
statutes of Western Australia. We will pass bills like this bill here in a particular form and Parliamentary Counsel 
will have the power to make certain changes. The government will be quick to say that those changes will be 
“minor”, and it will use language like “editorial changes” and the like. The opposition does not oppose that but 
wants to test what is meant by “minor” and what is meant by “editorial changes”. It is for those reasons that we 
have put some amendments on the supplementary notice paper. However, what is of particular importance to the 
opposition is to ascertain which of the people with whom the government did consult prior to 2018 have raised 
concerns. We know from the answers that have been provided this evening that most of the 21 submissions to the 
2016 discussion paper were from agencies. We also know that some were from heads of jurisdictions. We do not 
know what those heads of jurisdictions have said. For example, it may be that one of the responders to the 
discussion paper was the Chief Justice of Western Australia. It may be that the Chief Justice has raised some 
concerns. We do not know whether that is the case, because the government is not in a position this evening to let 
us know. 
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There is a simple solution to that, of course, and that is to defer the consideration of clause 1. We could then move 
to all the remaining clauses in this bill. There are some 63 other clauses, most of which could be dealt with fairly 
expediently, but the government is saying, “No. We will not agree to that to facilitate the scrutiny of the legislation; 
instead, we will block that from happening.” While the government is busy blocking that process, it is saying, 
“We, the McGowan Labor government, won’t provide you with the information as to who responded and provided 
some concerns about this bill.” That is the situation we find ourselves in this evening. To say that that is unsatisfactory 
does not even start to cut it. Nevertheless, that is where we are at. 

I would very much prefer, on a bill like this, not to have to need to ask the government questions on all 64 clauses, 
because this is not a bill that needs that kind of scrutiny. This bill has the support of the opposition. We have 
one relatively narrow concern, which can be addressed when we get to clause 42. But we want to be satisfied before 
we pass this bill that the concerns of others are being properly met. 

When I look at the Daily Notice Paper and the orders of the day for today, 17 August, I note that order of the 
day 24 is the Courts Legislation Amendment (Magistrates) Bill 2021. The reason that that is relevant at this time 
is that we know there are heads of jurisdiction in Western Australia who have strong views about that legislation, 
and some of that is starting to emerge from some of the advocacy that has come from the Law Society of 
Western Australia in recent times. There is no doubt that that is why the government decided not to bring that bill 
on at this time. 

The point is that when the heads of jurisdiction provide feedback to the government, it is important for lawmakers 
to have access to that information. To obstruct and hide that information does a disservice to the fulfilment of our 
duties in scrutinising the legislation. I express on behalf of the opposition our disappointment in the government for 
refusing to facilitate the passage of this bill by either deferring debate on clause 1 or simply providing the information 
that has been sought—that is, the information on the 21 submitters to the 2016 discussion paper and, in addition, 
those who have responded to any subsequent consultation. In particular, we want the information from those who 
have had some concerns. It has been referred to by the government as feedback, but, like anything, language can 
be cute at times. Feedback could also be a disguise for concerns. The government has received some feedback, or 
some concerns, and we want to make sure that those things are being properly scrutinised. 

Our ability to do so this evening is being impeded because of the refusal of the government to provide that 
information. I hasten to add that, as per usual, the hardworking parliamentary secretary is doing the best he can in 
the circumstances that he finds himself in. He cannot suddenly produce documents and lists of things if he does not 
have them at his fingertips at the table of the chamber. Therefore, the criticism from the opposition is not with him, 
but there is criticism about the process and there is criticism of the government. The decision-makers in government 
have decided that they will not allow this bill to receive proper scrutiny. That is most unsatisfactory, so I regret that 
it has left us with no other option than to scrutinise all 64 clauses that remain. 

I take this opportunity to ask the parliamentary secretary whether the government has had an opportunity to consider 
and consult on the proposed amendments in issue 1 of supplementary notice paper 1 from Tuesday, 15 June 2021—
obviously, it was issued prior to the winter recess—and what is the attitude of the government on those amendments. 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think we have considered them. The member said “consider and consult”. I do 
not think it is normal practice to consult on opposition amendments. I do not know what others do, but I understand 
that consideration was given to them. We will not be supporting them and we have our reasons for that. I am happy 
to share them with the member now if he would like or we can wait until he proposes to move them at a later time. 

Hon Nick Goiran: I am relaxed either way. 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Until the member moves them, I will leave the reasons there. As I say, I think 
they were considered genuinely, but we have a difference of view on them. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Before we conclude on clause 1, the parliamentary secretary has indicated that there are 
a number of things that he will try to get information on so that there is no misunderstanding when we get to further 
clauses. Can he clarify what information the government is currently seeking? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I think I said to the member that I would see whether I could get information 
for him, not to undertake to give information, because, as a parliamentary secretary, I do not have the power to 
give an undertaking to give the member information, only to seek to give it. There is an important distinction there. 
I do believe that the points the member made were about who provided feedback to the government and things of that 
ilk. We will obviously have people check. I do not want to do a disservice to what has transpired earlier in the night. We 
will have access to Hansard. I think I was clear at the time that I made the statements about those things about what 
things we would follow up. As I say, I think the member’s concerns were about the 21 submissions, who submitted 
them, whether access could be given to those submissions and obviously the impact on the State Law Publisher and 
Parliament. That is what I understand the member was seeking from us and I will seek to give information. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: To clarify, we definitely know that there have been 21 pieces of feedback on the 2016 discussion 
paper. Do we have enough information available to us this evening to confirm whether there was a secondary 
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consultation process? The parliamentary secretary might remember that I mentioned that there was a 2016 discussion 
paper, and we know that there were 21 submissions and that a variety of views were expressed, but was there a second 
round of consultation, perhaps when the bill was being drafted? Maybe, as part of that response, the parliamentary 
secretary could indicate how many drafts were made of the Legislation Bill. 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I cannot take this any further because I cannot be certain of those issues. I do 
not want to go down a path whereby I have to later correct myself because I have given that information. I think 
the member asked a similar question earlier on about the stages of this thing and he talked about the 21 submissions 
at the preparation of the 2018 bill and I think I made comments at that time. I will stick with the comments I made 
at that time. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: If I look at the comments made on 27 June 2018, I note that the minister in the other 
place said — 

PCO has consulted extensively on the changes that are proposed to be implemented in the bill. 

Consulted extensively? This is interesting. He went on to say — 

In 2015, PCO wrote to key legal stakeholders affected by the proposals to modernise the processes for 
publishing WA legislation and sought their feedback. All those who responded supported the proposals. 

That is about a consultation process embarked upon as far back as 2015.  

The minister went on to say — 

In relation to the proposed enhancements to editorial powers, the PCO issued a public discussion paper 
in December 2016 seeking submissions on those proposals. The discussion paper was made available 
online, and responses could be made by way of an online survey, email or letter. Emails inviting submissions 
on the discussion paper were also sent to a large number of legal stakeholders and others considered to 
have an interest in the proposals. Twenty-one submissions were received on the discussion paper. An 
overwhelming majority supported the proposed enhancements. 

That tells me, parliamentary secretary, that there were at least two rounds of what I am going to refer to as consultation. 
There was the 2015 consultation process embarked upon by Parliamentary Counsel’s Office and there was the 
December 2016 discussion paper consultation process. I accept that the parliamentary secretary indicated that 
information is not readily available this evening, but what I want confirmation of is whether a third round of 
consultation occurred by way of the drafting process. We know that if any consultation occurred in a third 
phase, it must have occurred sometime after December 2016 and sometime before June 2018. June 2018 was 
when the 2018 bill was introduced into the other place. Over a period of about 18 months, over the course of 
the entire 2017 calendar year and the first half of 2018, there may have been a third phase of consultation. That 
remains unclear at this point. In respect of the second phase of consultation, we know that some feedback had 
been received on the enhancement to current editorial powers. I note that again the minister in the other place, on 
27 June, said — 

The PCO currently takes a very careful and conservative approach to the exercise of the editorial powers 
available under the Reprints Act 1984, and this approach will be adopted in relation to the enhanced 
editorial powers.  

I have no doubt that that would be the case. There would be no good reason why PCO would change its approach. 
The minister went on to say — 

If there is any doubt about whether the exercise of an editorial power would change the law, the PCO 
would not exercise the power. Any change would then have to be made by Parliament in the normal way, 
principally through a Statutes (Repeals and Minor Amendments) Bill. 

The question I have is: what process will Parliamentary Counsel’s Office embark upon to determine whether there 
is any doubt? It will have to decide whether something fits under these enhanced editorial powers. Ministers across 
a couple of Parliaments have said that if there is any doubt, PCO will not exercise that power. What is the process 
that will guide whether it will exercise that power or not? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: As the member is aware, the Reprints Act currently allows PCO to undertake 
editing powers. There is an internal process that it goes through in which it is given careful consideration—I think 
that is the term the advisers used. Going to the point the member made about the speech that was given some years 
ago, a conservative approach is given to that. I do not think this bill will result in a new practice because there is 
already an existing practice in place within PCO. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I think it is a good point. There is an existing process that Parliamentary Counsel’s Office 
uses to determine whether it will utilise its existing editorial powers or whether it will wait to deal with any of 
these types of matters by way of an omnibus-type bill. This bill will not change that process; it will enhance those 
editorial powers. What process does PCO use at the moment? 
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Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: From what I understand about the process that happens within PCO, it obviously 
deals with legislation all the time. PCO will identify at some stage that there is an error or issue that needs to be 
addressed. Whomever is dealing with that, whether it be the editing team, parliamentary drafters or others—because, 
obviously, they are all handling legislation at different times for different reasons—will identify the issue and the 
potential fix for the issue and then that is elevated to a senior parliamentary counsel level to approve that point. I have 
asked the advisers here how many people might fill that senior parliamentary counsel role and my understanding 
is that it is about three. We are talking about a very narrow, experienced group of people who make that final call 
on whether that law is changed. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you; that is excellent. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: Just by way of interjection, I think I used the words “law is changed”. The law is never 
changed; it is just that the word is changed. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Yes, well, that is what we hope. Whether the law is changed as a result of the amendment 
remains to be seen on a case-by-case basis, but I accept that this is, in part, a power that has existed with the 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office for some time. Equally, I note that the government expressly used the word 
“enhancements” in the second reading speech, so whatever the power is at the moment, and even if PCO has been 
using it in a conservative fashion for many years, the government is saying it is enhancing the power that is going 
to PCO. However, there is not an equivalent enhanced oversight regime. 
The regime at the moment is that one of three people makes a final call. None of those three people have ever been 
elected by the people of Western Australia to be a lawmaker, but that is the regime at the moment. We are now 
enhancing that power. I hasten to add that we support that enhanced power, but we believe that there needs to be an 
enhanced oversight regime. That enhanced oversight regime could simply consist of that same office, PCO, which 
has said it uses the existing power conservatively and will continue to use it conservatively, and has a process that 
ends up meaning that one of three people has the final say on these things. The opposition is simply saying that it 
would not be too much trouble to ask PCO, once a year, to provide a summary of those changes so that they could 
be considered by the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review. That committee might 
decide to do nothing with it because there might be no need to. It might agree with everything that has been done—
that PCO has used the power responsibly and conservatively, and that there is no change in the law. Equally, the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review might identify a problem and be then in a position 
to report to the Legislative Council about that problem. That seems to me to be an appropriate balance in this matter, 
but I think it has already been confirmed it is not a balance that the government is prepared to agree to. I think that 
is a real shame. 
Before this bill comes into operation, will it require the preparation of any regulations? If so, what is the current 
status of that preparation? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: There will be a requirement for regulations. My advice is that they have not 
been prepared because we are waiting for the passage of the legislation. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is a usual explanation. There is no doubt that this bill is going to pass, unamended, 
so I would encourage parliamentary counsel and those responsible to commence the preparation of the regulations 
so that this new law, which was inexplicably delayed by the government for three years after it was introduced in 
2018, can now commence. 
What clauses of the bill will be impacted by the need for regulations? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The following clauses will be impacted: clause 8(3), which is about prescribing 
an alternative website if the usual address for the WA legislation website cannot be used for technical or other reasons; 
clauses 10(1)(c) and (d), which specify the particular subsidiary legislation that must be published on the WA legislation 
website; clause 10(1)(e), which prescribes other laws that must be published on the WA legislation website; and 
clause 10(2)(a), which prescribes other material that may be published on the WA legislation website. The difference 
between those two subclauses is that subclause (1) is about subsidiary legislation that must be published and 
subclause (2) is about the ones that may be. These clauses will also be impacted: clause 15, which prescribes the 
recognised formats for official electronic versions of legislation; and clauses 15 and 16, which prescribe the way 
in which the official status of electronic and hard-copy versions of legislation will be indicated. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Clause 2 deals with the commencement of the bill. It indicates that, with the exception of 
part 1, the bill will commence on a day fixed by proclamation. When does the government intend to proclaim this bill? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I am advised that it will be in the first half of 2022. The rationale for that is the 
need to prepare the subsidiary legislation—the regulations—and also for the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office to put 
in place administrative arrangements due to the consequences arising from the passage of the bill. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand the need for the drafting of regulations. The parliamentary secretary mentioned 
that four clauses are impacted by the need for regulations: clauses 8, 10, 15 and 16 of the bill. I imagine that that 
small amount of regulation drafting would not be the reason that this legislation needs to wait until the first half 
of 2022. It is more likely that the reason would be the administrative arrangements that the parliamentary secretary 
referred to. What are those administrative arrangements? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: I am advised that the administrative arrangements to be put in place are between 
PCO, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, which currently publishes the Government Gazette, and other 
government agencies to enable subsidiary legislation to be published on the WA legislation website instead of in 
the Gazette. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Do the administrative arrangements have nothing to do with staffing, resources or anything 
of that nature?  
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: Sorry, honourable member. I listened to the member’s question, but in the course 
of discussing it at the table, I missed its precise details. Can the member just be clear about what it was that he asked? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I was asking whether the impact and resourcing of staffing was captured by these administrative 
arrangements that are needed and will delay the commencement of this law until the first half of 2022. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: No. My advice is that that is not the impact. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I find it curious that the act needs to wait until the first half of 2022 when I have seen some 
regulations get drafted at great pace. I am not sure why this one needs to wait until 2022. That said, can I take it that 
the government is not in a position to guarantee that the act will commence in the first half of 2022? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: In these times, member, I cannot give such a guarantee, for any multitude of 
reasons. The most obvious reason is, as we all know, the impact that the COVID pandemic might have, or any other 
sorts of issues. It would be speculation, so I do not think it would be appropriate to give any guarantee. It is the 
government’s intention to do it in the first half of 2022, and I suspect that PCO is very keen to progress that, given 
that the legislation relates directly to its work. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the parliamentary secretary guarantee that it will be done sometime in the next 10 years? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: To the extent that I am able to give such a guarantee, it is absolutely our intention 
to do it within the next 10 years. Parliamentary Counsel’s Office has pursued the introduction of this bill with great 
enthusiasm. The bill will improve the way PCO can deliver its services to the state. I know what the member is getting 
at and the point he is making. Together with the government, PCO is keen for this bill to be passed and the act 
proclaimed so that more efficient and effective processes for the publication of WA legislation and enhanced editorial 
powers can be put in place, to name just two of the benefits that will be implemented by the bill. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: We know that the government cannot guarantee that this will happen in the first half of 2022, 
but it has an intention for it to happen then. I am curious about why it needs to take that long, given the little amount 
that needs to be done to bring this legislation to fruition. Nevertheless, the government is saying that it will take 
until the first half of 2022, but it cannot guarantee that. That is the government’s intention. The government is equally 
intent on seeing this legislation become law within the next 10 years, but cannot give us an ironclad guarantee that 
that will be the case. This brings me to the amendments on the supplementary notice paper, and I take this opportunity 
to explain to members why it is that the opposition proposes to oppose clause 2. 
I consulted with Parliamentary Counsel’s Office about the amendment that sits on the supplementary notice paper—
in particular, the amendment at 2/NC2. It was the view of Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, or the advice, that the 
best way to achieve the objective that I was seeking would be by opposing clause 2 and inserting a new clause 2. 
The extent that there is a difference between what is currently sitting in the bill at page 2, lines 4 through 8, and 
what would appear in the event that new clause 2 was agreed to is, really, two particular points in the amendment. 
One point is that proposed section 44, “Review of Act”, would commence on the day after assent. There is no good 
reason—I think the government might be willing to agree to that—why proposed section 44 cannot commence the 
day after assent. Nothing much turns on that. But what does turn on it is that there is also a proposed amendment 
that would ensure that if this law was not brought into effect sometime in the next 10 years, the act would be repealed. 
This is the type of amendment that received—let us use the language of the government—“overwhelming support” 
or great levels of support, certainly in the fortieth Parliament. An overwhelming majority used to frequently support 
an amendment to this effect. In the fortieth Parliament, it became quite customary to see amendments of this sort 
put forward, which would simply ensure that if a government of any persuasion decided that it did not want to or 
could not proclaim an act, the act would be repealed if a period of 10 years had passed. I understand that during the 
clause 1 debate, the parliamentary secretary indicated that the government will not be supporting that amendment. 
Now might be a convenient time to provide some explanation. 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: The member is right; we will not be supporting that amendment. The government 
has included a review provision in clause 44, which the member quite rightly pointed out, requiring the relevant 
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minister to review the operation and effectiveness of the act and to prepare a report on that review as soon as 
practicable after the first anniversary of the day on which proposed section 44 comes into operation. What the member 
is seeking to do with his amendment to the commencement provision is have the review provision come into effect 
on the day after royal assent, meaning that the remainder of the act will come into effect on a later proclamation 
date and it will not have been in operation for five years when the review provision requires the review to be 
conducted. It makes sense for the review period to start to run only when substantive provisions of the act come 
into operation; it makes no sense for us to support a review period running when no substantive provisions have 
commenced. Therefore, we will not be supporting that part of the member’s amendment. 

Regarding the other part of the member’s amendment, the member is seeking an amendment that will repeal the 
act automatically if the remainder of that act is not proclaimed within 10 years after the day of royal assent. This 
is, obviously, the preferred drafting of PCO for these commencement clauses. The government opposes the inclusion 
of automatic repeal mechanisms in a piecemeal way in individual acts. Although the government understands the 
reason behind the request, which is to avoid legislation languishing on the WA legislation website without it ever 
being proclaimed, this legislation before us is not the type that will linger unproclaimed for any length of time. Given 
our intention to proclaim, the amendment will have no effect at all. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The government might say that, but it would be surprised how quickly time passes, because 
it has been three years since this bill was first brought in by the Leader of the House and it has been allowed to 
languish ever since. Three years goes quite quickly. One would be surprised how quickly time can pass.  

With regard to the contention that effectively it is not worthwhile allowing clause 44 to commence immediately, 
thereby triggering the time period in which the statutory review will take place, I offer the following observation. 
I appreciate that it is hardly going to persuade or change the mind of the government but I think it is worthwhile. 
If in five years’ time, we find that the government—hopefully, it will be a new government by then—has still not 
proclaimed this particular bill, would it not be a good thing for someone within government to prepare reports to 
that effect and alert the Parliament to say, “Five years has passed in this 10-year time frame. Are we still serious 
about this legislation or not”? At that point in time, the report might come to the house and the government will say, 
“We haven’t proclaimed it for these reasons and we no longer have any intention of proclaiming it.” That would 
be a good thing to know. I think it fits in well with this notion of having this 10-year period that will finalise the 
period of time in which a proclamation can take place. As I said, I make those comments knowing full well it will 
not change the attitude of the government with respect to clause 2. I note that in the event that our intended opposition 
to clause 2 is not supported by the house, proposed new clause 2 will fall away. 

Clause put and passed. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Can I get an indication of whether members want to go through the bill clause by clause? 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: At this stage, it is the opposition’s intention to go through each of the clauses. There will be 
no need to ask that question. However, I hasten to add that if the government is in a position to provide the information 
that the opposition was reasonably seeking in clause 1, there will be absolutely no need to do so. 

Clause 3: Object of this Act — 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The first two objects of the act, which are set out in clause 3(2)(a) and (b), do not create 
any concerns because they simply indicate that the desire is to ensure that our legislation is made publicly available 
and to ensure that official status is given to the electronic form as well as the hard copy. However, the third of the 
objects provides some concerns for the reasons that I outlined earlier. Are there any changes to clause 3 in the bill 
before us compared with the 2018 version of the bill? 

Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN: There is only one object in this bill; the other three things set out how that object 
is achieved. I am advised that there are no differences between clause 3 in the 2018 bill and clause 3 in the 2021 bill. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Clause 3(2)(c) states — 

conferring power on the Parliamentary Counsel to make editorial changes … in appropriate cases … 

What is meant by “appropriate cases”? Can the government provide examples to the house? 

Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 

HEALTH (NOTIFICATION BY MIDWIVES) AMENDMENT REGULATIONS 2021 
Question without Notice 467 — Statement 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [9.47 pm]: I did not have an opportunity 
to do this earlier in the evening. I am advised that an answer that was given today by Hon Stephen Dawson to 
Hon Nick Goiran, in question without notice 467, referred to a table. I am advised that the table was not provided. 
I wish to table that now. 

[See paper 468.] 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110468c6710c6e178bf7a5d482587350007564b/$file/tp-468.pdf
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SOLDIERS AND SIRENS PROGRAM 
Statement 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan) [9.47 pm]: I have been following an issue relating to an 
organisation called Soldiers and Sirens for several months. It is a wonderful organisation that provides mental 
health support services for police, first responders and veterans. Unfortunately, it has no funding and it has now 
folded, which is a crying shame. I asked the Minister for Police whether he would be prepared to provide some 
funding for this organisation in order to resurrect it and provide essential mental health support services for all 
those groups mentioned. In the response he gave, he did not commit to it. He acknowledged that Soldiers and 
Sirens was one of the preferred providers. He also said that there were opportunities to access other mental health 
support services, including 24/7 access to on-call clinical psychologists and chaplains, and in-house and external 
psychological services. 
As a result of that, word has got out. I have received a large number of responses from serving police officers 
saying, firstly, that they were not aware of those support services; and, secondly, that they are very supportive of 
Soldiers and Sirens. This is a sleeper for the government. The mental health issues for police officers and other 
first responders and vets are extraordinary. We live in an increasingly complex society, as I have said before. To 
be faced with trauma and to feel that they do not have those support mechanisms is really taking its toll. They are 
suffering in silence. A number of officers have written to me over the last couple of weeks since I asked that question. 
I intend to read only the responses from officers who gave me permission to do so. In pretty much every instance, 
for logical reasons, they have asked that they be provided anonymously. I have one such response. I cannot read 
the whole lot because it is five or six pages long, but I will read the most appropriate aspects to indicate what pressure 
this police officer has been under and what they perceive as being a lack of support from the force and support for 
Soldiers and Sirens. It states — 

I have been a serving police officer with Western Australia Police Force (WAPOL) for 19 years and have 
worked as a detective for the past 13 years. 
During my career I have worked in various areas which include general duties policing in metro WA as 
well as country postings at Kalgoorlie and South Hedland … I have attended homicide scenes, serious car 
crashes, suicides, other sudden deaths (including the suspicious death of a newborn baby), violent fights, 
riots, jobs involving firearms, sex assaults and many more. I have worked in specialist investigative fields 
of child abuse (conducting over 100 interviews with child victims of sex assaults and violent crime), family 
violence, gang crime and general investigations. Whilst on duty I have been punched in the face, punched 
in the stomach, had to engage in physical fights to protect myself and others and I’ve been sworn at and 
yelled at more times than I care to remember while serving the WA community. 
Before joining the police, I had not been victim or witness to any forms of violence in my life. I had a calm, 
loving upbringing and joined the police mostly due to fond childhood memories of our local policemen 
teaching us how to ride bikes safely and conducting traffic warden training with us at primary school. The 
violence, trauma and horror of policing came as a shock to me, although not entirely unexpected and I felt 
unprepared for life as a police officer … 
I wish to highlight my dealings and experiences with WAPOL Health and Welfare Division and share 
some of my recent personal challenges with mental health. 

Later, it goes on — 
On one occasion during my career, I received a generic email from Health and Welfare following attendance 
at a hanging death (first on scene) whilst working at South Hedland. That is the only email I have ever 
received following a job which involved a sudden death or traumatic incident which acknowledged the 
fact I had been involved with a traumatic incident. I learned to accept witnessing and being involved in 
death and trauma was just part of the job and the expectation was and still is, that you complete your shift 
as required and “get over it”. 
… 
In 2015 a man who had been my Sergeant for 14 months shot himself dead while on duty. I had transferred 
from that office about 5 weeks prior to his death and was on weekly leave at the time I heard of his passing. 
I was extremely distraught at the news and found myself becoming very upset at work in the weeks and 
months which followed. I later found out that officers who were working at that squad at the time of the 
death were offered support and fellowship in some form. I assume that was facilitated through Health and 
Welfare but I’m honestly not sure. I received no contact from anyone in WAPOL regarding the death 
aside from the general broadcast distributed to all police … 
Since February 2019 I have been working at an office which conducts investigation into serious offences 
where the victims have been through major trauma. The jobs I have conducted mean I have sat with victims 
for many hours over several weeks or months, taking statements involving incidents of rape, torture and 
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some extreme accounts of sexual, physical and mental abuse. Some of these victims had been subjected 
to this offending for long periods of time and in the most extreme case, for over 25 years. I also conducted 
long interviews with offenders for these jobs, some of which went on to kill themselves following interview 
or charges being preferred. In the instance where one suspect killed himself days after I had interviewed 
him for over 5 hours, I was left to follow up with the victim as well as liaise with the deceased’s family, 
who were hostile towards me, thinking I had somehow played a part in his death. I received no offer of 
support from my OIC and the first time that job was mentioned to me was one week later when my OIC 
walked past my desk and asked, “How’s the tidy up from last week’s job going? Nearly finished?” 

It goes on later — 
After I had attended two psychology sessions and was feeling a little stronger, I went to my OIC and advised 
them that work was having an enormous physical and mental impact on my personal life and mental 
health. I also told them I had engaged with a psychologist. My OIC offered no solutions, nor did they ask 
if I needed assistance with work. I know it wouldn’t have appeared obvious to my OIC that I was struggling 
because I was still completing my work and functioning as best as I could while at work. I was most affected 
in the hours outside of work, although my home life was good with no extra stresses coming from my 
marriage or kids. 

It goes on later — 
The weeks which followed were some of the lowest of my life as I couldn’t see a way out of my situation 
and felt like a complete failure. I wondered if I would ever be able to work as a police officer again. The 
stress of what was happening was immense and I didn’t know where to go for help. The physical symptoms 
continued, and the nightmares kept coming. It was difficult to get appointments through EAP and so at 
some stages my psych appointments were 4 or 6 weeks apart. Eventually I had used up my 6 “emergency” 
sessions and as I didn’t know what my options were from there, I sent a message to a friend who I knew 
was a former police officer and CEO of Soldiers & Sirens. They were able to see me relatively quickly 
although their senior psychologists were booked up for months in advance, so I saw a junior psych there 
a couple of times which bridged a gap for me and gave me hope. It was a relief to know they were there 
whenever I needed them and also understanding of my unique position as a police officer. 

It goes on — 
I feel that Health & Welfare have done very little to assist in my recovery. They have simply facilitated 
my return to work and even then, I have felt pressure to return. I have been advised that once I’m back at 
work in a substantive role following the completion of the return-to-work program that my case with 
them will be closed. That will be next week. My treatment and recovery are still only in the early stages 
(mostly due to the delays and difficulty in getting help) and I am still restricted from doing certain jobs 
although I’m not exactly sure of the restrictions. I haven’t received any documentation following my final 
appointment at Health & Welfare almost three weeks ago. I’m still confused as to what this really means 
for the future or who decides which duties I am fit to undertake. 

She concludes by saying — 
I would like to think that at some point in the future police officers will be able to easily access specialist 
psychological services and not have to go through the scrutiny and stress to prove that they are injured as 
a result of their job as I have had to. It is widely known that most police will suffer PTSD, anxiety or 
depression at some stage during their careers. What is being done to help police officers through mental 
illness now is clearly ineffective and we are still losing too many officers to suicide. 

As I said, I have received a number of those letters, and they all cover pretty much the same area. Officers feel that 
the support services they have are, firstly, not known to them, which is something I think Western Australia Police 
Force needs to take on board; and secondly, not sufficient. Soldiers and Sirens has the imprimatur of the 
Commissioner of Police. I asked the commissioner about it in a hearing of the Standing Committee on Estimates 
and Financial Operations last week, and he was supportive of the program. It also has the imprimatur of a raft of 
officers, past and serving, including the widow of an officer who recently took his own life, and I will be telling 
her story in a week or two.  
I really hope the government can see its way clear in the current budget to facilitate the funding of this wonderful 
organisation. I will continue to support it, because I believe in it. I have spoken to a number of people, including 
the founder, the CEO and people who have benefited from the program. I ask the government to please consider 
funding it. As I have said previously, I will continue to prosecute an argument with my federal colleagues, but, quite 
frankly, the bulk of the officers and personnel who benefit from Soldiers and Sirens are state employees. They are 
police officers or retired police officers, first responders or veterans. 
This is a good program, and I think the minister understands it is a good program. On behalf of all the serving police 
officers and first responders affected I say: please, please, please fund Soldiers and Sirens. 
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CALEB AZUKA 

Statement 

HON DAN CADDY (North Metropolitan) [9.57 pm]: I rise tonight to inform the house that the WA Restaurant 
and Catering Awards for Excellence 2021 were held last night. Of the 19 awards that went to establishments in 
the metropolitan area, 12 went to establishments in the North Metropolitan Region, which I represent. This is 
an outstanding achievement. But the main reason I rise tonight is to recognise this year’s winner of the title of 
West Australian Chef of the Year, Mr Caleb Azuka. Chef Caleb’s restaurant, Caleb Restaurant and Bar, is one of 
my local restaurants and, as such, I am extremely fortunate to have eaten there on several occasions. It is no surprise 
to me that Caleb was named Chef of the Year; his food is absolutely exquisite—obviously, or else he would not 
have been so recognised. 

As someone who was told when he came to Perth just five years ago that he would never be accepted here, this is 
an incredible achievement. However, what brings me to my feet tonight to recognise chef Caleb is his personal story. 
Caleb is African–Italian. He learned his art in Italy, much of it in his nonna’s trattoria in Bologna, before moving 
to the United States where he perfected his art and became a renowned TV chef. Why did he then come to Australia? 
Well, there was a Perth girl involved in that, and that is their story to tell! 

But what truly impresses me about Caleb is his desire to make the world a better place. This is something in him 
that he has lived and breathed, both during his time in the United States and now in Australia. Although he has 
been recognised this week for his culinary abilities, it is his humanitarian abilities that impress me even more 
than his food, which I have been lucky enough to enjoy. His regular feeding of homeless people in Perth, his 
work in educating those less fortunate in the art of cooking and general hospitality, and his desire to inspire local 
African youth in the culinary field are just a few examples. Congratulations, Caleb. Being an outstanding chef is 
commendable; being an outstanding human is priceless.  

G2G APPLICATIONS — HANNAH JOHN 

Statement 

HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [9.59 pm]: I rise to share a recent conversation that I had with 
Hannah John, a midwife who is currently working in South Australia. I contacted Hannah after seeing an ABC article 
about some of the difficulties Hannah has faced in making a G2G application to enter Western Australia from 
South Australia to start a position at Kalgoorlie Health Campus as a midwife. 

By way of backstory, Hannah’s partner had recently moved to Kalgoorlie and was working there. Kalgoorlie is 
a small place. He had a conversation with a resource officer working at Kalgoorlie Health Campus, who mentioned 
that a midwife position was available and that Hannah should apply, and she did. She was successful and was very 
much looking forward to joining her partner in Western Australia. 

We had a conversation about some of the difficulties Hannah has faced. In July, Hannah received a job offer from 
Kalgoorlie Health Campus and was waiting for the contract to be finalised. On 19 July, Hannah applied for the 
first time for a G2G PASS, and the system rejected her and requested further information. Hannah’s work contract 
had by then been finalised and she was able to use that as supporting evidence.  

On 29 July, Hannah applied for a G2G PASS for the second time. This time, she uploaded her signed work 
contract as evidence. The following day, her application was rejected again. This time, the system was a bit more 
verbose. It gave her a list of documentation that she needed to provide to support her WA residency. That included 
a WA driver’s licence, a WA utility bill, a removal notice, a lease agreement, and a vehicle transport invoice. Hannah 
was a bit confused at this point as to what she needed to provide. She had not moved out of her South Australian 
residence yet so she did not have any supporting documentation on that side, and she did not have a WA driver’s 
licence because she had not gone to Western Australia yet. 

Hannah called up the G2G hotline to clarify the situation and spoke to a very friendly lady on the other end who told 
her that at a minimum, she needed to provide a work contract and a signed lease agreement. Hannah’s partner had 
already moved to Kalgoorlie, so she had both the lease agreement and the work contract documents. On 30 July, 
Hannah applied for the G2G PASS a third time and submitted both documents. On 31 July, the system rejected 
Hannah again. This time, there was no request for documents; all it said was “rejected for further information”. 

Hannah was confused and frustrated at this point. It had been 12 days since she had first applied for the G2G PASS, 
and she had followed all the advice that she had been given. Hannah next reached out to the resource nurse at 
Kalgoorlie Health Campus to see whether she could get some support. This nurse was away on leave for two weeks. 
I want to say that I am not here to point fingers at the healthcare system or this nurse in particular. I think nurses 
in WA, especially regional WA, are doing a fantastic job. They are certainly achieving more with less. This nurse 
returned from leave and was sympathetic to Hannah’s situation and advised her to complete a COVID-19 workforce 
deployment risk assessment declaration form. I am not sure what that is, but Hannah completed it and was told it 
would take two weeks to process. 
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This brings us to 11 August, when there was a media conference by Hon Roger Cook, Minister for Health, announcing 
new incentives for international midwives, nurses and doctors. That included paying for their flights and hotel 
quarantine. This was a $5 000 relocation incentive and a $3 000 reimbursement for hotel quarantine, so $8 000 all 
up for international health workers who want to come to Western Australia. This has been extended to 200 junior 
doctors from the United Kingdom and Ireland. Hannah saw this press conference and was understandably angry and 
upset. It had been four weeks since she had made her initial application. Hannah is a health worker who is trying 
to come to WA. She is being provided with no incentives, and she cannot get across the border. Hannah is willing 
to pay her own relocation costs and removal fees, and to go through the two-week quarantine period, to come to 
regional WA and offer her expertise in a system that desperately needs help right now. 

There was a Facebook post that outlined the health minister’s comments. Hannah saw that post and commented 
on the situation and on her frustration. People saw Hannah’s comments and were sympathetic. They liked the post. 
It was getting some traction. An ABC moderator saw this and reached out to Hannah for comment. On 12 August, 
the ABC ran an article outlining Hannah’s situation, and Western Australia Police Force, which controls the 
G2G PASS application, was asked to comment. A police spokesman said Ms John’s rejection came with a specific 
request to provide more information in future applications. This statement is actually incorrect. As I pointed out, on 
the third time she provided all the documentation she was asked for. This statement by police was correct for Hannah’s 
second application but not her third. By way of supporting evidence, Hannah had, again, not moved out of her place, 
so she did not have a car transport receipt or moving lease. She had not moved to WA yet, so she did not have 
a WA driver’s licence. She was very fortunate in her circumstance that her partner had already moved to Kalgoorlie, 
so she could meet the minimum bar for the documentation she was asked to provide. Later that day, on 12 August, 
the health minister was asked for comment on Hannah’s situation for the article. He responded by saying — 

“She’s now been assisted by WA Country Health Service to get all the clearances she needs and I hope 
Ms John will be able to join not only her partner but the great health workforce of Western Australia, 
particularly given she’s going to practice in an area where we need as many staff as possible.” 

I completely agree with the statement by the health minister, and I am glad to see that Hon Roger Cook was finally 
getting involved in this situation. I then spoke to Hannah after reading the health minister’s comments to see whether 
she had seen them and whether somebody from the health service had reached out and contacted her. Hannah told 
me that no-one from the health service had contacted her; however, a police inspector had reached out to her and told 
her that a G2G PASS glitch had been identified the previous day and fixed, and Hannah’s G2G PASS application 
had been approved. 

That is obviously good news in this case; however, it has taken four weeks and an ABC article putting pressure on 
the minister for the situation to get resolved—that is, for a fully vaccinated midwife to travel to regional WA to 
work in the town of Kalgoorlie, which desperately needs her expertise. Hannah told me the only reason she was 
still planning to come to WA was that her partner was here; otherwise, she would have given up, and we would have 
lost a healthcare worker. 

I am glad the situation has been resolved for Hannah, but it raises several questions. Hannah said something that 
I thought summarised the situation really well. According to my notes she said — 

I am glad it has worked out for me personally, but I should not have had to resort to media exposure to get 
some attention on the issue. I am sure it has happened for others and they will not be reviewing those cases. 

One, how many other health workers and other people travelling to WA has this happened to? Two, how many other 
potential WA jobs have been lost, and potentially lives, as we are talking about the WA health system, as a result 
of this glitch? Three, why is the G2G PASS system so rigid and strict about the proof of residency for workers 
who are in the process of moving to this state, especially healthcare workers? Four, why are international doctors 
and health workers being given priority over domestic health workers, and should this incentive be extended to 
them? I have a quote from the secretary of the WA branch of the Australian Nursing Federation that really backs 
my thoughts and feelings on this. He said — 

“I am a little bit concerned the government can get 200 doctors here in a matter of weeks, but we don’t 
seem to be able to do the same thing for midwives … 

I completely agree with his comment. As was pointed out by Hon Dr Brian Walker previously, healthcare workers 
are really on the frontline in this pandemic and they literally put their lives on the line every day. We should be rolling 
out the red carpet for healthcare workers, not making their lives more difficult. 

Finally, what was the glitch that had to be fixed to avoid similar situations in the future? In the tech field, if software 
is released and there is customer impact, a correction of error report is created. That report outlines the situation, 
what happened, why it happened—the root cause and the steps that will be taken to mitigate it. That is shared with 
stakeholders, which gives them confidence that the problem is understood and the appropriate steps are being taken 
to fix it. In this situation, all we had was a statement by a police inspector saying that the issue had been resolved, 
and we do not know how many have been impacted. Noting the time, I will resume my comments at a later stage.  
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ELECTRIC VEHICLES 
Statement 

HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [10.09 pm]: I rise today to talk about electric vehicles. I start 
by acknowledging the really good announcement today by the state government about the 45 new charging locations 
around the state. As someone who has owned a couple of electric vehicles, I know that this is a really important 
step down the path of increasing the level of uptake in this state. EVs matter for a range of reasons. Obviously, they 
matter for the climate. I want to quote from Minister Johnston’s press release today, in which he is quoted as saying — 

“An electric vehicle charged using the State’s … grid will generate 30 per cent less greenhouse gas emissions 
than a conventional petrol vehicle. 

That is really important because transport accounts for about 18 per cent of our greenhouse gas emissions in this 
state. Of course, most people who own EVs are pretty conscientious and often charge from their solar panels, so 
they would be getting a much greater reduction than that. There is a range of other benefits, including air quality, 
fuel security and even for household budgets. Although this is a really good announcement, one of the things that 
it highlighted is how far we have to go in this space. 
There was a really interesting episode of Flashpoint on last night, if anyone watches that show; I do not normally, 
but I saw this one. It had a really important point. Globally, about 4.5 per cent of vehicles are electric. In Australia, 
it is less than one per cent, and WA is one of the worst performing states. As Will Golsby, the general manager of 
the RAC, said, nationally we are lagging behind the rest of the world and in WA we are lagging behind the rest of 
the nation. That got me thinking: why is that and what can we do? Today’s announcement is a really good first step 
in addressing that. But the global evidence shows that that is not going to be enough. As EVs have taken off around 
the world, another key thing is needed, and that is incentives. Infrastructure is in one bucket and incentives are in the 
other bucket. We have seen some pretty impressive uptake rates in places like Norway, where about 60 per cent 
of all new cars are electric. That is amazing. It has very generous tax incentives there. Even the United States, the 
United Kingdom and other countries are offering up-front cash incentives, and they are getting quite high percentages. 
I looked at other states. I think this is where we need to take on board the comment from the RAC: why are we 
lagging? Other states are offering up-front rebates on electric vehicles. In New South Wales, there is a $3 000 rebate 
on the purchase of an EV valued at under $68 000, and a stamp duty exemption. In Victoria, the same thing applies 
and there is also a target of 50 per cent of all new cars sold to be electric by 2030. The Australian Capital Territory 
goes a bit further; it has two years’ free registration and no stamp duty. There is a similar thing in Tasmania. 
So I thought: let us look at what WA can do. I have been thinking about solutions, and which solutions do not cost 
money—so, solutions that would be budget-neutral. One of those is around stamp duty. It was really interesting to 
look at. I had just bought an electric vehicle and I thought it would be interesting to see how much stamp duty is paid 
on an electric vehicle as opposed to a non-electric vehicle. I bought a Tesla Model 3, the cheapest Tesla, and I paid 
about $4 600 in stamp duty. On an equivalent-sized Camry or Mazda 6, the stamp duty payable is $3 000 less. 
I thought the Kona was interesting. There are matching models of Kona—one is electric and one is not, but otherwise 
they are identical Hyundais. The stamp duty payable on the petrol model is $1 700 and the stamp duty payable on 
the electric one is $4 421. The stamp duty payable on the electric model is $3 000 more, but people are actually doing 
the state a favour. This is a really interesting lever that the state could use and there would be no real cost to the 
bottom line. It would even out stamp duty. The state would not even have to waive stamp duty, but just make sure 
that those things were evened out. It would be a really keen incentive to getting there much more quickly. 
One of the other things Minister Johnston said today is that the government is planning for a future in which 20 per cent 
of new car sales are expected to be of electric vehicles by 2030. Twenty per cent by 2030 is way too low. That is not 
what is going to happen. I have had other conversations that suggest a very different outcome. I will give some examples 
of what car makers are going to be doing. All Audis will be electric by 2026; 50 per cent of BMWs will be electric by 
2030; all Fords will be electric by 2035, as will all General Motors vehicles; Hyundai will have 23 electric cars by 2025 
and 100 per cent will be electric by 2040; all Jaguars will be electric by 2025; all Peugeots will be electric by 2023; 
all Volkswagens will be electric by 2025; all Teslas are already electric; and all Volvos will be electric by 2030.  
I was thinking: what cars are we planning on buying in 2030 if 80 per cent of those cars are not going to be electric 
vehicles? This will ramp up much more quickly, but we need to get in front of it and plan for it. Putting in place 
the right incentives now that can marry with the infrastructure investment that we saw today is going to be really 
important. We are seeing this globally. President Biden set a target of 50 per cent for new car sales to be EVs by 
2030. This is where the world is going and where we are going. I am putting it on the table to say that there are low 
cost simple ways to make sure that we go down that path, too. Infrastructure is a great first step that I think is worth 
congratulating the government on, and I hope that we can see some partnered incentives with it as well. 

TOKYO OLYMPIC GAMES — ARAN ZALEWSKI 
Statement 

HON JACKIE JARVIS (South West) [10.15 pm]: I stand today to acknowledge the fantastic performance by 
the Australian men’s and women’s hockey teams at the Tokyo Olympics, and acknowledge especially the captain 
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of the men’s hockey team, Aran Zalewski, who is of course from Margaret River. For members who do not know, 
Hockey Australia’s high performance unit is based in Perth, which means all our hockey Olympians have been 
living, working and playing hockey in Perth for the last few years. The women’s hockey team, the Hockeyroos, won 
their first five games in a row. That is not bad for a team that has not had any international competition for more than 
18 months, unlike its European counterparts. The women’s hockey team won five games in a row. Unfortunately, 
in the quarter final—hockey can be a heartbreaking game—they were knocked out in a sudden-death playoff when 
they lost by just one goal. They certainly left the Olympics with their heads held high at quarter final level. The 
Kookaburras, the men’s hockey team, played a number of games and got through to the gold medal match, where 
they met Belgium. At the end of full time it was a draw and, unfortunately, the team lost out by just one goal during 
a penalty shootout, but have come home with a silver medal. 
I mentioned the captain of the Australian men’s hockey team, Aran Zalewski from Margaret River. Aran was raised 
in Margaret River. His parents Wally and Cathy Zalewski still live in Margaret River. Aran started playing hockey 
when he was a student at Margaret River Primary School. He is on the public record as acknowledging his primary 
schoolteacher, who was also a junior hockey coach and a family friend, Mark Harrison. Mark Harrison was a teacher at 
Margaret River Primary School when Aran was there, and Aran has been publicly quoted as acknowledging the support 
he got from Mark as a teacher. I worked out that Aran would have left Margaret River Primary School about 18 years 
ago and I am happy to report that Mark Harrison is still a teacher at Margaret River Primary School. He has continued 
to be involved in the Margaret River Hockey Club for as long as my children were playing there. My three daughters all 
played hockey at the Margaret River Hockey Club and Mark Harrison has been a permanent fixture at the club, as 
has Wally Zalewski, Aran’s dad, despite the fact that his son has not played for Margaret River for a couple of decades. 
Wally has also been a passionate advocate for the Margaret River Hockey Club and continues to remain involved. 
Just a little about Aran. As I mentioned, Aran is a product of Margaret River Primary School. He first featured 
in the national hockey team in 2011. By 2012, he was in the Olympic development squad. He did not quite make 
it into the Olympic team that year, but in 2014 helped Australia win a gold medal in the Commonwealth Games 
and also the world cup. By 2016, he had represented Australia at the Rio Olympics. In 2018 there was another 
Commonwealth Games. Members might remember that this was on the Gold Coast. I was fortunate enough to 
see a couple of hockey matches on the Gold Coast to see Aran play and Australia win a gold medal at those 
Commonwealth Games. Aran played his 200th international game representing Australia at the Tokyo Olympics 
at the semifinal and then in the grand final, he led Australia to a silver medal.  
Aran grew up in Margaret River. He is a product of Margaret River Primary School. Country kids who are talented 
in team sports do really well as juniors because they get to play against adults. It is a feature in country towns that 
kids who are really good at sport end up playing hockey, footy or netball against the best adults in the competition. 
Unfortunately, it also means they outgrow the competition. My understanding from what I read is that by the time 
Aran was about 12 or 13 years old, he was already playing in the South West Hockey League, which is the top 
competition in the south west, based out of Bunbury Hockey Stadium. I guess there was nowhere else for him to 
go in the south west so he relocated to Perth. He went to Aquinas College as a boarding student. 
I note that that happened in the early 2000s. Since then, a lot of support has been offered to regional athletes. I have 
a media release from Hon Dr Tony Buti dated 7 July on three-year funding arrangements for regional athlete 
development, including the regional athletic support program. The $3 million funding will support the regional 
talent development network and regional athlete travel subsidy scheme. These grants will go to programs across 
regional Western Australia. Closest to my heart is obviously the South West Academy of Sport, which has a mix 
of government funding and corporate support. It is close to my heart because my daughter has been a member of 
its hockey development squad for the last few years. Under that program, talented kids from a number of towns 
across the south west can play AFL, netball and hockey and compete in individual athletics. There are swimmers, 
a wheelchair athlete and cyclists who get a certain level of support from the South West Academy of Sport. The 
hockey squad is coached by former Hockeyroo Nicole Arrold. These kids are getting world-class hockey coaching 
in their region. Similar programs are run at the Midwest Academy of Sport and in Broome and Esperance, and the 
great southern, goldfields and wheatbelt regions. These programs are fantastic because it means that country kids 
do not necessarily need to leave at the age of 12 or 13 to access high-level coaching. 
I want to mention that Aran is a great product of the south west. I was incredibly thrilled when he agreed to do a Zoom 
meeting with the hockey kids development squad at the South West Academy of Sport. About a week and a half 
before the Tokyo Olympics, on the night before he was due to fly to Darwin with the team for its final training session, 
he gave up about an hour and a half of his time to talk to the kids via Zoom. He answered their questions and talked 
about the pitfalls he has had along the way and the challenges. He said that the only time he received any publicity 
was when he went surfing in Margaret River during lockdown with his mate Nat Fyfe. Apparently, he told the kids 
that he was quite glad that he was a bit under the radar media-wise until then. I think it is fantastic that someone at 
that level freely gave his time to talk to those kids, as I said, the night before travelling to compete at the Olympics. 

House adjourned at 10.23 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

HEALTH — SCHOOL HEALTH NURSES 
169. Hon Donna Faragher to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to school health nurses employed by the Department of Health, and I ask, will the Minister provide a list of 
Government and non-Government schools that currently have a school health nurse located on their site, including 
the FTE allocation for each? 
Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
[See tabled paper no 467.] 

MINES, INDUSTRY REGULATION AND SAFETY — NEW STANDARD ENERGY 
180. Hon Brad Pettitt to the minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
I refer to the six New Standard Energy Ltd (NSE) petroleum wells in the Canning basin (Lanagan 1, Lawford 1, 
Gibb Maitland 1, Nicolay 1, Woodward 1, Blachford 1) that were left unplugged and/or unrehabilitated, including 
four wells that were the subject of directions notices issued by the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and 
Safety (DMIRS) to the company in late 2018, and I ask: 
(a) have any of the works required under the directions notices been carried out by the company: 

(i) if yes to (a), what works and at which well, or wells; 
(b) has any rehabilitation work been carried out at any of the six wells by any other party: 

(i) if yes to (b), what works and at which well or wells; 
(c) has NSE provided any funds for any closure and rehabilitation works at any of the wells; 
(d) has the DMIRS commenced any legal proceedings against NSE for failure to comply with the directions 

notices: 
(i) if no to (d), why not; 

(e) what action has the DMIRS taken to ensure that other companies do not surrender or terminate exploration 
tenements and have no further legal or financial liability for the unplugged and/or unrehabilitated status; 

(f) given DMIRS earlier estimate that the cost of closing and rehabilitating one of the six wells (Nicolay 1) 
would be around $1.5 million, what is the Department’s current estimate of the cost of rehabilitating each 
of the six NSE wells; 

(g) what is the source of the funds to pay for the required closure and rehabilitation of these six petroleum wells; 
(h) could the Minister please list all other petroleum wells (and their original operators) in Western Australia 

that are now in the position of requiring closure and/or rehabilitation works, but no longer have a company 
associated with the tenement; and 

(i) will the Government establish a pooled onshore petroleum rehabilitation fund as recommended by the 
Western Australian fracking inquiry: 
(i) if yes to (i), when; and 
(ii) if no to (i), why not? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a)–(g) DMIRS has a robust compliance regime that aims to ensure companies complete their rehabilitation 

commitments. DMIRS continues to instruct New Standard Energy Ltd (NSE) that they must complete and 
fund the rehabilitation and closure works at all sites. Currently, NSE has not commenced the works required 
under the directions notices. Investigations are ongoing and enforcement options will be considered. The 
$1.5 million dollar cost estimate to rehabilitate and close Nicolay-1 is a preliminary cost estimate only. 
A detailed cost estimate has not been completed for the remaining well sites. The remaining sites do not 
have wells that require decommissioning as only site preparatory works were completed. Therefore, 
rehabilitation costs would be considerably less that the Nicolay-1 site. 

(h)–(i) DMIRS is undertaking compliance investigations for two wells (Waggon Creek-1 and Vienta-1) that do not 
currently have an active title holder due to the title expiring. As an outcome of the Independent Scientific 
Panel Inquiry into Hydraulic Fracture Stimulation in Western Australia (WA), the WA Government published 
a paper on financial assurance. This paper is available on the WA Government Hydraulic Fracturing website. 
The Government will continue to keep under review its regulatory regime to ensure the best outcomes 
for Western Australia. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4110467cf53eed5ae49a1c524825873500075646/$file/tp-467.pdf
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SCHOOLS — EDUCATION SUPPORT PROGRAMS — ENROLMENTS 

183. Hon Donna Faragher to the Minister for Education and Training: 

(1) I refer to Western Australian government schools that offer education support programs for students with 
high needs, and I ask, how many students are currently enrolled in the education support programs at the 
following schools: 

(a) Aveley North Primary School; 

(b) Balcatta Senior High School; 

(c) Broome Senior High School; 

(d) Cable Beach Primary School; 

(e) Forrestdale South East Primary School; 

(f) Karratha Primary School; 

(g) Pine View Primary School; and 

(h) Swan View Senior High School? 

(2) For each school and education support program referred to in (1), what is the current total enrolment capacity? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(1) (a)–(h) The schools listed provide programs for students with low to moderate needs. 

School Name Enrolments as at Semester 1, 2021 

Aveley North Primary School 50 

Balcatta Senior High School 24 

Broome Senior High School 34 

Cable Beach Primary School 19  

Riva Primary School (Planning name – 
Forrestdale South East Primary) 

Program opens in 2022 

Karratha Primary School 18 

Pine View Primary School Program opens in 2022 

Swan View Senior High School 16 

(2) There are no set capacities for education support programs because they are an integral part of the host school. 

SYNERGY — PRODUCTION COSTS 

185. Hon Dr Steve Thomas to the minister representing the Minister for Energy: 

For each Synergy electricity generation plant, including coal, gas and renewable generation, what was: 

(a) the cost per unit of electricity production in 2017–2018; 

(b) the cost per until of electricity production in 2019–2020; and 

(c) the total cost of maintenance in 2020–2021 to date? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 

(a)–(c) As Synergy operates in a competitive market the information requested is commercial in confidence, as 
it would provide Synergy’s competitors with sensitive commercial data. 

WA COUNTRY HEALTH SERVICE — CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES — WAIT TIMES 

186. Hon Donna Faragher to the minister representing the Minister for Health: 

I refer to child development services provided by the WA Country Health Service, and I ask, will the Minister advise 
of the current median wait times for children, in the primary years of schooling, to access the following services: 

(a) pediatricians; 

(b) audiologists; and 

(c) clinical psychologists? 
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Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a) 118 days 
(b) 124.5 days 
(c) 96 days 

The information provided is for the current quarter, 1 April 2021 to 21 June 2021. 
The age range for the data is five (5) years to eleven (11) years. 

__________ 
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