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THE SPEAKER (Mrs M.H. Roberts) took the chair at 2.00 pm, acknowledged country and read prayers.
REFUGEE WEEK
Statement by Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests
DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale — Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests) [2.01 pm]: Refugee Week
is being celebrated across Australia this week from 19 to 25 June. It includes United Nations World Refugee Day
on 20 June. Refugee Week started in Australia in 1986 and is observed annually to raise awareness about issues
affecting refugees. It is also an opportunity to recognise and celebrate the contributions Western Australians from
refugee backgrounds have made, and continue to make, to all levels of our society. They are an important part of
Western Australia’s strong character. Refugees and other displaced people often become real agents of positive
change and contribute to their new communities when they are given a chance and the tools to thrive. A shining
example of this is the achievements of Hon Ayor Makur Chuot, MLC, who came to our shores as a refugee and is
now a proud member of the Western Australian Parliament.
Although it is important to protect and improve the lives of refugees every day, Refugee Week helps us to focus
national attention on the struggles of those fleeing conflict or persecution. The theme for Refugee Week 2022 is
“healing”, highlighting the importance of human connections, empathy, and shared experiences in promoting
healing. Healing takes place when we engage with our communities and when we seek commonality and learn
from each other. Refugee Week 2022 is being celebrated through events across Western Australia that encourage
all these things. This includes the Centre for Stories, which is hosting a storytelling event in the Hay Street Mall.
The Association for Services to Torture and Trauma Survivors is launching its new book titled 30 Years, 30 Stories
to celebrate three decades of services to humanitarian entrants and refugees settling in Western Australia. The
WA Museum Boola Bardip will be running Refugee Week: A Place to Call Home tours in the Connections gallery,
highlighting the unique ways WA’s global networks have shaped our past and continue to drive our future. The
Office of Multicultural Interests is featuring storytelling videos from refugees who have left their countries in the
hope of building a safe and successful life in Australia. In Refugee Week, WA Labor is very proud of the election
of Fatima Payman, a refugee from Afghanistan, as a senator for Western Australia.
ASSISTED REPRODUCTIVE TECHNOLOGY AND SURROGACY LEGISLATION
Statement by Minister for Health
MS A. SANDERSON (Morley — Minister for Health) [2.03 pm]: I rise to advise the house that, as the Minister
for Health, I have established a ministerial expert panel to support the development of contemporary surrogacy
and assisted reproductive technology legislation.
In August 2021, following the tabling of the government response to The review of the Western Australian Human
Reproductive Technology Act 1991 and the Surrogacy Act 2008 by Associate Professor Sonia Allan, the government
committed to the development of new assisted reproductive technology and surrogacy legislation in Western Australia.
This legislation will include expanding the eligibility criteria to provide same-sex couples and single people with
the opportunity to conceive a child through assisted reproductive technology. Equity of access will be provided for
altruistic surrogacy, including consideration of women facing impending infertility, single men, people in same-sex
relationships, transgender people and intersex people. A ban on commercial surrogacy will remain. Also under the
new legislation, a streamlined process will be developed for surrogacy approval that is more consumer friendly.
Contact between donor-conceived people and their biological donor will be supported, if this is desired and when
both people consent.
The panel’s terms of reference are to seek expert advice on specific elements of new assisted reproductive technology
and surrogacy legislation; undertake targeted consultation on specific issues for which further consultation is required
to best serve the needs of Western Australians; and develop and propose policy positions for elements of new
assisted reproductive technology and surrogacy legislation for consideration by government.
The panel will be chaired by Professor Roger Hart. Professor Hart is currently a professor of reproductive medicine
at the University of Western Australia, head of the reproductive medicine service at King Edward Memorial Hospital
for Women and medical director at Fertility Specialists of Western Australia. Professor Hart is an internationally
recognised expert in the field of infertility and has a strong international research profile in infertility and reproductive
medicine with over 200 published papers. Other members of the expert panel include Dr Louise Farrell, OAM;
Dr Angela Cooney; Dr Ian Hammond, AM; Mr Martin Kavanagh; Ms Rachel Oakeley; Ms Fiona Seaward; and
Hon Dr Sally Talbot, MLC. I thank the chairperson and members for their engagement and look forward to hearing
their recommendations and policy proposals.
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CLERK ASSISTANT (COMMITTEES) — APPOINTMENT — DR ISLA MACPHAIL
Statement by Speaker

THE SPEAKER (Mrs M.H. Roberts) [2.06 pm]: Members, I am delighted to advise the house that following
Mathew Bates’ resignation as Clerk Assistant (Committees), Dr Isla Macphail has been appointed to that position
following a rigorous advertising and selection process. All of you will know Isla from her work over the past
12 years as Sergeant-at-Arms and principal research officer to the Procedure and Privileges Committee. Isla joined
the Legislative Assembly in 2007 and worked in the Assembly office and committee office before becoming
Sergeant-at-Arms in 2010. Among her many academic achievements, Isla holds a PhD in political history. She
was also elected earlier this year as national president of the Australasian Study of Parliament Group. Isla will take
up the role of Clerk Assistant (Committees) on 4 July. Congratulations, Isla.
[Applause.]
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
COAL-FIRED POWER STATIONS — CLOSURE
391.

Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Premier:

I refer to the Premier’s announcement to shut the Collie and Muja power stations and news today that Synergy will
not renew its contract to purchase energy from Bluewaters power station, placing at risk thousands of jobs in Collie
and across the south west.
(1)

Can the Premier confirm that his promise to transition workers extends to all energy workers in Collie
and is not limited to employees of just government agencies?

(2)

Will the Premier guarantee there will be no net loss of jobs or population in Collie as a result of this
announcement?

Mr M. McGOWAN replied:
(1)–(2) I did go to Collie last Tuesday to meet with the affected workforce in the community and various other
community groups. I met with hundreds of people about this, a subject about which I was criticised by the
state opposition—going down to Collie. It is a bit rich for the state opposition to flee the Parliament and
then complain about me going to Collie. It is a little bit rich on opposition members’ behalf, but not unusual.
We announced over $650 million worth of investment, including the existing Collie transition fund of
$115 million, specifically in job-creating projects in Collie. That is designed to ensure that Collie has
a sustainable and long-term future. I cannot think of another community that has received that attention
before out of an event such as this. That is designed so that over the coming years, particularly in the
lead-up to October 2029, we are able to successfully transition Collie and ensure that it remains a productive
and successful community.
On top of that, in conjunction with, I expect, the private sector, we will invest $3.8 billion into renewable
generation because we know that renewable generation is cheaper, reliable and a large part of the future
in making sure that we can keep household prices down across Western Australia. The expectation is—
we will do all the relevant engineering studies now—that a lot of that will be in the Collie area because
of the nature of that area. With dams and hills, pumped hydro makes sense in that vicinity. They are the
sorts of things we are doing.
In terms of every single individual, the expectation and the commitment is that people will be case managed.
Certainly, that is what I want to do. There is money in this announcement for specific training and support
packages for individuals. Obviously, a range of individuals will be entitled to various forms of redundancy
payment. As I committed the other day, the transition group will continue to talk to the community and
individuals about redundancy payments to make sure that people are treated fairly. I look forward to further
advice coming forward on that.
The first of the closures that we announced the other day will not take place until 2027, and the second
will take place in 2029, so we have a considerable period of time to work this through. What we have
successfully done is provide certainty. We have not just said we are going to close you down tomorrow,
like the Liberal Party did in the state election campaign. We have given people time on these matters. We
have a process that we will phase out coal, which is no longer working in the way it once did, and will
transition to renewables, and that we will treat Collie fairly.
COAL-FIRED POWER STATIONS — CLOSURE
392.

Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Premier:

I have a supplementary question. Can the Premier confirm that contractors working for government agencies will receive
the same transitional redundancy package as direct government employees as part of the just transition package?

[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 21 June 2022]

2997

Mr M. McGOWAN replied:
These things are being worked through. We have not worked out the exact arrangements. Depending upon whom
they work for, their redundancy entitlements are different under their industrial agreements. That is the way it
currently works. Whether they work for Synergy, for Griffin Coal or for Premier Coal, their redundancy entitlements
are currently different. In terms of contractors, of course that is different as well. I have asked the transition group
to provide advice to the government on what it thinks should happen here. That is something that we will consider.
I met with the Collie Just Transition Working Group at Collie council chambers on Tuesday of last week and said
that we invite them to put forward whatever options and ideas they might have on these matters. I think that is a fair
way of dealing with it. The first of the closures that we announced the other day will not happen until October 2027.
It is now 2022. There is a considerable period to work through these details.
GST DISTRIBUTION
393.

Ms M.J. HAMMAT to the Premier:

I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to stand up for Western Australia and defend its fair
share of GST revenue.
(1)

Can the Premier update the house on the outcomes of last week’s national cabinet meeting, which was
attended by the Premier, and what those decisions will mean for Western Australia?

(2)

Can the Premier also advise the house how Western Australia is supporting the rest of the country,
including with higher GST revenue for other states?

Mr M. McGOWAN replied:
(1)–(2) I attended national cabinet with the new Prime Minister, and a range of new Premiers, actually, on Thursday
and Friday of last week. There was a great spirit of cooperation at that meeting, I thought, in particular
engendered by the Prime Minister. The commonwealth government has committed to extending the
National Partnership Agreement on COVID-19 Response, at a cost of, I think, $760 million, through to
31 December this year, which is a good decision. Also, all the states explained to the commonwealth the
pressures on our emergency departments, particularly the need to ensure that general practitioners are in
proximity, and that there are measures to get people who should not be in hospitals, particularly aged-care
and disability care patients, out of hospitals and into more appropriate accommodation, both to free up
hospitals and for their sake, because people do not want to be in a hospital bed unless they absolutely need
to be.
National cabinet also agreed to urgently address the skills shortage. I will be doing further work in that
regard over the coming week or so. The PM announced that he would put more resources into visa
processing, because we know that is a significant bottleneck for people coming into Australia, particularly
Western Australia. I was able to point out to the assembled Premiers that the average price of a house in
Western Australia is half that in Sydney—in fact, less than half that in Sydney. For the life of me, I do
not understand how ordinary people live in Sydney—I do not—because it is so expensive, and the price
of housing is so expensive. I pointed out that people can come to Western Australia and have a great life,
buy a better house at half the price, and get a higher paying job. It sounds like a good deal to me.
It was all going well —
Several members interjected.
Mr M. McGOWAN: It was going very well. I sat next to the NSW Premier at the dinner. He is a nice fellow. I got
on well with him. I spoke to him in the meetings. It was all good. But then NSW brought down its budget today. The
NSW budget has a breakout box, in which it blames its woes on Western Australia.
Several members interjected.
Mr M. McGOWAN: The New South Wales government is now running a bizarre, illogical and contradictory set
of arguments around the goods and services tax. It actually, extraordinarily, contradicts itself within two paragraphs.
I thought it was just the role of the state opposition to do that, but apparently the New South Wales government
has achieved it as well. The New South Wales government claims that Western Australia is exempt from contributing
to national disaster recovery. This is despite the fact that in the Black Summer bushfires, 320 Western Australian
firefighters and support officers directly helped with the response. The NSW government also failed to recognise
that over the period of the COVID-19 pandemic, Western Australia provided a great deal of support to New South
Wales. Members might recall that Western Australia also provided support to New South Wales with the floods. Of
course that is what we would do as fellow Australians, but we would not expect that we would get attacked for it.
Members might also recall that last year, the NSW government was refusing to put in place measures to deal with
the COVID-19 outbreak. That meant that the virus came to Western Australia. There were also, I think, two outbreaks
in Victoria, which got away from it, all because of what the New South Wales government had failed to do during
the outbreak in the middle of last year. What then happened was that the commonwealth had to spend billions of
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dollars to prop up NSW and then Victoria because of the outbreak that went from Sydney to Melbourne. The
commonwealth government had to spend billions on that. Who pays for that? Let us imagine it might be the state
that provides the most revenue per capita to the commonwealth, which is Western Australia. It was another direct
transfer from Western Australia through to the commonwealth and, therefore, through to NSW. But what do we get?
We get criticism in its budget that was handed down today.
The NSW government has also said, bizarrely, that its GST share will increase significantly over the next four years.
This year, New South Wales will receive $23.3 billion, and Western Australia will receive $5.5 billion. In total,
over the coming four years, NSW will receive $107 billion from the GST pot, and Western Australia will receive
$26.3 billion. Even though I acknowledge that NSW has a bigger population than we do, its population share will
be significantly higher than ours. Then, in a triple contradiction, the NSW government acknowledges that its share
is actually going up because of Western Australia, but it complains about it at the same time! I would urge members
to read that breakout box. It is an exercise in logical gymnastics so that New South Wales can somehow try to find
a way of making Western Australia responsible for its government’s own financial woes. All I would say to the
NSW government is that it ought to look after its own finances and not seek to blame the people and the government
of Western Australia for its own failings.
WATER CORPORATION — REBRANDING
394.

Dr D.J. HONEY to the Minister for Water:

I refer the minister to the public reports about the Water Corporation spending $148 000 on an unnecessary rebranding
public relations exercise during a time when households are struggling with the cost of living, and, importantly, to
the minister not being made aware of such an important exercise before it commenced.
(1)

How much money was the Water Corporation intending to spend on the rebranding project; and how, and
when, did the minister become aware of the rebranding exercise?

(2)

Does the minister have any further protocols in place to ensure that proposals like this are approved by
him before public money is wasted in this way?

Mr D.J. KELLY replied:
I thank the Leader of the Liberal Party for the question.
(1)–(2) I think the Water Corporation is actually a really brilliant organisation. When we look at the work that it
does around the state, we are really lucky to have a publicly owned utility to manage our water. With regard
to the rebranding exercise that the member referred to—I will give some detail about that in a minute—
imagine how much money would have been spent by that organisation had the former government stayed
in office and privatised it, which is what we have seen traditionally from members opposite.
Dr D.J. Honey: You make it up as you go along, don’t you?
Mr D.J. KELLY: You talk about it. You have a history of privatising —
Dr D.J. Honey: You just make it up as you go along.
Mr D.J. KELLY: You asked a question. You have a history of privatising state utilities. Imagine how much would
have been spent had you been in government!
Having said that, the Water Corporation does a wonderful job managing our water supply from Esperance to Kununurra.
It is dealing with the impacts of climate change. When members opposite were in government, that is something they
told the Water Corporation it could not talk about. It has implemented a whole range of hardship policies, following the
direction of this government, so that we have significantly reduced the number of customers who are in hardship.
Therefore, I think, overall, it does a brilliant job. But, like any organisation, it does not get everything right all the time.
The member is right: the Water Corporation was considering a rebranding program. I found out about it. My ministerial
office received an email on 28 February telling us that the Water Corporation wanted to talk to us about a proposed
rebranding. One of my staff met with the Water Corporation on 9 March, and the response given was that it had
better brief the minister about that. On 23 March—14 days later—I got a briefing, and I told the Water Corporation
that I could not see any value for customers in going ahead with rebranding. The first time I heard about it from
the Water Corporation was on 23 March, and I told it I did not support it, so the rebranding did not go ahead. That
killed it. That killed it stone dead.
Should the Water Corporation have spent that money on preparing a proposal to get it to a point at which it wanted
to brief the minister? No. I did not think it was worthwhile, but that is the attitude I take on this side of the house. The
Water Corporation does a fabulous job in the way it deals with customers and climate change and the way it makes
sure that regional WA in particular is well serviced. But does it get everything right all the time? No, it does not.
That is why, when I found out about this proposal, I put an end to it.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, please, members!
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WATER CORPORATION — REBRANDING
395.

Dr D.J. HONEY to the Minister for Water:

I have a supplementary question. Can the minister guarantee the public of Western Australia that the Water Corporation
will not continue to waste public money in a similar way without his approval in the future?
Mr D.J. KELLY replied:
There is a whole range of accountability mechanisms in place. One of them is estimates. I am not sure whether the
member has gone back and had a look at the contribution and performance of the alliance, as I think it is called
now, during estimates. It was absolutely pathetic. The opposition had a couple of hours to quiz the government on
all things to do with the Water Corporation. The member should rerun the tape and have a look at it; it is pretty
appalling. The member can ask questions at estimates, he can ask questions, he has the annual reports and the
Auditor General—all those mechanisms are in place.
As I say, if we look at what the Water Corporation does, we see that of all the capital cities, we have the lowest level
of leaks and bursts. Look at the hardship programs that the Water Corporation has put in place compared with when
the Leader of the Opposition was the Minister for Water and the former government restricted water to 2 500 families
a year—that is 50 a week—because they could not pay their water bills. That is the opposition’s track record when it
was managing this portfolio. Compare that with what is happening on this side when we are in government. Nothing
is ever perfect, but we are a damn sight better than when you were in government.
ACTIV FOUNDATION — LARGE-SCALE INDUSTRIAL WORKSITE CLOSURES
396.

Mr H.T. JONES to the Minister for Disability Services:

On behalf of the member for Jandakot, I would like to welcome Ms Margaret Dull, the secretary, and her team
from the Papua New Guinea Association of WA to Parliament House today. They were recently in the Speaker’s
gallery, but they have departed.
I refer to Activ Foundation’s announcement last month that it would close its large-scale industrial worksites in
Western Australia.
(1)

Can the minister outline to the house how the McGowan Labor government worked with the Australian
government to develop a support package enabling these employment workshops to remain open for
18 months?

(2)

Can the minister advise the house what this will mean for the 750-plus employees who would have been
affected by Activ’s decision?

Mr D.T. PUNCH replied:
I thank the member for Darling Range for his question.
(1)–(2) Last month, Activ Foundation publicly announced that it was closing its large-scale sites across
Western Australia that supported people with intellectual disability. It was a traumatic decision. It was
traumatically received. It blindsided both the people who participate in those programs and their families.
That was the first time employees at Activ had actually heard about the decision. Many families—including
my colleague the member for Darling Range, whose son was directly impacted by the decision—have
reached out to the state government for assistance and to express their anxiety over the pending closures.
Let us not forget, members, that the financial responsibility for enterprise programs rests firmly with the
commonwealth. The former Morrison government sat on the issue for months and chose to ignore the
pleas of Activ and the requests of the state government to act on this issue. Immediately following the
swearing in of the new federal government, the Premier and I began working with Prime Minister Albanese,
the new Minister for the National Disability Insurance Scheme, Bill Shorten, and the Minister for Social
Services, Amanda Rishworth, to identify options to provide more time for supported employees at Activ
to transition to alternative options—not the six weeks that Activ was offering, but a longer period so that
people could absorb, control, manage themselves and feel that they were actually in charge of what their
futures might be. That was the McGowan government’s top priority with the incoming government, and
I am very pleased to say that those incoming federal ministers were very positive in hearing our views. We
remain committed to ensuring that the Activ workshops will not close down with no weeks of notice given
to supported employees and their families.
Over the weekend, the federal and state governments, together, announced they would provide up to
$11.8 million to keep Activ worksites open for a further 18 months and, more importantly, to better support
the transition of participants into new placements. The Albanese Labor government is providing $7.8 million
to keep Activ open for up to 18 months and the McGowan government is providing $4 million to support
other Australian disability enterprises, known as ADEs, in Western Australia to assist with that transition.
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A joint commonwealth–state task force will also be created to support employees, their families, advocates,
employers and peak bodies to help manage that significant transition. That transition is absolutely significant
in the lives of those 750 participants and their families. The task force will work to identify the individual
needs of all 750 supported employees currently at Activ and to find suitable alternatives before the closure
of those Activ worksites. Nobody will be left behind. I say this hoping it provides comfort to those families
and participants who have been traumatised over these last few weeks. It is an incredibly stressful period
for them. I, as I am sure many members of this house have, heard those personal stories from a number
of people. I am committed to finding the right solutions for all those 750 employees, and I am confident this
can be done with goodwill and collaboration between the state and federal governments and the sector.
For some individuals, supported employment at other Western Australian disability enterprises may be their
goal. Others may wish to explore options available in open employment. Some older supported employees
have indicated the desire to retire once Activ closes, and we will work with them to make sure that they can
maintain social and community contact if that is their choice. The state government funding of $4 million
will support other ADEs in Western Australia to provide sustainable, supported employment services for
existing employees and to extend opportunities to former Activ employees as appropriate.
I want to acknowledge here the work that the other ADEs have been doing to date, working with the
National Disability Insurance Scheme in WA since the announcement was made by Activ. I understand that,
collectively, those ADEs have advised that they can take up to 230 Activ supported employees immediately.
I know that some employees have already made the transition into new roles. Yesterday, I met Eric and
his dad, Graham, at Good Sammy’s. Eric will be the first of many employees to move into supported
employment from Activ to a similar role at Good Sammy’s that addresses his personal preferences and
his vision for his future. It is hard to describe in this place the emotion I felt from his dad and from Eric.
I could tell how important this issue is for them and it is not the sort of issue that can be dealt with as
a straightforward closure of a major industry. For the employees in this circumstance, it is their whole
life. It is a very different qualitative issue.
I would like to thank the Albanese government for the work it has done and for its collaboration. It has
moved quickly and nimbly. It is alleviating stress and it is also setting out a work program for the next
18 months, and I look forward to the discussions with the sector and with Australian disability enterprises
to make sure we can collectively find the best options for those 750 people.
HEALTHCARE WORKFORCE — RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION POLICIES

397.

Ms L. METTAM to the Minister for Health:

I refer to the recently announced retention policies for frontline health workers in New South Wales and Victoria.
(1)

Given the state’s inability to attract and retain these essential workers, is the minister considering a similar
payment or has she discussed such a payment with the Treasurer?

(2)

Will the minister ensure the upcoming wage negotiations for health workers will match CPI?

Ms A. SANDERSON replied:
(1)–(2) First of all, I want to correct the member who claimed we are not able to attract and retain healthcare
workers when, in fact, the healthcare nursing workforce has increased by 12.8 per cent.
Ms L. Mettam: Why are they so overworked then? Why are they working double shifts?
The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse, you will have the opportunity for a supplementary question. We will just
hear from the minister for now.
Ms A. SANDERSON: Thank you, Madam Speaker.
The health nursing workforce has increased from June 2020 to May 2022—two years—by 12.8 per cent, and that is
a net increase; that is attracting and retaining. The medical workforce has increased in that time by 13.5 per cent. The
allied health workforce has increased by 11 per cent—a net increase. First, it is not the case that we are not attracting
and recruiting people—not at all. In fact, that is wrong; we are attracting and retaining people. It is challenging to
attract and retain in some areas, particularly some regional areas, and we offer very generous incentives. We are
bargaining with health unions at the moment. We bargain in good faith, but let me put it into perspective: this is
a global race for healthcare workers. Everyone is trying to recruit healthcare workers from interstate and internationally.
Western Australia has a very attractive employment position. We have an outstanding, world-class public health
system. We are attracting more staff to that system. There has been significant furlough and sick leave, which is
also why staff are doing overtime and extra shifts. It is to cover leave, member. That is the issue. The member needs
to look a bit further than the headline and look at the data. Under the member’s government, the health workforce
shrank by almost 1 000 FTE across the sector. When it comes to our record on health, I stand by it, and we support
our healthcare workers.
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HEALTHCARE WORKFORCE — RECRUITMENT AND RETENTION POLICIES
398.

Ms L. METTAM to the Minister for Health:

I have a supplementary question. What exactly are the minister’s priorities for the health system, given she will
not financially support the very workers who have seen us through the worst of the pandemic and continue to do
more with less?
Ms A. SANDERSON replied:
This government has done more than any government to protect our healthcare workers from the worst ravages of
the pandemic. We have made hard decisions and sometimes incredibly unpopular decisions to protect our healthcare
workers and to protect the community. We have a range of cost-of-living measures in the budget to support the
broader community. We are bargaining in good faith with our healthcare unions. We are sitting down with them
and working through issues that they have on the floor. We are supporting workers to take the leave that they
need. We have recruited a healthcare workforce, with up to a 15 per cent increase in two years to allow healthcare
workers to take much deserved leave that they have accrued over the last couple of years while the borders have
been shut.
My priority is to support our incredible public health system. That is my priority, unlike the member opposite who
runs it down all the time. She criticises and runs it down into the ground. The member opposite never ever stops,
and that is not supporting our public healthcare workers.
Dr A.D. Buti interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, please, minister!
CHILDREN’S HOSPICE — CITY OF NEDLANDS
399.

Dr K. STRATTON to the Minister for Lands:

I refer to the development of the state’s first children’s hospice in the City of Nedlands that will provide palliative
out-of-home respite care and support for Western Australian children. Can the minister outline to the house how
the McGowan Labor government is supporting this project, including through the provision of land in Swanbourne,
and why all Western Australians should support this important facility?
Mr J.N. CAREY replied:
I want to thank the local member for her question and also her support for this incredible community project.
As we know, our government has facilitated, through the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage, an A-class,
A-grade process to make a portion of the reserve available for a hospice. All of us know the importance of this
hospice to Western Australians. This will be a seven-bed facility that is designed to provide children with a safe,
home-like environment where they can be cared for at end of life. This will help children and families during the
most difficult time for that family’s journey. There is an obvious and clear public interest for Western Australians.
It is because of this, and given consideration of planning approvals, that the City of Nedlands staff recommended
that the city support the development of the hospice, subject to usual planning conditions, in an agenda dated 14 June.
It is going through an essential planning process.
I want to put this on the public record. It deeply saddens me to see the commentary by some City of Nedlands elected
officials regarding this hospice. In fact, I would say it is publicly shameful. I will refer to some of the quotes.
“I know it’s going to be a white elephant” is a quote by one of the counsellors. Another said that it will become
the “coastal arm of Perth Children’s Hospital”. One counsellor bemoaned the fact that the hospice could include
office space with fantastic views. I want to be very clear that the commentary contradicts the clear advice from the
Child and Adolescent Health Service that said one desk is allocated for administrative support. The majority of
the office space in the hospice is for palliative care clinical staff who will provide the care and support for children
and their families, yet these counsellors are making incredible criticisms and frivolous planning considerations that
I suspect are an attempt ultimately to oppose this development. In fact, they have also raised other issues like bushfire
risk and local traffic.
I wish this were the first time we had seen this kind of sad behaviour by this council, but it is not. The council also
recently voted against displaying a house that was designed specifically by a husband and wife, Prestige Home,
for their autistic child. They wanted to display it for two months so that other families could view it—another good
purpose, I would argue. The mayor at the time who argued against it said, Dalkeith “is or used to be one of the most
prestigious areas in Australia” and she did not want “to create the Truman Show for Dalkeith”. Local government
has a responsibility. It takes a choice about the type of leadership it wants to provide for its community, and it has
two choices. The first choice, which Nedlands appears to adopt, is to prey on people’s worst fears, to push nimbyism,
even when it is about important issues like a hospice. The alternative is great leadership, which we do see from
some local governments. If there are concerns or challenges, they work through them with their local community,
but, ultimately, they work to the best interest, the public interest.
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In this case, local government should absolutely be supporting a hospice that will provide families, at their most
critical time, with that important service to get through this very difficult journey. I want to assure the people of
Western Australia that our state government is supportive of that hospice, and I am deeply proud that we have
been able to facilitate the project by providing that land.
BRADLEY PEN DRAGON — RELEASE
400.

Mr R.S. LOVE to the Premier:

I refer to the release of Bradley Pen Dragon today and the 62 conditions placed upon him, and to the Western Australian
Commissioner of Police, Chris Dawson, confirming that there will be very close and ongoing monitoring of him.
Have the police commissioner or the police minister requested additional resources to ensure that the community
is kept safe by monitoring this individual 24/7; and, if so, can the Premier confirm what resources and additional
staff have been requested; and, if not, what resources and how many police officers will be allocated to this task
from within the Western Australia Police Force?
Mr M. McGOWAN replied:
Firstly, I am not going to give a running commentary on an operational matter and advise which police officers are
doing a specific task. I actually think that is a dangerous precedent, and it is quite inappropriate to start informing
people who might be the subject of an investigation about what resources are involved in the investigation. I would
have thought that would be an obvious first point. Secondly, the release of this person was a decision of the court,
under the law. The member might be aware that we have significantly toughened up the laws in relation to dangerous
sex offenders to make it far less likely they are released; and, if they are released, far more stringent conditions are
applied to them. They were laws that were passed through this Parliament. Unfortunately, or fortunately—however
you might look at these matters—under the Constitution we do not have the capacity to lock someone up indefinitely.
We do not. We have put in place the strictest laws that are constitutionally possible to deal with people like this.
Regarding the 62 conditions, I have seen assurances from the police commissioner that this person will be very, very
carefully watched, and I am sure that, if there are any breaches of his conditions, he will be dealt with appropriately
by the police. Finally, in terms of additional police resourcing, members opposite may not have noticed that we have
employed an additional 1 100 police officers, including 900 in last year’s budget. That is a massive increase in police
resourcing. In fact, it is the biggest increase in police resourcing in the history of Western Australia.
BRADLEY PEN DRAGON — RELEASE
401.

Mr R.S. LOVE to the Premier:

I have a supplementary question. The Premier has not actually been able to outline whether there are additional
resources, so what assurances can he provide to the people of Western Australia that this individual will be monitored
and that the resources required will not impact existing services?
Mr M. McGOWAN replied:
What I find with this opposition is that it cannot process information. I just explained to the member that there
have been 1 100 additional police recruited, including 900 last year. Those police have been placed around the place.
There are a hundred in the city of Perth and various numbers in various communities around the place, including
in some of the operational teams that manage all these sorts of issues. There are 1 100 additional police officers,
which is an increase in police staffing of around 15 or 20 per cent during the time that we have been in office. That
is a significant increase in resourcing.
The police commissioner, who is a fine police commissioner and is about to go off and become the Governor of
Western Australia, has indicated that this person and these 62 conditions will be very closely monitored, which is
what the police do. I do not know whether the member notices, but, constantly, people who breach bail or breach
these conditions, when they are released under a dangerous sex offender order or what have you, are sent back before
the courts and imprisoned. I do not know whether the member notices that, but that is what takes place, because they
are monitored. That is what is occurring in the case of this gentleman. I suspect, knowing the record of this person,
he will be very, very carefully and closely monitored. But I am not going to start second-guessing our police or
trying to intervene in operational matters that the police are engaged in, particularly at the urging of someone who
cannot process basic information.
The SPEAKER: The Premier was very quick to his feet to answer that supplementary, but it was in fact a statement
and two short questions. A supplementary should just be one short question.
TONKIN GAP PROJECT
402.

Ms C.M. ROWE to the Minister for Transport:

I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s record investment in job-creating road infrastructure.
(1)

Can the minister update the house on the construction of the Tonkin Gap project, including the work on
the new Redcliffe Bridge, and outline what this project will mean for commuters?
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Can the minister outline to the house how this project will also help facilitate Metronet, reduce congestion
and lower emissions, which is crucial to tackling climate change?

Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied:
I thank the member for Belmont for that question.
(1)

This morning we were out in Belmont with federal minister Matt Keogh, the member for Swan,
Zaneta Mascarenhas, and the member for Belmont, as we checked out the progress on the new Redcliffe
Bridge. The last segment, the seventeenth segment, has now been put in place, and the bridge now crosses
the river. Ten months ago, the incremental launch of the bridge commenced, and 10 months later, that
bridge is now across the river. What we will see is improved connectivity, reduced congestion and improved
safety in that area. A total of 17 bridge segments were made from 3 000 cubic metres of concrete, and
they were used to construct this 310-metre structure. The Redcliffe Bridge will also contain a new principal
shared path and new connectivity throughout the whole area.

(2)

As part of the Tonkin Gap project, we are also facilitating the Morley–Ellenbrook line. A dive structure
has already been built under the northbound lanes of the Tonkin Highway. The Ellenbrook rail line will
go to the median of the Tonkin Highway and then exit in Malaga.
Projects like Metronet and the Morley–Ellenbrook line are a big part of the total package of measures that
we have in this state to address climate change. Getting more people onto mass transit, more people onto
public transport, is a very important measure to tackle climate change.
It is great to see that the opposition has now taken an interest in climate change, so much so that the Leader of
the Opposition last week skipped nearly three days of Parliament to go to an intimate little conference.

Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, please, members! Points of order are taken in silence, thank you, Minister for Police and others.
Point of Order
Mr R.S. LOVE: The question actually referred to a piece of infrastructure in Western Australia. The attendance
of the Leader of the Opposition at the conference in the eastern states is of no relevance to that whatsoever. I ask
that you direct the minister to answer the question as outlined.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Members, having already been advised that points of order are heard in silence, you managed to
maintain that for about five seconds. I do not appreciate the further interjections that we have had.
With respect to the point of order, I am not going to uphold the point of order at this time. I believe the minister is
attempting to make an analogy. I will allow her to proceed and to answer the question in the way that she sees fit.
Questions without Notice Resumed
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Thank you. The question was about climate change.
Last Tuesday, we saw the Leader of the Opposition stand up and create some sort of stunt. After being told at 9.45 am
that the Premier was not here, she stood there saying, “I am shocked that the Premier is not here.” Little did we know
that, after that question, she rang up 6PR —
A member interjected.
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think it was from the Qantas lounge, member! She left the Parliament and rang up 6PR to
say how arrogant it is for members to be missing from the Parliament. The member must have been doing the 6PR
interview on the way to the airport. Talk about hypocrisy!
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, members!
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The Leader of the Opposition, after being told the Premier was making a significant announcement
in Collie, stood up and asked, “Where’s the Premier?” Then she went on radio and said how arrogant it was to be
outside Parliament while on the way to airport to attend what I saw as a very intimate national conservative climate
conference for three days. The Leader of the Opposition was on the way to the airport and she rang Oly Peterson to
say how arrogant it was for people to be missing when she was going to attend a conference.
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, please! Minister, wait for a moment. Members, firstly, the minister does not really require
your assistance to answer the question; can I make that very clear. Secondly, Leader of the Opposition, I have allowed
some interjection on the basis that the minister is being directly critical of you and your actions, but I would like
this answer to be drawn to a close.
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Last Tuesday, she stood up and said, “My question is to the Premier; where is he?” The Leader of
the Opposition was told he was not here. She left the Parliament. She went on radio, Facebook, social media criticising
members for being absent while on the way to the airport to attend what I saw as an intimate little conference to talk
about emission reduction strategies. What is the opposition’s emission reduction strategy? We know the opposition
has a strategy to reduce the numbers in its party room and that is working really well! It went from 10 to six in one year!
Point of Order
Mr R.S. LOVE: In fact, the minister is not seeking to wind up the question; she is seeking to expand her points.
I ask you to ask her to desist.
The SPEAKER: Again, it is not really a point of order; it is a point of view. I can understand your point of view.
Minister, I think this question is nearly finished.
Questions without Notice Resumed
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will point out that if the Leader of the Opposition is going to criticise people for being absent
on the way to the airport, it is going to be called out, because that type of behaviour is just ridiculous. It is just
arrogant. I get that the Leader of the Opposition is always a victim. The opposition is always a victim. You stood
up to talk about Collie. You did not go to Collie; you went to New South Wales, member! You did not go to Collie.
The Premier went to Collie. You stood up to talk about Collie workers, but where have you been? New South Wales—
that is where you were, member!
RENTAL ACCOMMODATION — APARTMENTS
403.

Dr D.J. HONEY to the Minister for Housing:

I refer to record increases in rental costs in Western Australia and the dramatic reduction in rental property availability
and note the build-to-rent land tax relief and off-the-plan transfer duty rebate schemes announced in the budget.
(1)

How many proponents have approached the government to build new apartments specifically for the
rental market?

(2)

When does the minister expect those apartments will become available for struggling renters?

Mr J.N. CAREY replied:
I thank the member for his question.
(1)–(2) I am deeply proud to be part of a government that has driven a very clear reform program to accelerate
housing delivery. We have done that through many different ways. Of course, we brought in the building
bonus grant. In the last financial year, we saw 27 000 building approvals, with 4 000 in the regions. The
advice is very clear on that from the Bankwest Curtin Economics Centre: as those homes are completed,
we will see around 10 000 rentals come into the market. The logic is clear: as homes are completed, new
home owners will leave their rental properties and go into those new homes.
We have also announced the housing diversity pipeline. It is a signature reform about identifying lazy
land and going out to the market to see what we can secure from that land, whether that is ground leases,
build to rent or a social housing return. In fact, we had 60 different organisations—not-for-profits and private
developers—express interest in those 12 properties.
The third part, which the member has identified, is the taxation reform that we announced that included
a 50 per cent rebate for build to rent. We want to grow the build-to-rent sector because we know—we can
look to the eastern states—that build to rent is a model that can deliver a range of rental properties to boost
supply. We also announced a 100 per cent rebate on low-cost or affordable apartments because what
we know is we want to grow affordable apartments. We have also announced that we are working on and
developing a building bonus grant for social housing.
I note that our measures were applauded by, for example, the Property Council of Western Australia, which
said these kinds of measures are needed to boost housing supply into the future. I note that the opposition,
despite having had nearly one and a half years, has not delivered any measures or suggestions—lots of
attacks—to boost any construction. Of course, as the Minister for Planning knows, we have an opposition that
opposes infill and opposes apartment dwellings. We want to provide housing choice to Western Australians.
Although we have provided support through the building bonus grant, we also want to encourage apartment
living so that people can afford to live in the suburbs where they currently reside. This range of measures,
including the building bonus grant, our social housing program, our housing diversity pipeline and our
measures relating to tax, will all boost housing supply in Western Australia.
RENTAL ACCOMMODATION — APARTMENTS
404.

Dr D.J. HONEY to the Minister for Housing:

I have a supplementary question. Given the long lead time for new dwellings, can more be done to bring unoccupied
properties to the market?
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Mr J.N. CAREY replied:
I spoke in Parliament last week and actually outlined reforms that we are undertaking in relation to vacant housing
stock. Despite being previously mocked by the Leader of the Opposition, who does not think that this is a worthwhile
initiative, I actually came to Parliament and reported on the fact that we were reviewing Government Regional
Officers’ Housing that was vacant but surplus to government needs, and bringing that in to boost social housing
stock. We know that any additions are critical to regional communities. Of course we think about the future; we are
bringing in reforms to deliver apartment supply. We are not resting on our laurels. Yes, we have a booming economy.
Yes, we have a booming construction sector. But we are looking through the housing diversity pipeline and through
our tax reforms. There is a marked difference between our government and the opposition. The opposition has not
offered any policy solutions on boosting housing supply; it has not. In fact, the opposition actively opposes apartment
living and infill development. We saw at the last election that the opposition parties proposed policies that would
oppose apartment living. We know this: we need apartments to provide people with housing choice. This government
is driving reform in social housing, through taxation reform and with the diversity housing pipeline. We have a critical
program that is boosting housing supply in Western Australia.
PILA NATURE RESERVE
405.

Ms D.G. D’ANNA to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs:

I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s historic support for last week’s native title determination in relation
to the Pila Nature Reserve. Can the minister outlined to the house why the significant native title achievement is so
important to the traditional owners, the Yarnangu people, and advise the house of the economic, social and cultural
opportunities that the determination will deliver for Aboriginal people?
Dr A.D. BUTI replied:
I thank the member for Kimberley for the question and for her interest in this area.
Last week, I had the pleasure to travel to the Mina Mina claypan, which is about 1 300 kilometres from Perth, for a very
significant event. For the first time in Australian history, under what is called a section 47C of the Native Title Act,
traditional native title land that had been extinguished was returned to the traditional owners, the Yarnangu people,
who prefer to be called the Pila Nature Reserve traditional owners.
Many years ago, back in the 1960s, they were moved off that land due to the government conducting nuclear
testing. When they returned, they returned to a land known then as the Gibson Desert Nature Reserve. Under the
Native Title Act, the High Court determined sometime around 2002 or 2004 that nature reserves extinguished native
title. The Pila Nature Reserve traditional owners were able to visit their traditional lands, but they were not the native
title owners, so they were unable to use that land for economic benefits or for many of their cultural practices. It took
a long 20-odd years of struggle to get to the stage we got to last week when, as I said, for the first time, we had a consent
determination that native title be returned to the Pila Nature Reserve traditional owners. I would like to thank
my former parliamentary colleague and then minister, Ben Wyatt, and also the Minister for Environment at the time,
Hon Stephen Dawson. I also thank the most recent former Minister for Environment and also the current Minister for
Environment. It is a bit confusing. They sit next to each other, for those who do not understand what I am saying!
I thank them for their continued support in this matter. Ministers Wyatt and Dawson went to Mina Mina in 2020 to
sign the Gibson Desert Nature Reserve compensation and settlement agreement with the traditional owners, which
also meant that the name of the reserve was to change to the Pila Nature Reserve. Pila is a traditional Aboriginal word
that honours the area’s cultural significance and describes the geography of the area. It means plains or flat country.
An interesting story about the very significant event last week, which, as I said, is the first determination of its
type in Australia, is that the Federal Court judge, who was really keen to be there, unfortunately tested positive for
COVID in Kalgoorlie that morning, so his 23-year-old associate came dressed up in the judge’s robes and read out
the determination. It was a rapid promotion for a 23-year-old associate to be reading out the first consent determination
in regard to this matter! It was absolutely fantastic. The honourable former Labor Leader of the Opposition
Eric Ripper was also with me because he had responsibility for native title matters when he was Deputy Premier
back in the Carpenter and Gallop governments. The look of gratitude and happiness on the faces of the traditional
owners and the people who have fought this battle for so long was absolutely fantastic. I congratulate the Yarnangu
people—the Pila Nature Reserve traditional owners—and also Ben Wyatt and Stephen Dawson for the roles they
played in this historic moment last week.
The SPEAKER: The Leader of the Opposition with the last question.
CRIME AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR — CARNARVON
406.

Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Minister for Police:

I refer to reports of a long-running and intensifying crime wave in Carnarvon, an issue that was raised with the
minister in October 2021 and was the subject of a petition of 16 February with more than 1 250 signatures calling
for immediate action. What is the minister doing to address these serious issues, noting there are reports every day
of young people roaming the streets, truant from school and engaging in antisocial and criminal behaviour?
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Mr P. PAPALIA replied:
I thank the member for the odd question. I note that the member representing that particular town is not here. He
has absented himself, although he was here earlier, so I do not know why he has chosen to be absent while the
Leader of the Opposition asked that question.
I note, of course, that there is not a series of reports of children wandering the streets and reports of truancy on a daily
basis and that there is not a crime wave that the Leader of the Opposition has claimed and referred to and, finally,
that operational policing matters are the purview and responsibility of the Commissioner of Police. What the
Leader of the Opposition would expect me to do about any claimed crime wave—she often talks down the town
of Carnarvon—under our role as the government and my role as the police minister, is ensure that the police have
the resources they need to conduct operations. We know that the Western Australia Police Force is better resourced,
better staffed, better led and, effectively, more capable of delivering good policing right across Western Australia
now than at any time in the history of the state. That is undeniable.
As the Premier indicated, we are committed to growing the police force by 950 over a four-year period. I will be
at another graduation on Thursday night to see another couple of squads graduate. The last number I heard was that
we have grown the number of police by about 570 of that 950. There is a challenge with attrition because we are
in the middle of a boom. Like everyone in Western Australia, we are chasing good people to recruit. We have funded,
and will continue to fund, the greatest growth of police numbers in a four-year period in the history of this state.
Police are resourced and better equipped, thanks in many ways to a lot of the technology, support and equipment
that was delivered under the leadership of the now Speaker in the last term of office, and that is continuing now.
They are supported directly by the State Operations Command Centre with 24/7 coverage and support and direct
real-time intelligence for police on the ground. Every effort and resource is provided to the police to ensure that
they can deliver policing everywhere across the state. I just wish that the Leader of the Opposition would not continue
to criticise and attack the Western Australia Police Force. I note, of course, that the town the Leader of the Opposition
referred to is the site of one of the greatest triumphs of the Western Australia Police Force and of any police force in
the world in recent times, with the rescue of Cleo. I do not know why the Leader of the Opposition continues to do
this. I suspect it has something to do with an impending by-election, but I suggest the Leader of the Opposition
consider what she is doing when she talks down the Western Australia Police Force and Carnarvon.
CRIME AND ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR — CARNARVON
407.

Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Minister for Police:

I have a supplementary question. What specific action has the minister taken since local governments, including
the Shire of Carnarvon, across the north west met on 9 February to address specific solutions they have put forward,
including increasing police services, more juvenile night programs and activities, and the establishment of a safe
house in Carnarvon —
The SPEAKER: I think that concludes the supplementary.
Ms M.J. DAVIES: — for youth walking the streets at night —
The SPEAKER: Sorry, that is not a short and sharp question, Leader of the Opposition.
Ms M.J. DAVIES: — unable to return home to a safe location?
Several members interjected.
The SPEAKER: Order, please! Leader of the Opposition, can I just caution you not to continue asking a question
after I have started speaking, because that is absolutely out of order. You have attempted to ask a multiple-part
question rather than a short, simple supplementary. You can ask multiple parts in the original question, but not in
the supplementary. Minister, I will just note that it is a supplementary question. On that basis, and given the time,
if you could just give us a very brief response.
Mr P. PAPALIA replied:
Yes, thank you, Madam Speaker.
I can confirm that I met with the shire president, Eddie Smith, and representatives of the community post the meeting
to which the member referred and I was briefed on their proposal. I can confirm that the Department of Communities
has rolled out Target 120 in Carnarvon. I can confirm that there are more police there than there were under the
former government’s watch. In recent times, we have increased the number of police specifically to that district.
I will not go into the subdistrict, but I can confirm that there are more police in that subdistrict now than there were
under the former government’s watch. I do not talk down the town of Carnarvon or the Western Australia Police
Force, which is working to deliver good policing outcomes right across the state with better resources than the
former government ever dreamed of delivering.
The SPEAKER: Members, that concludes question time.
PAPERS TABLED
Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house.
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BILLS
Notice of Motion to Introduce
1.

Owner-Drivers (Contracts and Disputes) Amendment Bill 2022.

Notice of motion given by Ms R. Saffioti (Minister for Transport).
2.

Casino Legislation Amendment (Burswood Casino) Bill 2022.

Notice of motion given by Dr A.D. Buti (Minister for Racing and Gaming).
3.

Bush Fires Amendment Bill 2022.

Notice of motion given by Mr R.R. Whitby (Minister for Environment).
McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — TRANSPARENCY
Notice of Motion
Ms M.J. Davies (Leader of the Opposition) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house she would move —
That this house notes the Office of the Auditor General’s findings of persistent transparency failures by
the McGowan Labor government, including reporting of progress of major projects, and calls on the Premier
to deliver on his promise of “gold-standard transparency”.
MEMBER FOR NORTH WEST CENTRAL — LEGACY
Notice of Motion
Ms M.J. Davies (Leader of the Opposition) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house she would move —
That this house acknowledges the efforts of the member for North West Central in delivering major
infrastructure investment and a legacy of positive growth for the north west, and condemns the McGowan
government for its five years of failures in addressing the critical issues of crime, workers’ accommodation,
health and the closure of the fascine waterway.
COST OF LIVING — FEES AND CHARGES
Matter of Public Interest
THE SPEAKER (Mrs M.H. Roberts) informed the Assembly that she was in receipt within the prescribed time
of a letter from the Leader of the Opposition seeking to debate a matter of public interest.
[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.]
MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Opposition) [3.14 pm]: I move —
That this house supports immediately freezing all government fees and charges to provide much-needed
support to help Western Australians through the cost-of-living crisis.
That is indeed what we are facing, members. We are facing challenges right across the state, with more and more
families unable to pay their bills, keep a roof over their heads and pay for their groceries and fuel, yet on the other
hand we have a government sitting on a $5.7 billion surplus. We are the epicentre of the nation’s cost-of-living crisis.
That is being said by not only us as the opposition, key stakeholder groups like Anglicare and Foodbank and respected
leaders like Mark Glasson and others who are dealing with the pointy end of this cost-of-living crisis, and the media,
but also the newly installed Prime Minister, who was very clear about this as we went into the federal election. This
is what the McGowan government is presiding over and has delivered to the people of Western Australia. It is
sitting on a $5.7 billion surplus. It has had five years in government and two massive budget surpluses, and we are
the epicentre of the nation’s cost-of-living crisis.
Let us be very clear: at this time, Western Australians are struggling to make ends meet and scrambling to find
affordable housing. Every single member of Parliament in this chamber will have had people in their electorate
office saying that they are about to find themselves homeless. We are not and cannot be the only ones dealing with
that crisis. People are concerned that they will be left in the back of an ambulance because the ambulances are
ramped up outside hospitals in a broken health system. They are concerned that they will be unable to continue to
pay their mortgages or rent as we see interest rates rise and rents go through the roof, yet we have a government
with $5.7 billion locked away, delivered by iron ore royalties, GST that was negotiated and delivered by the former
coalition government and record tax income. Stamp duty is up as well as other fees and charges that this government
has control of and could reduce to provide relief to the people of Western Australia. We have a government that
decided to increase those fees and charges. It was an active decision. When the government went to hand down its
budget, it had the opportunity to provide relief or to be tone deaf to those people who are struggling and put those
charges up regardless. I have to say that the cost to the state government would be minimal in the context of the
budget surplus if the government were to freeze those fees and charges that we are talking about.
Mr D.J. Kelly: How much would it cost?
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I can tell the minister; I have it written here somewhere in my pages. If the minister continues
to listen, I will get to it, but I am not going to take interjections from him. The minister was not listening at the
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time the opposition and the shadow Treasurer responded to the budget. It was outlined in our response at the time.
I am not going to spend any more time talking to the minister, because he did not listen when we outlined what we
thought his government should have done when it had the chance, and now, six weeks or however long we are from
when the budget was handed down, we have only gone in the wrong direction. More and more families are feeling
the pinch, and the minister is still maintaining that he cannot and will not support them, despite the fact that his
government is sitting on a $5.7 billion surplus.
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected.
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I do not want to hear from that minister, Acting Speaker.
This government decided to increase fees and charges to make it a little bit more difficult for every family in
this state. In the first six budgets that this government presided over, it increased household fees and charges by
$1 050 a year. This year, with $5.7 billion locked away in the kitty, this government has increased driver’s licence
fees by 6.4 per cent, car registration is going up by 3.8 per cent, motor vehicle insurance is up by 2.4 per cent,
water charges are up by 2.5 per cent and the emergency services levy is going up by five per cent. We have also seen
food prices on the increase. This is a direct result of farmers being, essentially, forced to pass on the costs that they
are absorbing, so customers have to pay more at the supermarket. Farmers have seen steep increases in transport
costs—up to 50 per cent—and fertiliser costs are up by 300 per cent. That is compounded by the fact that we have no
labour in Western Australia to help with the picking or to manage that process for the agricultural sector. That sounds
like a long bow to draw, but this state has locked people out for the last two years. This state is led by a Premier who
is very arrogant when it comes to talking about our interstate colleagues and attracting and retaining workers from
over east and overseas. I can tell members that the view on the east coast is that people will not come.
Several members interjected.
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I do, but I do not have to go over there to know it.
Several members interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.A. Munday): Leader of the Opposition, if you could direct your conversation
to me, then the minister will not interject.
Ms M.J. DAVIES: The Premier is on a global apology tour for being so arrogant that he has alienated every person
outside Western Australia. Now they all look at us and say, “We won’t be coming over there, thanks very much, no
matter how good you say it is.” It is not just the fact that the government, from a budget perspective, had the opportunity
to freeze those fees and charges, given it had such a significant surplus. It is also the fact that it is not doing anything to
try to ameliorate those challenges that other sectors are forced to deal with so that they can reduce the pressure for
people at the supermarket and provide services and goods to the people of WA. We have a massive royalty income,
and increases in tax income, stamp duty, payroll tax and the GST have put the government in a very solid position. It is
not good management; it is good fortune. It is a very solid position, yet it will not share it with the people of Western
Australia. It is odd, heartless and just plain mean on behalf of the Premier; Treasurer to deny that he has access to levers
that could immediately provide relief to those people whom we see every day struggling to keep a roof over their heads.
I am sure the shadow Minister for Energy and Leader of the Liberal Party will have something to say about this. Over
summer, nearly 111 000 Synergy customers could not pay their power bills. Fuel prices had skyrocketed, but there
was an opportunity to assist even just a small cohort of people through the budget process. We asked for relief through
the Country Age Pension Fuel Card, but that was not to be. We asked for an increase in the rate in the dollar for the
patient assisted travel scheme for those, particularly in regional Western Australia, who do not have access to public
transport and have to rely on their cars and motor vehicles with fuel prices going up. But no; they were both ignored.
They were both denied. Against the backdrop of key welfare groups, such as Anglicare, warning that families have
to choose between eating and electricity, this government said no to all those things that it could have included in its
budget. That is why we bring this motion, because the government has another chance to show some compassion for
the people of Western Australia and actually freeze those charges for a year to let everyone catch up.
Western Australians were worried about their budgets and the cost of living before the state budget was handed
down, and all that the state budget and subsequent roll-on impacts have done is to make things worse. They could
see interest rates going up, they were struggling to find a house on the rental market, and rental and petrol prices
were going up. Even the federal coalition government, before the last election, found the opportunity to provide
relief at the bowser. This government has done nothing; despite having a multibillion-dollar surplus for the second
year running, it is stingy, miserly and hoarding that surplus away. I ask members who are sitting in this chamber:
when you are dealing with people in their electorates, are you proud of that massive surplus when you put that against
the number of people who are seeking assistance from Foodbank, which has gone from assisting 200 families a day
to over 500 in Perth? Is the government proud of that? It has a $5.7 billion surplus and WA the wealthiest state in
the nation. The Premier takes every opportunity to laud it over people, other Premiers and anybody who will listen
that we have a massive budget surplus, yet we have people working two jobs trying to pay their bills and keep a roof
over their head who are genuinely fronting up to Foodbank for the first time in their life. Do members think they
are worried about what this Premier thinks is an amazing achievement? They are worried about putting food on
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the table for their kids, all while more and more families join them in that line. All those organisations that I speak
to, whether it is Anglicare, Foodbank, OzHarvest or St Vinnies, say there is a cohort of people they have never seen
walk across the threshold of their organisations. Something is not right in the wealthiest state in the nation when
all those organisations are saying that they are dealing with more and more people under pressure.
The government could not possibly be proud of headlines like “Anglicare WA pleads for Mark McGowan to
‘show compassion’ to struggling West Aussie families” from an article in The West Australian of Sunday, 12 June.
Mark Glasson, the CEO of Anglicare, has been very, very clear. The article states —
Mr Glasson said the WA Government’s one-off, $400 household electricity credit simply wasn’t enough.
…
“Single parent families, older women, young people are still being forced into homelessness by ongoing
rent increases and rising energy costs. We know this—because we are supporting them.
The face of this challenge are families like the Walker family. Chloe and Richard Walker spoke to The West Australian
about the pressures as a double-income, two-children family. The article from Saturday, 11 June, written by
Kim Macdonald states —
By the time the pair had saved enough for a deposit on a home—which required selling a car—property
prices had boomed.
They paid $710,000 for a house in … the same postcode where more than 40 per cent of families spend
more than they earn.
Mrs Walker, 30, has had to return to full-time work as an insurance broker to help boost the family budget
and make ends meet.
But, along with her husband’s wage as a driller, the pair are deemed to earn too much to qualify for any
financial support.
“The government has got to do something to make it easier for families, like lowering the taxes for working
mums,” she said.
“We were constantly living pay cheque to-pay cheque. There were so many weeks where we couldn’t
afford to do anything and that was very, very challenging.
…
She said the pinch was being felt in her neighbourhood, noting barely any shoppers were at the Ellenbrook
Central shopping centre recently, and that half the stores were closed.
Again, another family, this time from 2 May, before the budget was brought down, belling the challenges that people
were facing in electorates right across the state. It states —
The sustained low vacancy rate across the pandemic has resulted in rents rising to an average of $50 more
per week since 2021, capturing more people in housing stress.
Dawesville resident Lisa Dodson and her family have felt the effects first-hand.
Living with her two sons Mitchell, 22, and Daniel, 20, Daniel’s partner, and Dodson’s mother Julie has
been the only way they can all afford a home.
The family pay $350 per week for a four-bedroom property. Dodson sleeps in the lounge room so there
is a room spare to hold the excess belongings of five people.
…
She said her son Mitchell was working three part-time jobs and still struggling to find somewhere he
could afford.
Her other son, Daniel, had been living elsewhere for about six months, but was in a … neighbourhood
where he was broken into on multiple occasions.
Her mother is on a waitlist to move into a retirement home, but the wait is 10 years long. On her pension
payments, she cannot afford another place while she waits.
“I have a full-time job as a resource worker at Parenting Connection WA and I deliver food hampers through
Anglicare WA. I don’t think I could afford anywhere on my own right now either,” Dodson said.
…
“The market is so tough … the stories I hear through my work are even more heartbreaking. There is no fun in
their lives, no sports activities or weekend trips with their kids, they are just surviving from one bill to the next.”
This is the wealthiest state in the nation.
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected.
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Ms M.J. DAVIES: You are on thin ice, minister.
This is a state government that has a $5.7 billion surplus with a significant amount of income flowing into the
coffers and it had an opportunity to act.
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected.
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister!
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Acting Speaker, I am not taking interjections.
The government had an opportunity to make sure that families like these were not impacted as seriously as they are
by freezing household fees and charges. For a matter of millions of dollars in the context of a multibillion-dollar
surplus, this government could easily relieve the burden for Western Australians. The WA economy is leading the
nation for inflation. This government has the levers it can pull and the means to do it, but it chooses not to. This is
about priorities. It just does not add up when we have such a massive budget surplus and a government with no
compassion for those who are struggling. It does not add up when we have an arrogant Premier ramming our healthy
budget down the throats of every other state while his own constituents struggle.
The opposition is continuing to call for a freeze on fees and charges to provide immediate relief to Western Australians.
We want this government to use some of those funds to make sure that every Western Australian has a fair
opportunity to keep a roof over their head, pay their bills and make sure that their family can live comfortably. If
government members look these people in the eye when they come into their electorate offices and cannot say
that they are arguing for that around the cabinet table or taking it to cabinet, they are failing in their jobs. It is
unconscionable for the government to have this budget surplus when so many families are struggling—absolutely
unconscionable! Every single member of this Parliament should be doing more to try to address these challenges.
Otherwise, the only conclusion we can draw is that this government has lost its way in terms of priorities, and it is
stingy, it is miserly and it is arrogant. That is coming from not only the opposition, but also every welfare organisation
that is dealing with the fallout of this government’s unwillingness to address the cost-of-living pressures. The
government has the chance to fix it. I urge the government to do more.
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [3.30 pm]: I find it fascinating when we have these
debates. There is an arrogance on the other side. Government members think they are the only people who care.
They think they have a special conscience that somehow makes them more empathetic to these issues and that
they can dismiss the discussion on the opposition side of the chamber. All government members sit in caucus. All
the ministers sat in cabinet and approved a budget that will substantially increase the costs for Western Australian
households. Furthermore, they have now been doing that for over five years. The increases in costs that this
government has applied to households are way above the rate of inflation. The government says that it cares about
struggling households, but you know what? It is going to belt them between the eyes. Why? I think we know why.
It is because the government is saving up a war chest for the next election. The government thought that whatever
the circumstances might be—those circumstances have changed more than most of us realised—it would be okay for
this election. The government will have a great big war chest for the next election. Meanwhile, Western Australians
are suffering because of not only the costs that the government has put on households, but also the government’s
inaction on a number of fronts during its term in government.
The West Australian had an excellent front page that outlined the problem that ordinary Western Australians are
facing. Jeanie Barbagiovanni is on that front page with her beautiful young children. She talked about the difficulties
that she faces every day in dealing with the issues. She is seeing the pain that is being inflicted on her family in the
decisions that they have to make. Rather than being able to fill up the car with petrol, she has to eke out every dollar
and put in only a few dollars of fuel in the hope that she can get her children around and do all the things she has
to do with her family. Some of the price rises that have occurred are not in the immediate control of this government,
but many of them are. Many of these issues could have been solved if this government had taken action earlier.
I will not go through the article in too much detail, but Jeanie referred to electricity costs of almost $20 a day this
summer. This is not a person who is whooping it up with a swimming pool and spa. This is someone who has three
children and is trying to get by and trying to keep them cool in summer and warm in winter. She is typical of
families all over Western Australia who are suffering exactly the same pressures.
The Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia recently carried out a survey on confidence. That
was also reported in The West Australian. The survey looked at the cost of living and interest rate hikes and how they
weigh on consumer sentiment. The CCIWA survey reveals that the majority of Western Australians are feeling
the pressure and struggling to pay their bills day to day. That is causing enormous pain.
An article on ABC News that was published on 12 May also did a good analysis of this. It quotes Louise Giolitto,
a person with whom I have spoken a good number of times since I have been in this role. She refers to the inadequacy
of the $400 power bill rebate. As she says —
“That $400 won’t go very far because we’re talking about 12 per cent increases in rental prices, we’ve
got a 7.6 per cent increase in inflation, we’ve got real stagnation in wages,” …
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That outlines the problems that people are facing. Government members know that she is someone who sees these
problems and issues every day. It is pretty straightforward for most families. Families have a hierarchy of needs.
People need somewhere to live, people need food to eat and people need to be able to get around and do all the
things that people normally do.
Turning to housing, the inaction of this government over its term has led to the housing crisis that we have now.
We see some perverse action by the Premier that, I think, is exacerbating rather than solving the problem. The Premier
will be travelling to the eastern states and other places to tell people that they should come to Western Australia.
However, as was pointed out very well by Ben Harvey in his program Up Late with Ben Harvey, the Premier is asking
people to come to Western Australia, but there is nowhere for them to stay, in effect. The Premier is saying to
people, “Come over here”, but the government cannot put a roof over their heads.
I echo the comments of the Leader of the Opposition. The gratuitous insults that the Premier made constantly during
the COVID-19 lockdown about people on the east coast have caused enormous harm to our reputation in the eastern
states. I have a son who is in Sydney. His friends tell him that they will never come to Western Australia because
of the nasty comments that Premier Mark McGowan made about people on the east coast. That is what they say.
Mr P.J. Rundle interjected.
Dr D.J. HONEY: We heard that repeated again today. We now see, as an aside, that the government, in an act of
desperation, is offering $119 airfares to people on the east coast. That is how much the Premier has harmed the
reputation of people in this state.
An analysis by the Real Estate Institute of Western Australia has revealed the shockingly low number of rentals
available in Perth. It said that in May this year, across 12 suburbs in Perth just one rental property was up for grabs.
Anyone who has seen what is happening with rental properties would know that we are back to the days of lines
of people outside rental properties. The REIWA website shows that today, only 123 houses with a weekly rent of
$400 a week or less are available in Perth. The Minister for Housing has talked about this before and has said that we
are selectively picking out houses. People who have children want a house. I was at the Cat Haven the other day.
People who have pets also want a house. Most apartment owners will not allow people to have a pet. Rent inflation
is increasing. During April and May, the median weekly rent in Perth increased by $20 a month. That means that
families who are renting a home have to pay an average increase in rent of $1 000 per annum.
The reason we are raising this issue is that it was within the control of the government. As we have said, in this
government’s first term, it decreased the amount of social housing. My understanding is that despite the fact that
the new Minister for Housing is full of enthusiasm, the government has not caught up to the 1 300 houses that it
sold off. I have said before that, unfortunately, it is a bit of a suicide path for this minister, in that the government’s
inaction in the previous Parliament has put him in the invidious situation of having to justify the impossible; that is,
the government does not have enough social housing places, and, more generally, it has not done enough to encourage
the supply of rental accommodation. This is not a new problem. This problem has been building during the term of
this government. It is only in this budget that we have seen significant action with the rent-to-build initiative. That
is definitely a good initiative, and we on this side support it. However, we are seeing a dramatic reduction in rental
affordability across Western Australia.
I turn to utility charges. As I said, there are ministers here who sat around that cabinet table—they have sat there
every budget—and, other than a reprieve for one part of one year in the pandemic, every year we have seen a substantial
increase of utility charges, particularly when the government came into power. It came in with the old trick of blaming
the previous government, then there were massive increases in water and electricity charges and the charges that
people cannot escape such as connection fees. Since this government was elected to power, there has been an increase
in the cost of energy of around $400 for the typical household. When I say “typical household”, go and have a look
at that in the budget. That typical household represents about one in 10 houses in Western Australia. Virtually no
household is paying that minimum fee other than some single person living in a house by themselves and does not
drive a car. Otherwise, families have seen substantially greater increases in utility charges. We have seen a net
total increase in household fees and charges of over $1 050 a year. In relation to energy—I have pointed this out
in an earlier debate and will not repeat it today—the reliability of that electricity is substantially worse than when
this government came to power. It is not only more expensive, but also less reliable.
We need the Premier, this government and ministers, as senior people who sit around that cabinet table, to take
some meaningful action to reduce those pressures on households in Western Australia. This is real pain. Mums are
looking at their kids and saying, “I know your school shoes don’t fit; I know you’re going through a growing spurt,
but I can’t buy you those new shoes, because if I do that, I can’t pay the mortgage, and if I lose the house, we will
not even be able to get rental accommodation.” We have a Premier who loves to go out there and strut his stuff and
puff out his chest and say what a good job he has done, but that job is not helping the people of Western Australia
who are doing it tough. Again, I will point out a characteristic of this government: it loves to announce dollars. In
health, we hear, “We’ve put so many dollars into health. We’ve put so many dollars into X, Y and Z.” But what we
do not see is the impact on the ground. We hear about so many dollars going into housing, but we do not see the
increase in housing that we need in the state of Western Australia.
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We are having such a struggle with food prices. I am sure that the Minister for Transport is aware of the issues in
the Wanneroo area and elsewhere where they cannot get pickers. Crops are not being planted because they cannot
get pickers because they are not in the state! What happened? What did this government do? When it came into
power, one of the first things it did was to remove Western Australia from the regional migration scheme and stop
workers coming into the state. Even more so, despite our urging the government during the pandemic, the government
took its heavy-handed approach to stopping people and workers coming into the state. Those workers would have
built the houses for the people coming into the state who would be there now to pick the crops. Lo and behold, when
we need them, we cannot get them to come into the state.
A government member interjected.
Dr D.J. HONEY: That is directly at the feet of this government, minister.
We support a cautious approach, but not a foolhardy approach of stopping critical workers coming into the state.
As has been pointed out, Western Australia has massive inflation, which is really hurting people. Look at the price of
vegetables. Consumer price index figures show a 12.7 per cent increase in vegetables. The most basic staple after
shelter is food, and it has massive price increases. This government, through its policies, has contributed to that
substantial increase.
We have the $400 rebate. Again, as I have said in this place, and as outlined by the Western Australian Council of
Social Service, the government should be delivering more targeted support to people who are really doing it tough.
It is imperative that the government freezes household fees and charges. If it did that, it would save each household
$156 right now—this year. The government would save those households that money, and it would cost the state
budget $156 million this year.
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [3.44 pm]: I rise to speak on the motion moved by
Hon Mia Davies and rebut many of the points that were made today.
First of all, I want to say that this government is acutely aware of the challenges being faced by Western Australians
and all Australians. We have seen some unprecedented economic impacts that were not predicted. We always refer
back to the start of COVID when we thought that there was going to be a major recession. We thought the mining
sector in WA would collapse. We thought that there would be no demand for housing. Economic experts gave
briefings and views that COVID was going to basically destroy the national and state economies. Those were the
predictions. Therefore, what did the Premier and the cabinet and this government do? It sought to protect the health
of Western Australians and the economy of Western Australia. In doing that, we have seen significant economic
activity, and we are emerging from this COVID pandemic with a number of economic challenges due to the strong
economic activity.
This opposition will never give this Premier and government any credit. The Leader of the Opposition stood up and
said that it was “good fortune” that payroll tax and stamp duty increased and that the mining royalties kept increasing.
It was not good fortune; it was the outcome of the government’s deliberate decisions. In one breath, a member opposite
says, “It’s good fortune that the economy kept going.” In another breath, another one says, “Well, you kept the
borders shut!” Those two things actually work together. The reason the economy went well is that we did not have
massive lockdowns and COVID running through the community before people were vaccinated—it is as simple
as that! Members opposite still will not accept that. The overwhelming view of the WA public and of I think most
commentators now is they accept that the approach taken by the WA government protected Western Australian’s
health and the economy. The Leader of the Opposition comes in here and says that the economic fortunes of the
state were simply good fortune. They were not! It was the outcome of decisions taken, and she still will not accept
that. She will not even look up! At least we have the courtesy to look up—honestly! She runs matters of public interest
and she does not even have the ability to look up and accept the discussion.
Members opposite then go on to side with all those people who were abusing us for two years. The whole idea that
the Premier and the state government should have just sat back and accepted the abuse of the federal government
and of New South Wales Premiers—the idea that we would be lectured about gold standard and how other states
were the gold standard in managing the pandemic and we should have just sat there—is crazy. We were in no
position to be lectured by other states and Premiers. The fact is that members opposite sided with the other states
not only for the last two years, but they continue to side with the other states. They go over to Sydney or wherever
that little, intimate, conservative climate conference was and they—what?—sit around complaining about WA,
egging them on and claiming that no-one wants to come here. That is crazy stuff; it does not actually match reality.
If the member for Cottesloe’s son’s friends say they do not want to come to WA, I hope he tells them just how
good it is over here. I hope he tells them, “Come on, it’s great over here!” Last week, I had a friend come over from
Sydney. She loved it! She said it was great over here. In April, I had friends from Sydney come over as soon as they
could. They loved it. We went to Rottnest Island; they do not have anything like that over in New South Wales.
We had a great time.
The idea that, somehow, people do not want to come over here is crazy. Yet again, members opposite are siding
against Western Australia. If members opposite could have learnt anything over the past two years, it is: do not back
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other states against Western Australia. But they continue to do that. I am a proud Western Australian and I always
have been. The fact that we continue to do well should be a source of pride but members opposite are embarrassed.
The Leader of the Opposition started a reconnect tour with her National Party colleagues and friends in the east.
She criticises the Deputy Premier for going overseas to promote tourism for overseas workers for the official
Reconnect WA package, but creates her own Reconnect WA to connect the National Party.
A government member: What about Barnaby Joyce?
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Barnaby Joyce—sure. Leader of the Opposition, did that reconnect package include Barnaby Joyce?
I do not know. She is over there running down the state and backing people who criticise Western Australia.
Let me keep going. On the challenges, this state was the only state to reduce household fees and charges for the
representative household. Members opposite say we should freeze household fees and charges but look at page 327
and the estimated impact of this budget on the representative household. The member for Cottesloe said that the
representative household had no-one who drove, which is completely wrong. It goes through and tells us about
the representative household. It shows there is a reduction in the impact of household fees and charges in the
representative household, so we are going further than the opposition requested. It asked for a freeze and we are
seeing a reduction of the impact of fees and charges on a representative household. It is driven by the fact that we
are giving every electricity user a $400 discount. That is really significant. The member for Cottesloe said it was
not targeted enough, yet the Leader of the Opposition stood up and talked about two working parents who believed
they should get more concessions. Does the opposition support the $400 rebate that will be given to all electricity
users or does it not? In the same MPI, the Leader of the Opposition said working families should get discounts and
that is why the $400 discount will go to them, and the Leader of the Liberal Party, the member for Cottesloe, said our
benefits should be more targeted. On the $600 credit in 2020, this member for Cottesloe said there was no better
example of the government’s failure than the waste of the $600 million Bell settlement. He said the $600 electricity
credit given in 2020 was a disgraceful waste of precious resources. The Leader of the Liberal Party said we should
target it and the Leader of the Opposition stood up in the same MPI and talked about two working parents who she
believed should be eligible for concessions. They are eligible because the $400 credit will go to them. Not even in an
MPI can the opposition be consistent from one person to the next.
Leader of the Opposition, if I were you, I would not have stood up and asked, “Where’s the Premier?” and then
got onto a plane to New South Wales for some sort of intimate little conservatives for climate conference, sitting
in some little lounge chairs, talking about how good you guys are. I would not have done that. If I was going to go
there, I probably would not have done a media commentary saying how bad it is for people to miss Parliament.
A member interjected.
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What I have found out about the members of the opposition is that they are always the victim.
I have seen a lot in this place but they are always the victim.
Let me go through the household fees and charges. As I said, a representative household will be getting a reduction
in household fees and charges. That is in the budget papers. We are giving every electricity user a $400 credit. For
other areas like public transport, we have introduced a two-zone cap. This means real savings being delivered now—
hundreds or thousands of dollars. It is about $8 each way for people in the member for Dawesville’s electorate. These
real savings are being delivered now for those in the outer suburbs. That is real and that is happening now. For regional
Western Australians, we have guaranteed airfare prices. That is something members opposite could never deliver
in eight and a half years, but we have introduced it. From 1 July, there will be a two-zone cap, in a sense, for regional
airfares. I will keep going through all the other significant savings but also price caps for CPI.
Another point I want to make is about our unemployment rate. Employment in Western Australia is as strong as it
has ever been. The participation rate is the strongest in the nation. That means more Western Australians are in work.
I fundamentally believe that giving people jobs is one the best ways to help handle the cost-of-living pressures.
We understand the cost-of-living pressures and there are a number of reasons that they are happening. As I said,
we are coming through a global pandemic the likes of which we have never seen. There have been labour issues and
labour shortages but do members know what? If we had let all those people come in, as the opposition wanted, the
mining sector would probably have had to shut down because COVID would have been rampant through the
mining sector. Then we would not have had the royalties and we would probably be in deficit as a result of what the
opposition wanted. Members opposite wanted the “let it rip” strategy, which would have cost the economy, the
health and the finances of Western Australians.
In housing, we understand there are massive challenges. A couple of years ago we were expecting there would be
unemployed bricklayers and tilers around the place, but there was not. Instead, the state and federal governments
worked to create stimulus packages for new house and land packages and that has worked with record numbers of
approvals and numbers of buildings throughout the state. That volume will continue to come online. On apartments
and multi-unit dwellings, the Leader of the Liberal Party now somehow supports those. This is the Liberal Party
that opposed nearly every high-density development ever discussed. It wants councils to be able to delay and block
proposals forever. The Liberal Party wants councils to be able to reject multi-unit dwellings. It does not like
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processes like the state development assessment unit, which allows decision-making through the Western Australian
Planning Commission, to have some flexibility to the tune of 20 centimetres for a building because it is in Cottesloe.
It does not like that. It has opposed every proposal to bring in more apartments and multi-unit dwellings. How can
the Leader of the Liberal Party stand up and ask, “What are you doing in housing?” when he has blocked everything
that brings housing? He does not like the fact that there might be apartments in the vicinity of a school. He believes
everyone who lives in apartments are bad people who should not be living in close proximity to the community.
That is what his approach has been. As the Minister for Housing has reiterated a number of times, there is record
investment in social housing, including looking at modular builds and different forms of buildings to get more
property onto the market. We have the house and land package stimulus, the housing diversity pipeline and a range
of concessions, including build to rent. It is funny the Liberal Party supports build to rent but does not support
other people building to rent their homes. It supports super funds building to rent, but not anyone else building
homes for rent. There is a range of initiatives across the state to support new housing infrastructure but, of course,
there are challenges. We have seen escalation. Ukraine and Russia have impacted our gas, oil and other prices, which
impacts fuel prices. All these things have been challenging to work with but, if members look around the world,
where would people rather be? They would rather be in Western Australia. Another point I want to make is that, as
members opposite continue to run down the state, of course housing affordability is still much better here than in
other states. Members opposite cannot deny that fact.
As I said, we do not have toll roads in Western Australia. I will go through what we have in Armadale, a suburb
30 to 40 kilometres from the city. We have an Autoload fare of $4. In Blacktown, a similar suburb in New South
Wales, the fare is $5.23. What tolls are there from Armadale to Perth—zero; from Blacktown to Sydney, they
are $18. They have tolls everywhere. The New South Wales government has just announced $520 million to subsidise
low-income earners to pay the tolls that it introduced! We do not have tolls. Our budget is in a better position because
we did not privatise every asset. We are actually in control of our monopoly infrastructure, apart from the Westrail
freight rail line, which the previous Liberal–National government privatised. We are in control of our infrastructure
and we are able to manage costs. We should get some recognition for that. Let us talk about energy costs. What is
happening in New South Wales? We introduced the domestic gas reservation policy. I worked for the then Premier,
Alan Carpenter, in 2006 when he did that. People called him Hugo Chávez! People called him a lot of things at the
time, arguing it was too interventionist. Now, all people are saying is, “Why didn’t we do that?” We have outlined
that we are doing all we can to keep pressure off families. We introduced a $400 energy credit, which is on top of
the $600 credit handed down in 2020. There has been a decrease in costs based on a representative household. We
are working on other key issues such as public transport fares, with a two-zone cap, and airfares; and we continue
to make sure we are building houses at a rate that we can deliver. We continue to do all we can to support people
across the state; in particular, I note the work that the Minister for Disability Services has done with the incoming
federal government on the Activ Foundation. Members will remember that we had a Western Australian federal
Minister for the National Disability Insurance Scheme. Does anyone remember her? Linda Reynolds—I remember
her. What did she do? Nothing! She disappeared.
A government member: She tried to reduce the amount available.
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. She disappeared. Her comment was, “That’s it. I’m out of here.” She wiped her hands of it;
she did not care at all. We will continue to work with the WA community to address the challenges. We will not
insult WA. We will not back other Premiers, in particular the New South Wales Premier criticising WA. We will not
do that. At the last federal election, Western Australians wanted a government that would stand up for them, whether
it is on the issues they care about or to defend against the criticism and attacks we took. Members opposite have sat
there and criticised and undermined this government. Today they again demonstrated that they have learnt nothing.
WA’s economic and financial situation is because of the work this government put in. The GST deal is there because
we won the 2017 election. If members opposite had won that election, there would not have been a GST deal—
full stop! We are now getting a better share in our infrastructure spend. They stand there and say WA’s economic
situation is because of good fortune and that the government should have let it rip—let workers come in and COVID
be everywhere! It is completely false to claim that would have worked out.
Members opposite have demonstrated they have learnt nothing. Honestly, the idea that they would be over east,
applauding people criticising Western Australia makes me sick, especially when they walked out of this Parliament
after criticising people for not being here and then catching a plane and attending a conference that they probably
did not need to be at. But, as I said, that is up to them and if they want to talk about those issues, that is fine, but do
not criticise people who are down in the community faced with a very challenging situation. Why do we do that?
Why do we make those tough decisions? We want to make sure we can control our energy prices—not today, not
until the next election, but for the next 10 to 15 years. That is why it was a responsible decision to make and to have
the Premier and Minister for Energy in Collie last Tuesday.
MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean — Minister for Water) [4.04 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to this debate.
Members on this side of the house understand that some people find it difficult to make ends meet. Before I came
to this place, I spent 20 years representing a lot of people in this state who find it difficult to make ends meet—
cleaners, security guards, hospitality workers, aged-care workers and the people who look after our schools and our
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hospitals. They are the people who members on this side of the house have always represented. Members opposite
come in here today to try to paint themselves as a party and an opposition that actually cares about those people.
Quite frankly, we just do not believe them, because their record over years shows that they do not. I will tell one story
of when I represented those workers. We negotiated with a previous Labor government, the Carpenter government,
for an increase in the hourly rate of cleaners who clean government buildings. They were employed by contractors
but they cleaned government buildings. In 2008, we got the Carpenter government to announce that it would put
minimum rates of pay in those cleaning contracts so that cleaners who clean government buildings would get the
same pay as a cleaner in a government school. The Carpenter government announced that increase. Then we had
the 2008 election and the Liberal and National Parties won. One of the first decisions that Troy Buswell made as
Treasurer was to cancel that pay rise. He cancelled that pay rise! Mrs Flowers was one of the workers who argued
for that pay rise. She told me the difference that pay rise would have made. She worked two jobs. She cleaned
a building in the morning and another in the afternoon for one company, and in the middle of the day she cleaned
a third building. She said that pay rise would have allowed her to get rid of that second job in the middle of the day
and she would have been able to spend the day with her grandchildren. That was how important that pay rise was
to her. The Liberal–National government cancelled it. It did not put out a press release; it just cancelled it! Members
opposite come in here and say that as an alliance they care about those sorts of people. The history of what they
have done, not over the last week but over decades, is that they just do not care.
I will refer to some of the points members opposite made today. The leader of the alliance raised a whole bunch
of issues. She hardly mentioned water at all. I think there was one mention in her speech. When she gets up in this
house, she rarely mentions water charges because she knows that when she was the Minister for Water, under her
leadership, water prices skyrocketed. Let us look at the last Liberal–National government. It put water prices up by
10.8 per cent in 2011, then 8.5 per cent, 6.8 per cent, six per cent, 5.2 per cent, 4.5 per cent and 4.5 per cent, for a total
of 66.8 per cent when she was in government. The budget the former government left us had water prices going up
six per cent each year across the forward estimates. What has our record been? It was six per cent in the first year
with the budget we inherited, then 5.2 per cent, 2.5 per cent, and minus 1.3 per cent in 2021—we actually reduced
water prices—for a total of 15.1 per cent. In the first five years of the last Liberal–National government, there was
a 45.2 per cent increase in water charges. In the first five years of the McGowan government, it was 15.1 per cent.
That is a stark difference. On top of that, the former minister was cutting off the service to 2 500 families; she reduced
their water to a trickle because they could not pay their bills. That was 2 500 families a year. Through basic hardship
measures and asking the Water Corporation to be proactive and not punitive, we have reduced that number. Before
COVID, we got the number down to 700 or 800 a year. That is our record in government. Members opposite come
in here saying they care about those people in the community who are struggling to pay their bills, but when they get
on to the Treasury bench, they are a completely different animal. They show that, in fact, they just do not care.
I will make another point before I sit down. One of the issues that the Leader of the Liberal Party made about the rebate
on electricity charges was that he did not support it because it is not targeted. He said today that Nigel Satterley
does not need a credit so why should he get it, yet the opposition’s motion is to freeze all charges. If we accept the
member’s advice and freeze all charges, we would be freezing the charges of Nigel Satterley because everybody
will get their fees and charges frozen regardless of their income. The member cannot even be consistent in the one
debate; do not give people an electricity credit because it is not targeted and Nigel Satterley will get it, but we should
freeze all charges so Nigel will get his charges frozen. It just does not make sense. The member does not do the
work. The Leader of the Opposition came in here and said we should freeze all government charges but cannot tell
us how much that would cost.
A member interjected.
Mr D.J. KELLY: No, she did not. She could not tell us. That is the level of detail that members opposite bring to
this debate.
Acting Speaker, members opposite have no credibility on this issue. On this side of the house, we understand the
difficulties that families face and sometimes experience. We take practical measures, and we always will, because
we will always be the party that defends those households.
Amendment to Motion
Mr D.J. KELLY: I move —
That all words after “house” be deleted and the following be inserted —
acknowledges that the previous Liberal–National government, including its former Minister for
Water, the member for Central Wheatbelt, never froze household fees and charges or capped
them at inflation, and that the only government that has reduced fees and charges in the past
15 years is the McGowan Labor government
MS E.L. HAMILTON (Joondalup) [4.11 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to this debate. To be clear, it is always
a Labor government that supports the easing of household cost-of-living pressures. This government has done more
to support Western Australian households than any other government of the past 15 years.
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I will just take a moment to reflect on the eight and a half years that the previous Liberal–National government was
in office. Times were tough for people who were living in Joondalup, in those outer suburbs of Perth. Household fees
and charges went up $2 100 under the previous Liberal–National government and not once during its time in office
did that government freeze power prices. In fact, in 2009 they increased by about 25.6 per cent and again in 2010
by just over 15 per cent. If we look at the whole host of other charges that increased under the former government’s
leadership, we see the charges the Minister for Water touched on—sewerage and drainage charges were up 66 per cent.
The hardship utility grant scheme to assist customers who need support due to hardship was slashed and access to
financial counsellors was cut, closing the door to vulnerable individuals who needed support but were not able to
get it. That was something I was aware of in Joondalup. Also, as we talk about the challenges of housing affordability,
we should note that under the previous Liberal–National government, the first home owner grant for established
houses was cut, as was stamp duty concessions for first home owners. I represent an electorate with 25 per cent of
residents under 25 years of age and I know this issue was deeply felt, particularly as a lot of young people strive
to be home owners. I think it is disingenuous for members on the other side of the chamber to criticise the state
government’s efforts so far in supporting households.
I reflect again on some of the fees and charges that were increased under the Barnett government. Land tax increased
not once, not twice, but three times. That affects small business operations particularly, and those in the northern
corridor were hit hard. Joondalup represents around 14 000 small businesses, all of which had this additional cost.
If we look at the efforts made by our state government, definitely, to address the challenges for families, importantly,
an issue I talk to a lot is the benefit of the caps on public transport fares.
The ACTING SPEAKER: The question is that the words to be deleted be deleted.
Point of Order
Mr R.S. LOVE: Point of order.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A.E. Scaife): Is it a point of order about the question I have just put?
Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes. It is a point of order about the amendment to the motion we are about to vote on.
The ACTING SPEAKER: All right, I will hear the point of order, but if it is not a point of order, I may call you
to order, Deputy Leader of the Opposition.
Mr R.S. LOVE: I would like to inquire whether the words “you need to move this at the end of your remarks —
The ACTING SPEAKER: No! Deputy Leader of the Opposition, sit down. I made my position very clear prior
to you pulling that stunt. The amendment to the motion was moved by the Minister for Water. That was the
amendment that was moved and the motion that will be put. You do not get to read in extra material as it suits you.
That is not a point of order and I call you to order for the first time.
Debate Resumed
The ACTING SPEAKER: The question is that the words to be deleted be deleted.
Division
Amendment (deletion of words) put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr D.A.E. Scaife) casting his vote
with the ayes, with the following result —
Ayes (40)
Mr S.N. Aubrey
Dr A.D. Buti
Mr J.N. Carey
Ms L. Dalton
Ms D.G. D’Anna
Mr M.J. Folkard
Ms E.L. Hamilton
Ms M.J. Hammat
Mr T.J. Healy
Mr M. Hughes

Mr H.T. Jones
Mr D.J. Kelly
Ms E.J. Kelsbie
Ms A.E. Kent
Dr J. Krishnan
Mr P. Lilburne
Mr M. McGowan
Ms S.F. McGurk
Mr D.R. Michael
Mr S.A. Millman

Mr Y. Mubarakai
Ms L.A. Munday
Mrs L.M. O’Malley
Mr P. Papalia
Mr S.J. Price
Mr D.T. Punch
Ms M.M. Quirk
Ms R. Saffioti
Ms A. Sanderson
Mr D.A.E. Scaife

Ms J.J. Shaw
Ms R.S. Stephens
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski
Dr K. Stratton
Mr C.J. Tallentire
Mr D.A. Templeman
Ms C.M. Tonkin
Mr R.R. Whitby
Ms S.E. Winton
Ms C.M. Rowe (Teller)

Noes (5)
Ms M.J. Davies
Dr D.J. Honey

Mr R.S. Love
Ms L. Mettam

Mr P.J. Rundle (Teller)

Pair
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke

Amendment thus passed.

Mr V.A. Catania
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Division
Amendment (insertion of words) put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr D.A.E. Scaife) casting his vote
with the ayes, with the following result —
Ayes (39)
Mr S.N. Aubrey
Dr A.D. Buti
Mr J.N. Carey
Ms L. Dalton
Ms D.G. D’Anna
Mr M.J. Folkard
Ms E.L. Hamilton
Ms M.J. Hammat
Mr T.J. Healy
Mr M. Hughes

Mr H.T. Jones
Mr D.J. Kelly
Ms E.J. Kelsbie
Ms A.E. Kent
Dr J. Krishnan
Mr P. Lilburne
Ms S.F. McGurk
Mr D.R. Michael
Mr S.A. Millman
Mr Y. Mubarakai

Ms L.A. Munday
Mrs L.M. O’Malley
Mr P. Papalia
Mr S.J. Price
Mr D.T. Punch
Ms M.M. Quirk
Ms R. Saffioti
Ms A. Sanderson
Mr D.A.E. Scaife
Ms J.J. Shaw

Ms R.S. Stephens
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski
Dr K. Stratton
Mr C.J. Tallentire
Mr D.A. Templeman
Ms C.M. Tonkin
Mr R.R. Whitby
Ms S.E. Winton
Ms C.M. Rowe (Teller)

Noes (5)
Ms M.J. Davies
Dr D.J. Honey

Mr R.S. Love
Ms L. Mettam

Mr P.J. Rundle (Teller)

Pair
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke

Mr V.A. Catania

Amendment thus passed.
Motion, as Amended
The ACTING SPEAKER: The question now is that the motion, as amended, be agreed to.
Division
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr D.A.E. Scaife) casting his vote with the ayes, with the
following result —
Ayes (38)
Mr S.N. Aubrey
Dr A.D. Buti
Mr J.N. Carey
Ms L. Dalton
Ms D.G. D’Anna
Mr M.J. Folkard
Ms E.L. Hamilton
Ms M.J. Hammat
Mr T.J. Healy
Mr M. Hughes

Mr H.T. Jones
Mr D.J. Kelly
Ms E.J. Kelsbie
Ms A.E. Kent
Dr J. Krishnan
Mr P. Lilburne
Ms S.F. McGurk
Mr D.R. Michael
Mr S.A. Millman
Mr Y. Mubarakai

Ms L.A. Munday
Mrs L.M. O’Malley
Mr P. Papalia
Mr S.J. Price
Mr D.T. Punch
Ms M.M. Quirk
Ms R. Saffioti
Ms A. Sanderson
Mr D.A.E. Scaife
Ms J.J. Shaw

Ms R.S. Stephens
Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski
Dr K. Stratton
Mr C.J. Tallentire
Mr D.A. Templeman
Ms C.M. Tonkin
Mr R.R. Whitby
Ms C.M. Rowe (Teller)

Noes (5)
Ms M.J. Davies
Dr D.J. Honey

Mr R.S. Love
Ms L. Mettam

Mr P.J. Rundle (Teller)

Pair
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke

Mr V.A. Catania

Question thus passed.
FAMILY COURT AMENDMENT BILL 2022
Second Reading
Resumed from 6 April.
DR J. KRISHNAN (Riverton) [4.29 pm]: I rise today in support of the Family Court Amendment Bill 2022. Often,
I get asked this question: why am I in the Labor Party?
Mr P.J. Rundle: Why are you in the Labor Party?
Dr J. KRISHNAN: I will answer you now, member for Roe. I strongly believe in the values of equality, opportunity,
community and responsibility. This bill is about equality, and that is close to my heart.
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In my inaugural speech here in this house, I spoke about the contribution of partners and families in the war. When
men were at war, the women here, who were uncertain whether their husbands would return home and uncertain
about how they were living, still contributed 80 000 socks in wartime for their husbands who were struggling in
a cold environment. That contribution should never be forgotten. This bill is about equality in a relationship in which
both partners have contributed to building assets, going through hardship, putting food on the table and giving their
best to the family. If those partners unfortunately separate, there must be fairness in how things are divided. The
Family Court Amendment Bill 2022 will amend the Family Court Act 1997 to facilitate that fairness.
In 1992, superannuation became compulsory. That has resulted in many families having superannuation as their
main asset. On many occasions, superannuation is their only asset. Sometimes, when it comes to dividing the assets
due to separation in a marriage or de facto relationship, the only asset left is the superannuation savings. People
tend to keep that as a long-term saving, and sometimes it is their only saving. In 2001, the commonwealth Parliament
amended the Family Law Act 1975. What did this amendment mean? It meant that a court that is considering the
division of financial assets during a separation process needs to include superannuation savings as an asset as part
of the deal. However, that amendment was restricted to parties to the breakdown of a marriage and did not include
de facto relationships.
The Family Court Act 1997 of WA is amended periodically. In that act, there is no material difference between
a marriage and a de facto relationship; the entitlements under that legislation are the same. However, unfortunately,
the state government has no control over superannuation, which is controlled by the commonwealth, so the
Family Court in Western Australia cannot implement a fair share or a fair deal with the amendment that was brought
by the commonwealth Parliament. Eventually, in 2006, the WA Parliament passed the Commonwealth Powers
(De Facto Relationships) Act 2006 to enable it to refer legislative powers to the commonwealth Parliament, and
for the commonwealth Parliament to give effect to those referrals. The legislation was intended to enable the
state-managed Family Court to make decisions to give a fair share of superannuation when dividing assets during
a separation process. Initially, the commonwealth government refused to accept the WA legislative referral because
it was too narrow. The reason it was too narrow was that in 1975, when Western Australia established its own
Family Court under section 41 of the Family Law Act 1975, it was the only state to have its own Family Court. It
took years of advocacy and particularly strong advocacy by our Attorney General, Hon John Quigley, who took
up the matter with then commonwealth Attorney-General, Christian Porter. Eventually, in 2018, the referral was
accepted and the amendment was made allowing the WA Family Court to take superannuation into consideration.
It is only fair that when a commonwealth law is passed, we are able to implement it here in WA. To have those
powers, the referral had to be accepted, and we were fortunate that it was eventually accepted in 2018.
In summary, two things will be affected by this amendment. One is superannuation. This legislation will amend
the law to allow the Family Court to take superannuation into account as part of the property when it comes to the
division or separation process or allocation. This process is sometimes so complex that the family is already struggling
to come to a decision, negotiations are going on, the Family Court is giving orders, and, in spite of this amendment,
the Family Court still faces challenges whereby it is governed by the federal laws of superannuation when deciding
how to divide that asset. To go back to the basics, if one person in the relationship is a member of a superannuation
fund, and the other person is not a member but has directly or indirectly on a daily or regular basis contributed
towards building the wealth in that superannuation, that person deserves a fair share when it comes to the point of
separation. That is what this legislation is about.
The second part of this amendment bill refers to bankruptcy. Sometimes, bankruptcy can occur for one partner, who
is part of the title of a property and is being dragged into a controversy. That may not be the responsibility of the other
partner, who has worked hard to contribute towards the wealth. That can result in the non-bankrupt partner, who
was not part of the title, not getting any share of the property. The other complexity is that the Family Court affairs
are being dealt with by the WA Family Court, and the bankruptcy as such is dealt with by the federal courts, which
makes things even more complex. This amendment will allow the Family Court to also deal with the bankruptcy
issue as part of the family dispute or Family Court settlement issues, so that both issues are dealt with in the same
place, taking into consideration the partner who has not been declared bankrupt and who has kids to take care of after
the settlement, so that they get a fair share for their contribution to building the wealth. This is about equality, for
the points mentioned, allowing superannuation to be shared equally and taking bankruptcy into consideration. In
a situation in which one person was not involved in the bankruptcy or is a non-bankrupt partner, this legislation will
enable them to get a fair share of the deal, rather than having another court deal with it and thereby being deprived
of the benefits. I commend this bill to the house, and I thank you for the opportunity, Mr Acting Speaker.
MR M. HUGHES (Kalamunda) [4.39 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to the debate on the Family Court
Amendment Bill 2022. This bill will amend the Western Australian Family Court Act 1997 to facilitate the exercise of
federal jurisdiction that has been vested in the Family Court of Western Australia by the commonwealth Family Law
Amendment (Western Australia De Facto Superannuation Splitting and Bankruptcy) Act 2020. The member for
Riverton has gone through some of the history behind this development. As the law stands, when dealing with financial
matters in the Family Court of Western Australia, the nature of superannuation and how it is treated is different
depending upon whether one’s partner and oneself are married or in a de facto relationship. The bill effectively addresses
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this anomaly and, as the member for Riverton said, it has been in discussion since at least 2006. Unlike the rest of
the commonwealth, under the WA Family Court Act 1997, superannuation entitlements of separating de facto couples
are considered a financial resource and are not able to be subject to a superannuation splitting order unless and
until their superannuation is vested in them. Effectively, this means that each party to a de facto relationship must
retain their full superannuation entitlements. Again, although in the rest of Australia separating de facto couples may
execute a superannuation split to adjust their superannuation entitlements in the same way they may divide the rest
of their assets pool, this is not the case for de facto couples in Western Australia.
What is the problem with the current system? It has been criticised as capable of being abused. A party may divert
or seek to divert assets or income into their superannuation fund during the relationship or after separation in
order to protect it from being divided during settlement. Clearly, this position is inequitable. Why? It is because
in Western Australia, superannuation for de facto couples is considered a financial resource of the person whose
name it is in, rather than a joint asset of the de facto relationship. This has increasingly led to inequitable outcomes
for many de facto couples in Western Australia when the superannuation, as we have heard, makes up the majority
or at least a large portion of the asset pool. I can give members an example. If the asset pool is made up primarily
of superannuation in one of the party’s names, let us say $200 000, and all the other assets have a combined value
of $100 000, that is 33 per cent. Although the court may allocate all the combined assets to the party whose name
the superannuation is not in, the party whose name the superannuation is in would still receive $200 000. That is
66 per cent of the asset pool by retaining all the superannuation, because in Western Australia it is not currently
capable of being split. This inequitable result gets further compounded in circumstances in which the party who only
received the $100 000—that is, 30 per cent of the asset pool—is in fact at law entitled to more than 50 per cent.
Why? It is because of their future needs requirements under section 75(2) of the Family Law Act 1975; for instance,
when they have the majority care of children of the relationship who are under the age of 18 or have been the major
contributor of the homemaker and parenting contributions, while their ex-partner was able to advance their career
and now has a greater earning capacity because of that. As we have heard, superannuation is usually a party’s second
largest asset beyond the home. The inability to order a superannuation split for de facto couples in Western Australia
can lead demonstrably to injustices for many people who are separating. The inability to obtain a super splitting
order in Western Australia also sometimes leads to a party who resides in Western Australia to have their property
matter decided in another state so that a superannuation split can be made. This is not always appropriate, for very
obvious reasons.
Statistics reveal that up to 33 per cent of all Australian marriages are expected to end in divorce, and countless
more relationships will go by the wayside. Although I do not have the figure at hand for de facto couples, we might
reasonably assume that more or less a similar rate applies in those types of relationship. Such a reform, as outlined
in the proposed legislation—the bill under discussion—would potentially benefit a large number of people, as over
200 000 Western Australians declared their relationships as de facto in the 2016 census. Statistics also indicate that,
on average, women retire with only around half the amount of superannuation as men. Changes in the law should
go some way towards addressing this gender pay gap, providing greater flexibility and an additional option for
separating de facto couples in Western Australia in order to resolve their financial matters in the Family Court. As
the member for Riverton indicated, Western Australians in de facto relationships have waited 16 years for this reform
and I, too, would like to congratulate the Attorney General for bringing this about. He is a reforming Attorney,
prepared to methodically tackle some of these hard chestnuts, unlike the previous Attorney General under the Barnett
Liberal government—but we will not go into that. Correcting this anomalous situation whereby separating de facto
couples in our state fall outside the superannuation splitting arrangements available to separating married couples
will be a relatively small, nevertheless important, step in addressing the inequitable financial position many women
find themselves in.
I would like to stray a little further than perhaps the details of the bill to remind members present that this year’s
International Women’s Day theme invited each of us, not just women, but men and women in this chamber and
around the globe, to think of a world free from inequality, bias and discrimination. Although deep-rooted inequality
is experienced by women worldwide, it has drawn particular attention to the plight of many older Australian women.
I would like to refer members to the latest gender pay gap report by the Australian Workplace Gender Equality
Agency, published in February 2022. It found that women typically earn $7.72 for every $10 that a man earns. Women
also typically earn $25 792 less, to be precise, than men every year, with men twice as likely as women to be in
the top earnings quartile, earning more than $120 000 a year, while women are 50 per cent more likely than men to
be in the bottom quartile, earning $60 000 or less. Over 85 per cent of Australian employers still pay men more than
women on average. It is an astounding figure. Current data also demonstrates that, as I mentioned, women retire with
substantially less super than their male counterparts, approximately 24 per cent less; 34 per cent of single Australian
women over the age of 60 live in income poverty; and 59 per cent of those accessing homeless services are women.
Older women are most at risk of poverty and are more likely to experience homelessness at retirement.
What underpins these statistics? The answer lies in cumulative inequality. Women’s cumulative inequality is upheld
by social systems that create inequality over a person’s entire lifetime. It is not just at the time that they in fact are
earning, but before that, in terms of the choices available to young women and girls, and the kinds of occupational
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stereotypes that still prevail within our community. A good example is that of unpaid work. Although we may not
value unpaid work from a monetary perspective, it is still a form of work that satisfies an important need. More
women undertake unpaid domestic or family caring work, taking on more of life’s mental load or emotional unpaid
labour. Research from the Australian Human Rights Commission has found that women spend twice as many hours
each day than men doing unpaid work, like raising children or offering support for an elderly parent or unwell
loved one. These dynamics form part of the social structure that maintains the economic insecurity of women. We
continue to accept, and even expect, women to take on this role. Noticeably, it is no coincidence that it is women who
perform low-paid and part-time work. During the matter of public interest debate, the Minister for Water described
the circumstances of a woman who had to hold down two jobs to keep her head above water. I cannot remember
the woman’s name, but he did. That is just one example.
As I have said, we continue to expect women to take on the role of carer. Australian women form 67 per cent of
part-time workers and earn 14.1 per cent less than men. Even typically feminised industries, such as health care,
social services and education, have persistent gender pay gaps in favour of men. If we include in the equation unequal
pay, the promotion gap and superannuation, the result is gendered poverty. The experiences of women, which include
career disruptions, unpaid work and caring responsibilities, compound in a bizarre opposite way with what the
superannuation system seeks to achieve over the lifetime of many, many women, resulting in poverty in retirement.
This shows us that our current social and economic structures lead to and maintain inequality. More importantly,
we ought to acknowledge and appreciate that that inequality is fundamentally not the result of individual choices and
actions but is multifaceted and structurally generated. Elizabeth Broderick, the former Australian Sex Discrimination
Commissioner, commented that “there is no one single point where the gap begins and ends”. Understanding the
accumulation of inequality helps us to understand how social and economic structures fail women on a systemic
basis. Although we may not have all the answers to solve this problem, what we can do, with the election of a progressive
national Labor government, and this progressive state government, is advocate for fundamental reform.
Although women make up close to 50 per cent of the workforce, only one-third occupy key management positions
across all industries. Even fewer women are represented as chief executive officers and chairs of boards. The
longstanding espoused view that women do not aspire to the higher ranks of organisations has contributed to
this view and has to be called out for what it is: the defence and perpetuation of attitudes and biases that mitigate
against equality.
Dr Bomikazi Zeka, an assistant professor in finance and financial planning at the University of Canberra, puts it
in this way —
Inclusive policies that acknowledge and consider the career patterns of women is a central part of correcting
gender inequality. More so, policy should incorporate and demonstrate how the cumulative disadvantage
of women is considered in the design of gender-neutral policies. Because if we can identify, acknowledge
and address how and why women are slipping through the cracks, then we can develop policies that
addresses the gender income inequality gap.
She calls for a streamlining of what would otherwise be independent policy areas of employment, health care,
social protection, housing support and pensions. She argues that this would encourage a minimum universal social
protection threshold for all women throughout their life cycle and address the issues that are central to the eradication
of poverty, because poverty is not just a matter of monetary deprivation; it permeates every aspect of a person’s life.
Last year, the World Economic Forum released its annual report of its global gender gap index. The 2021 gender gap
index measured the gender-based gaps of 156 countries among four key dimensions—namely, economic participation
and opportunity, educational attainment, health and survival, and political empowerment—and tracks progress
toward closing those gaps. In 2006, when the index was commenced, which interestingly was when this whole
debate about reforming the Family Law Act took place, Australia ranked fifteenth. By 2013, Australia had dropped
to twenty-fourth place. In the intervening eight years, Australia fell another 26 places and is now ranked fiftieth, putting
it behind the vast majority of comparable Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development countries.
It may come as a surprise to some members present that Australia was the first country in the world to legislate
a Sex Discrimination Act. That was driven by the late Susan Ryan in the Hawke government. At the same time,
Australia pioneered gender-responsive budgeting processes and began publishing an annual women’s budget statement
through the federal Office for Women. In the 15 years since the global gender gap index was first launched, Australia’s
commitment to achieving gender equality has been diminished, with the federal architecture that measured and
promoted gender equality in Australia effectively having been dismantled.
[Member’s time extended.]
Mr M. HUGHES: In 2006, the federal government stopped funding the Australian Bureau of Statistics to undertake
the Time Use Survey, which measured the hours of paid and unpaid labour performed by men and women in
Australia. In 2013, the women’s budget statement was abandoned by the Abbott government, and the Office of
Women was drastically downsized. Australia once led the world in the development of policies and legislation to
promote gender equality. Australia is now far behind. Australia is now one of the few developed nations that does

[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 21 June 2022]

3021

not actively set targets for gender equality and measure progress towards nationally agreed goals. As it stands, there
is no escaping the fact that Australia is a society in which women continue to be actively marginalised and held back.
The most telling statistic from the 2021 global gender gap index is that Australia ranks equal first for educational
attainment among women and girls but is seventieth for economic participation and opportunity. How bad is that!
Australian women are world leaders in terms of their skills and abilities but are not being given the opportunities
to realise their full potential outside of the home.
In the workplace and in public life, women are at significant and entrenched disadvantage compared with men.
I am not talking about the professional women whom I encounter. I am talking about the limitations placed upon all
young girls and women in reaching their full potential. It is a staggering statistic that Australia is first for educational
attainment among women and girls, but seventieth for economic participation and opportunity for women. Australia
now ranks fifty-fourth on political empowerment, well behind most developed nations, and at ninety-ninth on
women’s health and survival, which includes measures of violence and harassment, so we are firmly at the bottom
half of countries on that measure.
Per Capita has published a landmark report, Measure for measure: Gender equality in Australia, that shows the
causes of women’s economic, social and material disadvantage in Australia begin shortly after birth and compound
across the duration of a girl’s and woman’s life. Australian women begin to fall behind their male peers as soon
as they leave school. They earn less; take on more unpaid domestic work; work fewer hours; interrupt their careers
to care for others; work in underpaid feminised industries; are overlooked for promotions; encounter systemic
ignorance of their health needs; are vastly unrepresented in the media and on the sports field; work twice as hard
to achieve positions of leadership in business; struggle to break through the ranks of political power, particularly in
the Liberal Party; experience harassment, abuse and violence both in the home and in the workplace; and, ultimately,
retire in their old age into much greater levels of poverty than men do.
This failure of national policy must be brought to an end. We need to break significant gender inequality. We need
to repair this gap. We need to do something to overcome it. This was a bit of stray from the bill before us, but
it underpins the small step that changes to our Family Court Act will bring about in enabling women in de facto
relationships to have a fair share of the proceeds of their relationship when it comes to an end and is dissolved. In
the end, it is a much bigger issue that we undertake significant reform to the structural imbalances that give rise to
gender inequality. I commend the bill to the house.
MS M.J. HAMMAT (Mirrabooka) [5.00 pm]: I am delighted to rise and have the opportunity to speak on the
Family Court Amendment Bill 2022. Before I come to my comments, I want to congratulate the Attorney General
for his work on the bill. This is a very important piece of legislation that, as others have outlined before me, has been
some time in the making. These laws will allow separating de facto couples to split their superannuation. More
than 200 000 Western Australians are in de facto relationships, and this bill will allow for there to be a fair division
of assets in the event that that relationship breaks down. This reform has been pursued for some time. Once passed
in this Parliament, this legislation will bring WA into line with the rest of Australia in providing de facto relationships
the same ability that currently exists in marriages to split superannuation.
As it currently stands, the Family Court of Western Australia is unable to make an order to split superannuation
assets, but it can do so for married couples. In other parts of Australia, superannuation can be split between married
and de facto couples. Therefore, this bill is a really important piece of legislation that will ensure that de facto couples
receive a fair division of assets and the same rights as married couples as exists elsewhere in Australia. This is an
important issue because superannuation is often among one of the biggest assets in a marriage after the family home—
sometimes, it is even a more valuable asset than the family home. Over the time of a marriage, superannuation often
becomes a very significant asset, and the fact that it has not been able to be included in the division of property
has disproportionately disadvantaged women.
I will talk a little more about women and superannuation. Women retire with substantially less superannuation
than men. Often, during a marriage, particularly if children are involved, it is the woman who will have reduced her
work hours or perhaps stopped working altogether and therefore stopped the accumulation of their own superannuation
as part of that marriage. Consequently, this bill is a significant development. This issue has required the commonwealth
Parliament to legislate. Other members have outlined before me that the state government first asked the commonwealth
government to attend to this matter in 2006, so this legislation has been some time coming. As I said, this legislation
is a very important development because it goes to the question of fairness, particularly at the point of separation
in de facto relationships.
I wanted to make a few general comments about superannuation—how could one not? It is such an excellent policy
initiative and a very significant achievement of the Hawke and Keating Labor governments. We in the Labor family
are incredibly proud of this excellent policy initiative, which introduced, for all working Australians, universal
superannuation. It is hard to recall that once upon a time people did not have superannuation paid on their behalf as
part of their employment benefits. For so many years, it was something that only the most privileged in the workforce
received from their employers. Saving for retirement was left to individuals to manage, most of whom did not, so
their only option was to rely on an age pension to continue to support their lifestyle once they had retired.
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It is a very simple concept but visionary in recognising the importance of making it universal for all working people
to save a small amount of money, with the employer contributing every week, which we all know now adds up to
a significant amount of money over a lifetime in the workforce. As that significant amount of money grows, it
provides people with security and financial certainty as they approach retirement. It also, over time, decreases the
reliance on government-provided age pensions. It also provides a significant pool of investment funds. The most
recent figures that I found are from the Association of Superannuation Funds of Australia, which estimated that as
at the end of the March quarter this year, $3.4 trillion was held in Australian super funds. Significant funds have
been saved on behalf of Australian workers since that reform was introduced in 1992.
It is also important to note that the introduction of universal superannuation would not have happened without the
Labor government and the accord between that government and the Australian Council of Trade Unions. It was
one of the key planks of a series of accords whereby working people exercised wage restraint in return for an
improvement in the so-called social wage. Rather than receiving take-home pay, workers would receive a range
of benefits that improved living conditions without having money paid directly to them. Superannuation was one
of those great initiatives and it was agreed to in that accord. Fairly modest increases were sought in national wage
cases at the time to allow for the introduction of employer-supported superannuation, which we now call the
superannuation guarantee charge. It was introduced at a rate of three per cent, which we know is an inadequate rate
to save for retirement, but it was a significant development at the time. I think it is hard for us to imagine now not
having universal superannuation because it has been a fundamentally important reform for not only working people,
but also, more broadly, our economy.
As I said, several trillion dollars are now held by superannuation funds around Australia. From its inception at
three per cent, superannuation steadily increased so that working people now receive 10 per cent of their salary paid
into superannuation; although, according to many in the industry, this is still insufficient to be able to save adequate
funds to support people in retirement. Work still needs to be done to increase the rate of contributions to ensure
that people have adequate retirement savings.
It is impossible to reflect on superannuation without also reflecting on the fact that it has always been Labor
governments that have supported it, strengthened the system and extended its universality. Of course, we have had
to do that in the face of attacks from federal Liberal–National governments, which have a long track record of trying
to unwind and dismantle our outstanding superannuation system. It is worth remembering that the Abbott government
froze the increase in the superannuation guarantee contribution rate. Superannuation guarantee contributions were
slowly adjusted over a long period to meet the objective of having adequate superannuation in retirement. The Gillard
government legislated a series of increases, staged over a period, so that we would have reached an SGC rate of
12 per cent on 1 July 2019. However, the Abbott government rejected that legislation, changed it and froze the rate.
Even now, we are well below that 12 per cent that we would have been at three years ago if the Abbott government
had not meddled with the system.
I think it is also worth reflecting that the federal Liberal–National government contemplated deferring statutory
increases again in 2020, which was during the pandemic. It had two policies. One was further deferrals and the other
was allowing people to withdraw money from their superannuation funds. People could withdraw up to $20 000 in
two tranches of $10 000. That was taken up by about 3.1 million Australians who collectively withdrew $32 billion
from their superannuation accounts under that early access to superannuation scheme introduced during the pandemic.
Withdrawing superannuation early is just bad policy. The principle of the system is that money is saved over a long
period. The whole rationale behind the scheme is longevity of the funds because that is what contributes to long-term
growth. There are regular, small amounts of savings but, importantly, the compounding effect of interest. Anyone
who has completed year 7 maths will have done an exercise in compounding interest and learnt how important that
is to those funds growing significantly. It was a very disappointing development, but, of course, the federal government
did not stop there.
It is hard to forget the disastrous policy announcement at its launch during the most recent federal election to allow
first home buyers access to 40 per cent of their superannuation accumulation, up to a maximum of $50 000. This was
shockingly bad policy. It would not only drain superannuation accounts, but also was widely criticised for driving up
house prices. It would have had the opposite effect of what was intended, which was to make housing more affordable
for people. One of the industry super bodies suggested at that time that allowing people early access to super could
add up to 16 per cent to the cost of a home in Sydney, or $134 000. Many first home buyers would not have enough
money in their accounts to make a material difference to how affordable a house was, because actually all that policy
was doing was driving up prices. It is interesting to note some of the criticism at that time and interesting to see
who had things to say about it. They did not all say it at the launch recently, but, over many years, several people
have had scathing things to say about allowing superannuation to be accessed for the purposes of first home buying.
I want to share some of these. I quote —
Increasing the amount of money going into real estate by facilitating access to super savings pre-retirement
will not improve housing affordability. It would increase demand for housing and … would actually drive
up house prices by more.
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This was the then finance minister Mathias Cormann in 2014. He was clearly not a fan of the policy. In 2016,
former Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull called access to super for housing a “thoroughly bad idea”. Sussan Ley
had something to say on it in 2017. Her take on the scheme was —
Young people need their super for retirement, not to try to take pressure off an urban housing bubble,
better solved by decentralisation.
It is interesting to observe that that thought bubble from former Prime Minister Morrison clearly did not have support
in his own party over many years, but it keeps coming back because Liberal and National members cannot help
themselves but try to trash universal superannuation.
Mr D.J. Kelly: They’ve always hated it.
Ms M.J. HAMMAT: They have always hated it; that is quite correct, minister. They have always tried to dismantle
it. It has been up to Labor governments to ensure the integrity of that world-class arrangement—that excellent policy
initiative—remains intact.
Mr D.J. Kelly: I’ll tell you who doesn’t support the universal super, and that’s the member for Moore.
Ms M.J. HAMMAT: I look forward to his contribution on the subject.
Several members interjected.
Ms M.J. HAMMAT: You will have your chance, member for Moore.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): Continue, member for Mirrabooka.
Ms M.J. HAMMAT: Universal superannuation is an outstanding policy initiative. It has always been up to Labor
governments to protect it, to advance it and protect it from Liberal–National governments that have sought, at various
times and in various ways, to dismantle and weaken it. In my contribution tonight, I have made a few observations
about that. I want to move on to another issue, but I am quite certain there is a long list of examples in that area and
I hope other speakers will come to some of them.
I also want to talk this evening a little bit about the gender pay gap in super because I think it is an important issue.
I said in my opening comments that women’s superannuation accumulation is often interrupted because of their
caring and family responsibilities, but it is more complex than that. I think it is an important topic to spend some
time reflecting on. We know that women experience a gender pay gap in the workforce. In Western Australia, the
gender pay gap hovers around 25 per cent, but women also endure a gap in their superannuation accumulation. There
have been some important bits of research on this and, this evening, I want to talk a little bit about a 2018 report
that was done by AustralianSuper and Monash University called The future face of poverty is female: Stories behind
Australian women’s superannuation poverty in retirement. The report talks about how women will retire with
42 per cent less superannuation than men. It is around the figure of about half the rate that men accumulate over their
working life. The report gives an example of what that means in real terms: if a man retires with $270 000-odd,
a woman would then receive only $157 000, so 42 per cent is a substantial amount. What is really interesting about
the report is that it does not just analyse Australian Bureau of Statistics data and Household, Income and Labour
Dynamics in Australia data, which it does, but also presents qualitative research by interviewing a number of women
about their experiences and recording that as well to highlight and explain the problems. It provides a really good
analysis and evaluation of some of the things that contribute to women’s lower superannuation balances. I want to
talk a little bit about some of them because many are embedded in not only a woman’s place in the workforce, but
also a woman’s place more broadly in society.
One of those things is that women have a very different pattern of work over their lifetimes from their male colleagues.
Even with women’s more recent advancement in workplaces, this still remains the case. The idea of superannuation
is really built on the idea of continuous linear work and often an advancing of pay rates during the course of
a person’s career. That is a typical work model for many working men, but it is not true for many women who often
have a career and working life that has many breaks, periods of part-time employment and interruptions by caring
responsibilities. I want to share some of the ways that are described by women in this report because I think it is
done very well and very eloquently by people who have lived it. Bailey, who was 62 at the time of the report, said —
It’s a line of ups and downs and rounds and rounds and a bit sort of snakes and ladders.
I think that is quite a good description. Evie, who was 59, said —
It would certainly be a circle that goes around and around with an arrow that basically never stops. It’s—
I’ve always said I have had a very non-linear career.
I think many working women would find that very relatable; their working life does not have that linear, continuous
upward financial trajectory that the idea of superannuation is built on.
[Member’s time extended.]
Ms M.J. HAMMAT: The other impact that I think is very significant is that women will often take parental leave,
certainly more frequently than their male colleagues, and they will often work part time. These two things combine
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to ensure that fewer superannuation contributions are made during that time—during parental leave or during
periods of part-time work—because superannuation is levelled on a person’s take-home pay, so their superannuation
contributions are lower. Those periods of part-time work and often those career breaks also mean women are less
likely to have opportunities for promotions and salary increases. This different pattern of work that is quite typical
for working women has a number of impacts on the accumulation of women’s financial superannuation over their
working life. It is also impacted by what is referred to as the “second shift” or the disproportionate amount of
domestic responsibilities that women have. This often means that women are again less likely to achieve promotions.
Often they are not able to perform things like overtime and that has an impact on their working hours.
I want to share some of the comments about that, and I am sure that many people will have stories about how, once
children are on the scene, work is structured in a way that meets the needs of the children rather than the needs of
financial accumulation towards retirement. Again, to quote the report, Rae, who is 67, said —
I was one of those people that actually got jobs that revolved around my children’s lives, different stages
in their lives. Like when I became a TAFE teacher, you know, I did sessional teaching and the moment
I dropped them off at school I went and did teaching. So I was home to pick them up etc. etc. I was always
there to drop them off and pick them up. My children, I was always there when they were ill.
Again, many working women will be able to reflect on that. That is about the impact of those domestic responsibilities.
It is not just about how work is structured but how families and homes are still structured. The report also outlines
the impact of organisational cultures and the effect of cultures hostile to women, which can have significant
consequences on career progression and therefore superannuation accumulation. I would like to think that those
kind of workplaces and those kinds of cultures do not exist anymore, but there is ample evidence that, indeed, many
high-earning industries have work cultures that are not able to be balanced in a way that is meaningful for women,
particularly women who have family responsibilities. There is also some identification about the impact of the
experience of older women. Once their years of caring for small children have passed, older women experience what
is referred to as “gendered ageism”, which makes it difficult for their career progression to happen, even once their
workforce participation looks like their male colleagues’.
The final thing the report identified was life events, including divorce, as well as the impact of being a single parent
or other things like family illness, which often had a disproportionate effect on women’s financial security due to
the fact that women are more likely to perform those unpaid caring responsibilities. In particular, illness amongst
older parents can have a disproportionate impact on women in families, as they reduce or stop hours at work to be
able to care for those older family members.
The report made a number of recommendations. I want to touch on some of them briefly because there is work
to be done here. It is clear that this bill is an important development that allows for an improvement in splitting
superannuation in a way that is fair, but we need to confront the underlying issue, which is ensuring that women
are accumulating adequate financial support in their superannuation funds over their working life. This report
recommended a number of things that would help with that. I am pleased to say this change is being implemented
this year. It recommended removing the exemption that has existed from paying superannuation to employees who
earn less than $450 a month. There has been a longstanding arrangement that compulsory superannuation would
not be payable for employees earning less than $450 a month. It is an important change for them and for women,
who are often in part-time, casual and lower paid jobs. That is clearly something that would have disproportionately
affected them.
The report also outlines the importance of ensuring that superannuation contributions are paid on the government’s
paid parental leave scheme. It is good that we now have paid parental leave, but, unfortunately, while people are
receiving those payments, they are not receiving superannuation contributions. I am very pleased that this is a matter
that the McGowan government addressed with public sector employees, ensuring that they did in fact get those
superannuation payments, because periods of paid parental leave and ensuring superannuation contributions are paid
over that time is significant.
A number of recommendations go to the operations of the tax system and ensuring that the tax system operates in
a way that is equitable for women who have genuinely lower contributions than their male colleagues. The report
finds that men get twice as many offsets through super as women and it calls for those to be improved. The report
also talked about developing options that are better suited for the reality of part-time work, recognising that many
women work part time and that there needs to be a better system of superannuation, particularly recognising
that people often change jobs and that the ability to have a superannuation fund that works with that concept is
very important.
I will not talk on all these points, but the report also outlined avoiding the idea that women should just try harder.
There have been other contributions along these lines, but we need to recognise the structural impairments to the
accumulation of women’s superannuation. These need to be recognised and addressed with good public policy rather
than the idea that it is unfortunate but that is the way it is and that maybe if women worked like men, then it would
not be a problem. There are a whole range of reasons why women’s workforce participation and experience is not
the same as men’s. Ensuring our systems reflect that reality is important to ensuring we have a system that is robust
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for women when they reach their retirement age. The report spent a bit of time on the importance of having
a community discussion about the adequacy of superannuation for retirement. In the same way the union movement
has spearheaded the concept of a living wage and the importance of people receiving a living wage, we should
be up for discussion about adequate super or “living super”, which was the term the report used. Ensuring that
superannuation is adequate is not just good policy for individuals or families, but good policy for the community
at large. We really need to break down the idea that superannuation is an individual responsibility and to recognise
that it is a social good and something that should be supported. I would very much agree with that.
The report also outlines the importance of compliance. I want to touch on this briefly to say that that remains
a significant issue. Although we have legislative requirement for minimum superannuation contributions, in fact,
we need to do much better at making sure there is compliance and that that superannuation guarantee amounts are
paid. At the time of the report, there was $18 billion in unpaid superannuation—a significant amount of money. The
Australian Taxation Office is charged with the responsibility of pursuing those non-payments and many people
can attest to a great deal of frustration that employers have not made payments into super funds. It can be very difficult
for those things to be rectified. Making sure that compliance is something that people are involved in, particularly
recognising that corporations could play a role in ensuring that their contractors and subcontractors are also compliant
with paying superannuation would go a long way towards improving compliance and benefiting everyone.
One could say a great deal about superannuation. It is an important initiative. It has been I think a significant public
policy achievement of Labor governments in introducing it and protecting it over a long period of time. The
Attorney General should feel rightly proud of the part he is playing ensuring that superannuation for de facto couples
is able to be split in a way that is fair here in Western Australia. It is part of the great Labor story of protecting the
retirement incomes of working people and the retirement incomes of women. It has always been Labor governments
that have strengthened superannuation for everyday people and it has always been Labor governments that have
been committed to ensuring women’s equality and pursuing women’s economic participation. This bill is part of
that long legacy. I am delighted that the Attorney General has brought it before the house. With that, I commend
the bill to the house.
MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [5.28 pm]: I rise tonight to support the Family Court Amendment Bill 2022. I point out
that I am not the lead speaker; the member for Moore will be the lead speaker. I will make a brief contribution and,
to be honest, I am not here to score any political points or talk about which government did this, should have done
that or whatever. I am here to say that I am pleased that this legislation has come to this place and that it is a really
important thing. This matter has been debated over the last 25 to 30 years by the Hawke, Howard, Rudd, Gillard,
Rudd, Abbott, Turnbull and Morrison governments. This legislation is a great opportunity for Western Australia to
get back into line on looking after de facto couples, who go through quite a few traumas at different times. I commend
the Attorney General. In the previous term of government, he put in, I think, 57 pieces of legislation. Unfortunately
for me, at the time I was the shadow Attorney General for the Nationals, so trying to cover all those pieces of legislation
was a challenge. Along with his legislation on the statute of limitations for victims of child sex abuse, I think this
is one of the most important pieces of legislation that has come through. I congratulate the Attorney General for
bringing this legislation to the fore.
The main reason it is important to me is that I have seen a relative go through the traumas of de facto separation.
As we know, there was no solution until this potential legislation came along to the trauma that that family went
through and the challenges with the superannuation asset. As other speakers have pointed out, superannuation is
usually either the largest or the second largest asset for a couple. It is pretty important. Another reason it is important
to me is that my sister-in-law who is a lawyer has constantly spoken to me about this subject over the last five years
since I was elected as the member for Roe. She has talked about how unjust it is. Once again, my sister-in-law knows
several de facto couples who have been through the trauma of separation. Those are the two main reason from my
perspective. I have a relative who went through the process and I have a sister-in-law who is very passionate about
the issue and keeps reminding me about it, and rightfully so.
The Keating government brought in compulsory superannuation in 1992 and made it compulsory under the
Superannuation Guarantee (Administration) Act. Since that time, as the member for Mirrabooka pointed out,
increasingly superannuation has become a valuable financial asset. Over time, those contributions have increased.
In many cases, it is the largest single asset of a separating couple. I looked back on the history of superannuation.
This bill will amend the Family Court Act 1997 to allow separating de facto couples in Western Australia to split
their superannuation by agreement or court order and for bankruptcy proceedings to be held concurrently with
family law proceedings in WA. Western Australia is the only state that has not fully referred family law matters
to the commonwealth. We continue to have a Family Court in WA, which is governed by the Family Court Act 1997.
In some cases, that has not been an ideal arrangement. It is good to have a Family Court in WA to sort out issues
close at hand, but the problem with the commonwealth and the state laws is the courts’ inability to deal with bankruptcy,
and that has been a bit of a challenge. Certainly, from my perspective, this legislation to allow separating de facto
couples to split their superannuation will bring WA into line with the rest of the country and is a step in the right
direction. Married couples have been able to split their superannuation for two decades in WA. It seems strange that
de facto couples have not been able to do the same thing.
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The Family Court Amendment Bill will amend the Bankruptcy Act 1966 so that the Family Court of Western Australia
can hear bankruptcy and family law matters concurrently. Whereas, at the moment, bankruptcy proceedings have
to be heard by the Federal Court of Australia or the Federal Circuit Court or the Family Court of Australia separate
from proceedings in the Family Court of Western Australia. As was pointed out in the second reading speech, the
expense of proceedings and the equitable distribution of assets is a real challenge for couples when they are operating
under two different jurisdictions. That was summed up well in the last paragraph of the second reading speech
where it says —
For example, the Family Court of Western Australia will have jurisdiction to take into account the
contributions of the non-bankrupt de facto partner to the property that may not be evidenced in formal
ownership documentation. Before the Federal Court, the claim of the non-bankrupt de facto partner may
have less priority than that of the creditors of the bankrupt.
That is unfair and has not helped with the preservation of property or with the children of the relationship. I think
the bankruptcy provisions in the legislation are very, very important as well. I know the shadow Attorney General
has met with the Family Law Practitioners Association WA, which is the leading body for specialist family
lawyers, and it is very supportive of the bill. That is good to hear. I believe that in the past, in cases in which couples
had made a financial agreement, superannuation would have already been taken into account. This bill will allow
superannuation splitting for de facto couples only when a financial agreement has not yet been made. Certainly,
that is my understanding of it.
I have a couple of other points. I think it is important to point out that one de facto partner may have contributed
to superannuation while the other person may have contributed in many other ways, including bringing up children.
As has been mentioned, the pattern of work changes and things evolve in couples. Who does what—who brings
up the children and the like. In many cases, both people in the relationship have not had the ability to make equal
contributions to superannuation. That is fairly straightforward. A member made the point earlier that a party in
a de facto relationship may have diverted funds to superannuation in the past to protect their assets, if you like, in
the background knowing that it would come back to them under the current arrangements in Western Australia. The
legislation will short-circuit that type of behaviour.
It is also important that people’s future needs are taken into account. In the majority of couples, one person in the
relationship has done the majority of caring for children in the past and potentially in the future. Hopefully, this
legislation will allow for future needs.
It was interesting that the member for Kalamunda pointed out that at the time of the 2016 census, 200 000 Western
Australians were in a de facto relationship. That is not a small number. That is why this is important legislation.
As we know, unfortunately, quite a large percentage of relationships do not make it through these days. That is
why it is very important that these changes be made.
One final comment I would like to make is that I believe the Attorney General needs to continue looking at boosting
the resources of the Family Court of Western Australia. I know of couples whose proceedings have dragged out
over a long time, whether they were married or a de facto couple. That is not a healthy scenario for anyone and it
certainly is not healthy for the children in the relationship. I urge the Attorney General to make sure that he continues
looking at boosting resources, the number of judges and all the other requirements and resources that will allow for
those judgements to be made as quickly as possible so that the grief to those families, de facto relationships and
separating couples is not extended for any longer than it needs to be.
As I said at the start of my contribution, I certainly commend the Attorney General. I think this is one of his best
pieces of work. I want to point out my support, given that people either within my family or among my close friends
have had to undergo a separation at different times, and they have pointed out to me the injustices they have gone
through. I give my support to the bill.
MS L. METTAM (Vasse — Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party) [5.41 pm]: I rise to make a very brief contribution
to this debate and illustrate the support of me and my colleagues for the Family Court Amendment Bill 2022 and
what it represents. It will amend the Family Court Act 1997 and allow separating de facto couples in WA to split
their superannuation by agreement or through a court order and for bankruptcy proceedings to be held concurrently
with family law proceedings.
Many comments have already been made in this place about the value of superannuation and how it can be of
increasing value. However, we have seen, and it certainly is the case at the moment, inequity in the system. De facto
couples are unable to access and split their superannuation, which clearly unfairly disadvantages women, largely,
but not in all cases. We appreciate and understand that the reality is women have less superannuation, in general,
compared with men. That is the result of women having a less linear working life than men and of bringing up
children and being working parents. For that reason, it is important to see this legislation brought into this place to
bring Western Australia in line with the rest of the country. It is quite extraordinary that it was back in 2001—well
over two decades ago—when the commonwealth Parliament first introduced legislation to allow superannuation to
be split. That benefit has been experienced by married couples and it is good to see that it will be in place for de facto
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couples as well. That will lessen the burden of what might already be a very difficult experience. It is recognised that
superannuation is very significant. It can be one of the largest, if not the largest, assets that a de facto relationship
shares. It is very clear that the status quo is unjust, and that is why we certainly support this proposed legislation.
Allowing bankruptcy proceedings to be held concurrently with the family law proceedings in WA is an important
next step. I note that in 2020, the commonwealth Parliament passed a law that allowed the Family Court of WA
to exercise federal jurisdiction in WA family law court matters to allow separating de facto couples to split their
superannuation. However, in order for it to take effect in WA, the WA Parliament must now pass amendments to
the Family Court Act 1997. I understand also that this bill will allow the Family Court of WA, as I have stated, to
exercise bankruptcy matters and for them to be handled concurrently. As an opposition, we have consulted with
the legal industry. I understand that the Family Law Practitioners’ Association of Western Australia is particularly
positive about what this piece of legislation represents. I can only imagine some of the concerns that it has heard.
Importantly, this bill this will allow for a fairer system to support de facto couples who are looking at separating
and ensure that those who would otherwise have challenges accessing their fair share of superannuation, which
they may have indirectly contributed to by supporting the family or the relationship unit, will be able to access
that superannuation.
I will leave my comments there. As I said, it is just a brief contribution to illustrate the importance of addressing
what has been an unjust situation in Western Australia for de facto couples and in particular for women who
overwhelmingly have not been able to obtain the same level of superannuation. That is well recognised as a great and
significant value asset to families and couples. I will leave my comments there and commend the bill to the house.
MR S.A. MILLMAN (Mount Lawley — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.48 pm]: I also rise to make a contribution
to this debate on the Family Court Amendment Bill 2022. I thank the member for Vasse for her contribution. In
fact, both the opposition speakers on the bill so far have covered off the important role that superannuation plays
in society. I think they also touched on the unique nature of the Western Australian family law system compared
with the way family law operates in the other jurisdictions as a result of the limited referral of lawmaking powers that
was made by the WA state government. The member for Riverton has already traversed that issue, so I do not propose
to go into too much detail about the referral of powers. In any event, on 27 November 2018, in the fortieth Parliament,
I spoke at length on this in my contribution to the Child Support (Commonwealth Powers) Bill 2018 and also in
the debate on 28 November 2019 on the Family Court Amendment Bill 2019.
I want to commend the contributions that were made by the member for Mirrabooka, touched on by the member
for Roe, and also the member for Kalamunda on the gender pay gap and the consequences it has for retirement savings
for women in Western Australia. This is a point that I made in my response to the budget on 17 May, in the lead-up
to the federal election, because I was so concerned about the policy that the federal coalition was taking to the election
on accessing super that I felt compelled to speak on the gender pay gap, but because that issue has been covered by
the members for Mirrabooka and Kalamunda, I do not propose to go into any detail on that.
In the context of the Family Court Amendment Bill, I want to talk about how important it is that we recognise the
important role of compulsory superannuation in society, because this bill will allow de facto couples to split what
will become a significant asset over the course of the life of the relationship. I want to go through compulsory
superannuation first, and the way that, in response to the growing role that superannuation plays in our economy, this
legislation will keep pace with changes in the economic landscape in Australia. I want to talk about the way in which
superannuation is an important feature of the infrastructure investment landscape, and I want to talk about the
Royal Commission into Misconduct in the Banking, Superannuation and Financial Services Industry. I think the
way in which courts deal with superannuation—particularly the way in which the Family Court in Western Australia
will deal with this legislation—needs to be influenced by the recommendations of the royal commission into how
superannuation operates. They are some of the points that I will go through, and I will be referring each of those
items back to the bill.
Far be it for me to say—I suspect that the Attorney General will make the point in his second reading reply speech—
but there was a point made by the member for Roe on resourcing for the Family Court of Western Australia. I want
to let the member for Roe know that, in fact, the Family Court of Western Australia is currently advertising for
additions to its pool of magistrates. An email was sent around to the Family Law Practitioners’ Association on Friday
advising people that the Family Court is seeking expressions of interest for its magistrates pool, and that they should
get their applications in.
Mr P.J. Rundle: I’m pleased to hear it!
Mr S.A. MILLMAN: Yes. If the member’s sister-in-law is interested in applying, she should make sure she does,
and I am sure she will be recommended to the Attorney General.
I would also like to commend a terrific colleague of mine, Kathy Bromfield, who is a constituent and a family law
practitioner, and who regularly provides me with advice on family law matters when they come on for debate in
this place.
I want to talk about compulsory superannuation—it is good; it works—and why we want more of it.
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I refer to an article that was published in online magazine The Conversation written by Trevor Cook, who was
awarded a doctorate by the University of Sydney. Dr Cook says —
Compulsory super is one of Labor’s greatest achievements.
…
The Keating Government introduced compulsory superannuation in the form of the Superannuation
Guarantee … in 1992 with two objectives in mind. Then Treasurer John Dawkins said it would increase
private provision for retirement and increase national savings.
That private provision for retirement—that pool of money that is available to couples—is exactly what this legislation
is directed to. Dr Cook says that, in fact, the policy was a success on both counts. The article continues —
Just over a century ago, Australia was one of the first countries to introduce old age pensions. The scheme
was designed to alleviate poverty for a relatively small number of people who lived … past 65, not to
provide an adequate income for most of the population for a long period of time.
Life expectancy in Australia has jumped by more than twenty years for men, and by nearly thirty years for
women, during the last century. Many people can now expect to live a quarter of their life span in retirement.
What’s more, the numbers entering retirement will increase dramatically during the next few decades as
the baby boomer demographic, over 5 million people, steadily enters retirement.
No national government can provide a decent living for that many people for that long entirely from taxation
revenues.
Further, Dr Cook says —
According to the OECD, Australia has one of the highest private expenditures on old age pensions, in
excess of 3.5% of GDP, and one of the lowest public expenditures, less than 3.5% of GDP. Private spending
is negligible in a third of OECD countries.
The sums of contributions that have been made to compulsory super, according to Dr Cook, are enormous. In this
article, written a decade ago, he states —
At the end of 2010, total superannuation assets, arising from both compulsory and voluntary super
contributions, were around $1.3 trillion, or about 100% of annual GDP). With the proposed increase
in the SG —
That is, superannuation guarantee —
to 12%, total superannuation assets have been projected to grow to over 160% of GDP by mid century.
Compulsory superannuation has also contributed to savings rates in Australia that are high by international
standards. In a paper last year, two Commonwealth Treasury economists argued that the current boost to
private … saving is about 1.5% of GDP, and they expected this level to rise significantly over the next
decade, as the contribution rate rises gradually to 12%, and to reach 3% of GDP in the next few decades.
A higher savings ratio means we have a reduced need to draw upon the savings of foreigners. It means
that our foreign debt is lower than it would otherwise be. That increases Australia’s capacity to withstand
shocks to the global financial system.
I have to say that this article and that particular comment from Dr Trevor Cook is prescient. If we have seen one thing
in the last 24 months, it is shocks to the global financial system, whether they be through the COVID pandemic
or the Russian invasion of Ukraine. We can see that having the right regulatory framework—which this bill will
achieve—governing the way in which superannuation works as between couples maintains a system that the community
has faith in, so people will continue to participate in the compulsory superannuation system, which is a good thing
for Australia because it improves our ability to withstand global financial shocks. It continues —
Just as importantly, the expansion of the superannuation system saw employee coverage rise … from around
40% of total public and private sector employees in the mid 1980s, to more than 90% a decade later.
I cannot think of anyone now who does not have a superannuation account. I will leave that point there.
In this article, which was written in the lead-up to the 2013 federal election, Dr Cook goes on to say —
Despite the rantings of some of its more ideologically driven members, an Abbott Government would
retain the Gillard Government’s increase in the SG rate, just as the Howard Government kept the SG itself.
Wonder why? Well, Australian Institute of Superannuation Trustees —
That organisation has been quoted by other members —
research released this week found 75% of all Australians supported an increase to … the SG rate.
Compulsory superannuation, like universal health care, is here to stay and so it should.
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I just make the comment that, unfortunately, he was not correct in his prediction that the increases in the superannuation
guarantee would be maintained by the incoming Abbott government when it was elected in 2013. It froze those
increases, so we have lost a decade of increases to the compulsory superannuation scheme. Nevertheless, public
and community support for superannuation remains as strong as it was a decade ago. That is why, as I said earlier,
it is important that this bill maintains public confidence by bringing our family law up-to-date from a regulatory
perspective to say that it does not matter whether a couple are de facto or married. As the member for Vasse said,
it is about generating equality across the system.
The next point that I want to make in the context of this debate is that people do not talk about superannuation enough.
Not only is it a really important part of the way in which we fund retirement savings to give people a dignified
retirement, but also there are now billions of dollars in accumulated savings across the country that can benefit the
community. My next point is about having a broader discussion amongst us as members of Parliament and the
community more generally about the important role that superannuation plays.
I want to refer to a more recent article written by Bernard Keane in The New Daily, an online newspaper, dated
27 October 2019. It is called “Super is changing our economy—and the way power works in Australia”. The
article starts —
Superannuation is one of the most crucial areas of public policy in Australia—and it has the lowest profile.
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): I am sorry to stop you mid-flow in your quotation, member for
Mount Lawley, but, given the time, I will leave the chair until the ringing of the bells.
Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm
Mr S.A. MILLMAN: Before the break, I was referring to an opinion piece by Bernard Keane published on The New
Daily website, which states —
Superannuation is one of most crucial areas of public policy in Australia—and it has the lowest profile.
There is no issue that will have as great an impact simultaneously on the economy, on every Australian’s
retirement, on infrastructure and its funding, and on how power is used in Australia.
…
The industry super model is a direct threat to the Liberal Party business model, which is to represent the
interests of its corporate donors …
Industry super represents a rival form of political power, created via substantial holdings of the shares of
major Australian companies and being a major source of investment for infrastructure.
And that power is growing rapidly: Not merely has the industry super sector dramatically expanded as
a result of the well-deserved smashing of retail super by the royal commission, but compulsory super
means the entire sector will continue to expand at a rate of knots.
One recent estimate projected the super sector would reach over $5 trillion by 2029; another that super
would own 20 per cent of all Australian listed companies by 2034.
…
That’s why the Liberals have been panicking about so-called “activist” industry super funds and threatening
regulation, cheered on by the Financial Review.
…
Industry super threatens to undo entirely the success of Coalition governments since the 1990s in attacking
and undermining the union movement.
It goes on to state that for the Liberal Party —
It’s bad enough that compulsory super was created by Labor, but what if it cements the trade union
movement into the very heart of Australian capitalism, putting—in the nightmare scenario conjured by
one Liberal earlier this year—the ACTU president in every boardroom?
However, while no one doubts the Liberals’ hatred of industry super—the current minister for superannuation, —
Now former —
Senator Jane Hume, has repeatedly attacked industry super as “unholy”—it’s their strategy that has been
the problem.
The Liberals were dragged kicking and screaming to a banking royal commission during the term of the last government,
with Kenneth Hayne as the royal commissioner, together with the Productivity Commission. Their findings about
how industry super outperformed retail super completely put the kibosh on the Liberal Party’s strategy to try to
undermine industry super.
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The final reason I want to address why industry super is so important is the significant infrastructure investment
it makes in Australia. I quote from the Industry SuperFunds website on a page about infrastructure investment.
It states —
Every modern society needs safe, reliable, up-to-date infrastructure, and Australia is no exception. But in
order to build and maintain this infrastructure—from transport links to digital communications—a large
amount of investment and support is needed.
For many years, Industry SuperFunds have recognised the value of investing in critical infrastructure—
not just financially, but also for the jobs that are created and the benefits that good infrastructure provides
to communities, businesses, individuals and industries.
Members, it reads a lot like the McGowan government’s program for investing in the Western Australian economy.
It continues —
The benefits of infrastructure investment
As well as creating valuable and useful assets for Australia, investing in infrastructure has other less obvious
benefits. Biggest among these are the vast numbers of people employed in bringing these projects to life—
from planners, engineers, accountants, administration staff and design, communications, HR and legal
teams, to the people on the ground actually building the project.
Of course, all these people in turn spend their incomes in their communities, further stimulating the local
economies …
New infrastructure also makes it easier to conduct business and grow the economy. More freight can be
moved quickly, communication is more efficient, travel is faster, utilities are cheaper and more reliable,
medical services can be expanded, business operations become more cost-effective, and communities and
individuals can enjoy a higher standard of living.
Whilst the Liberal and National Parties continue their coordinated and concerted attacks on industry super funds and
on compulsory superannuation more generally, members can rest assured that the Labor Party, proud of its heritage
and of its history in implementing super in the first place and the legacy of the work of the trade union movement
in the 1970s and 80s, will always stand up for workers and superannuation. Key to that, and what brings me back
to this evening’s legislation, is making sure that our regulatory framework is completely up to date and adapted
for modern purposes, because that will lend credence and strength to the idea of superannuation being an important
part of the conversation around how economies function. If we have a family law system that allows for de facto
couples to split superannuation, or court orders from the Family Court that will allow for the splitting of superannuation,
that will serve to not only improve access and equality for participants in those legal proceedings, but also reinforce
the important role that superannuation plays in our community. For those reasons, members, I am more than happy
to support this legislation and I commend the Attorney General for bringing it before the house.
MR D.A.E. SCAIFE (Cockburn) [7.05 pm]: I rise tonight to speak in support of the Family Court Amendment
Bill 2022. Many great contributions have been made by members of the government, but it has also been good to
hear support for this bill from members of the opposition. Superannuation should have bipartisan support in this
country. Unfortunately, as many of the speakers before me pointed out, it does not enjoy genuine bipartisan support
in this country because the Liberal Party, and, to a lesser extent, the National Party, has always been hell-bent on
getting rid of our system of compulsory superannuation. But it is at least heartening to have heard members of the
opposition backing some of the things that members of the Labor Party have said on this issue in this place.
I want to echo what members have said, which is that this reform is long overdue. It has been in the pipeline for a long
time, and the hold-up has not been with the WA state government; unfortunately, it has been with the commonwealth
government. This bill finally brings the long sorry saga of allowing superannuation splitting in the Family Court
of Western Australia to a close. I remember the days when the Rudd government was newly elected in 2007 and
the Labor Party in government embarked on a series of reforms to ensure that same-sex couples were treated equally
through a number of different laws. One of those ways was to strip out some of the discriminations against people
in de facto relationships. It seems perverse to me that 14 to 15 years down the track we still have a system in WA
whereby de facto couples suffer a disadvantage compared with married couples when it comes to superannuation
splitting. I got married just over three years ago, but before that I was in a long-term de facto relationship. It is such
a perverse thing to think that if I had split from that relationship in the 2010s, we would have not been able to settle
through the Family Court of Western Australia the issue of splitting superannuation, because, as many speakers
have pointed out, superannuation is often the most significant asset that a couple will have, certainly next to the
family home.
I am pleased to see this reform come through. It is inescapable that this reform is particularly important to women,
because women have historically lost out on our system of compulsory superannuation since it was established in
the 1990s. Superannuation is an important support for people in this country in their retirement. It was, essentially,
the first of its kind when it was introduced by the Keating Labor government, but it has not served women as well as
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it has served men since it was introduced. I give the example of my mother who was a public servant for many years
but did not receive any superannuation during that time because it was not a concept when she was in the workforce.
She then left the workforce to raise me and my sister and, as a result, has next to no superannuation to retire on.
Fortunately for my mother, my father retired on a very old type of superannuation scheme, a defined benefit scheme,
and she has entitlements under that scheme. However, other people are not as fortunate as to be in the situation that
my mother is in. Had it not been for that, my mother would have had no asset to her name other than the family home
and would have been wholly reliant upon the pension, whereas she is now reliant on a part pension and her entitlement
under my father’s defined benefit scheme. The reason that my mother was not able to accrue superannuation at the
time was obviously due to her generation. Superannuation was not a national compulsory scheme at the time she
was in the workforce. She exited the workforce when she had children, as many women do, because the work of
raising children has historically fallen, and continues to fall, disproportionately on women. We know that caring
work—which the member for Mirrabooka referred to as the second shift—has always been undervalued in our society.
We are taking steps towards valuing that more when it comes to things like paid parental leave, and ensuring that
child care is affordable, but we have many, many more steps to take.
I want to tease out from that example a number of reasons why our system of superannuation has not served women
as well as men. The first is that women often exit the workforce to undertake caring responsibilities. Other members
have pointed out that under the commonwealth government system, superannuation is not paid on parental leave.
It may be paid under a workplace policy, but that is entirely up to the entitlement that has been negotiated in that
workplace. Women are also disadvantaged in the payment of superannuation because, as I have said, caring work
is often devalued. We know that women are disproportionately more likely to work in caring industries such as aged
care, or as an education assistant, for example, and are likely to be paid lower wages and as a result receive lower
superannuation contributions.
One feature of our superannuation system that means that women are more likely to miss out on superannuation
contributions completely is that employers are not subject to the superannuation guarantee charge if their employees
are paid less than $450 a month. A person may be working in multiple different workplaces, but if at each of those
workplaces they are earning less than $450 a month, they will not be paid superannuation from any of their employers.
That can particularly disadvantage women in our workforce. This bill will not fix all those issues, and there is
a long road to go down, but it is a step forward, and long overdue.
The member for Mirrabooka and the member for Mount Lawley have commented on the Liberal Party’s aversion
to superannuation. I listened earlier to the member for Roe and I was heartened, as I said, to hear his comments in
support of this bill. However, the member for Roe made a glib comment at the start of his contribution when he said,
“I’m not here to talk about what governments of the past, whether they were Labor or Liberal, have done; I’m just
going to talk on the merits of the bill.” That fails to appreciate that it is impossible to talk about superannuation
without also talking about how it is constantly under attack by the Liberal Party. That is not a luxury that the
Labor Party has. The challenge that the Labor Party always has is that we build things like Medicare and superannuation,
yet they are constantly under attack. That is quite different from what the Liberal Party does. The Liberal Party does
not build anything; it just tears things down. Therefore, for the Labor Party, the work is never done. Once we have
built Medicare and once we have built compulsory superannuation, we then have to spend the rest of time defending
the principle and the concept.
That is why members of the Labor Party in this place need to put on the record their opposition to the attacks that
have been levelled by the Liberal Party. These attacks are not letting up. It is extraordinary that we have just seen the
Liberal Party wiped out at the federal level, having already been wiped out here in Western Australia. I do not know
whether other members of the chamber have seen it, but Senator Andrew Bragg, a Liberal senator for New South Wales,
has said that his prescription for where the Liberal Party should go now is to get rid of compulsory superannuation.
That is his recipe for how the Liberal Party should take the country forward and revive its electoral prospects. What
is shocking about that is that Senator Bragg is supposed to be a member of the moderate faction of the Liberal Party.
That is unbelievable. This is apparently not the extreme right wing of the Liberal Party. The moderate wing of the
Liberal Party is saying that its path back to government is to dismantle our retirement system.
I take particular issue with some of the things that Senator Bragg has said. He is obviously against the system of
compulsory superannuation. In the course of making his arguments, he bemoans the fact that the current rate of
superannuation is not enough to support most people in their retirement, yet he belongs to a political party that
opposed the previous Labor government’s legislation to progressively raise the rate of the compulsory superannuation
guarantee to 12 per cent. He says that the rate is not enough to support people in their retirement, and he uses that
as a reason to advocate for the dismantling of our superannuation system, when, if he is right about that, the answer
is to increase the rate of the super guarantee charge. Senator Bragg is not saying that now, but it is interesting that
he did once advocate for that. This is what Senator Bragg said before he was elected to Parliament —
Although Australia moved ahead of most OECD nations to implement super in 1992, the contribution rate
is not yet high enough to provide fully-funded retirement incomes. At 9.5 percent, the rate is lagging behind
the 15% required over a working lifetime to get the majority of Australians to a privately funded retirement.
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At one point in time, in 2015, Senator Bragg was in favour of not only compulsory superannuation and the
superannuation system generally, but also raising the rate to 15 per cent. Curiously, Senator Bragg at the time was
on the payroll of the Financial Services Council, which is the peak body representing retail superannuation funds.
I think we can tell from that where Senator Bragg gets his views about superannuation. It appears to be from
whoever’s payroll he is on at that particular time. Senator Bragg is in an absolute war against superannuation funds
and has been over the last few years. He says that industry superannuation funds are complacent, and gives examples
of their largesse. We never heard Senator Bragg when he worked for the Financial Services Council raise any
concerns about the conduct of retail superannuation funds.
We know from the Hayne Royal Commission into Misconduct in the Banking, Superannuation and Financial
Services Industry that the behaviour of retail super funds was utterly appalling. I believe it was referred to in the
royal commission’s report as pure greed. If members cast their minds back to that time, we all knew that rorts were
going on, but I do not think any of us imagined that the rorts in the retail superannuation industry were as bad as
was pointed out by the Hayne royal commission. People were being charged for advisory services that they never
used. Worse than that, the funds did not have an adviser allocated to clients to give them advice on those matters,
yet they were still charging them exorbitant fees for those services from year to year. Funds were also charging
people for products that they did not need. The worst of the worst is that it turned out that people who had died
were being charged for services through their superannuation fund. Senator Bragg had nothing to say about that at
the time he was on the payroll of the Financial Services Council, which, as I have said, is the peak body representing
retail superannuation funds. Now that Senator Bragg is a Liberal senator for New South Wales, he has only negative
things to say about industry superannuation funds. Superannuation funds are not controlled by trade unions; they
are bodies that are jointly controlled by employee and employer associations, yet people like Senator Bragg have
turned superannuation funds into some kind of left-wing bogeyman, when they are actually the result of the accords
between employers and unions that were reached during the Hawke and Keating years.
One of the other things that Senator Bragg has been a great champion for, and that other members have talked about,
is to allow Australians to access early withdrawal of their superannuation. Early withdrawal is available to people
in very, very limited circumstances. Senator Bragg and other Liberal Party members are advocating to allow people
to withdraw their superannuation to pay for housing. It is a ridiculous idea. Allowing people to do that would create
a demand surge into the property market, which would drive up property prices; it does not actually help people to
get into the market. As a result of that early withdrawal of super, people will often become worse off over time
because they lose the compounding benefit of that money being in their superannuation fund. I take an example from
an article by the McKell Institute on the early withdrawal of superannuation. The McKell Institute estimates that
if an individual makes the average withdrawal of either $7 728 or $7 536, within about a year they will have forgone
$2 420 in returns from market growth, which is an incredible amount of money in such a short period.
It is good to hear that the government and the opposition are on the same page with this bill. But we cannot let an
opportunity like this go by without putting on the record the Labor Party’s and my very strong support of our
compulsory superannuation system. There is more to do, and there are a few things that I hope to see the federal Labor
government do in the coming years. The first is that I would love to see the federal government pay superannuation
on the paid parental leave scheme. That was a commitment that the Labor Party took to the 2019 federal election,
and I know that the Assistant Treasurer, Hon Stephen Jones, has said that the federal Labor government wants to
do that; it is just about finding the way to do it. I say to the federal Labor government members that I am looking
forward to them finding that way because it is really important to ensure that women, in particular, who access
parental leave get superannuation during that period away from the workforce.
I also want to see the rate increase to 12 per cent, which, thankfully, is back towards being progressively raised to that
level. We also need to find a pathway beyond that to raise the rate to 15 per cent. I would also like to see superannuation
added as an entitlement in the national employment standards. When I was an industrial relations lawyer, superannuation
was very hard to recover because it is not a workplace entitlement; it is an entitlement through the superannuation
guarantee charge. But it could be recovered for people who were covered by modern awards because modern awards
have a protection that requires employers to make superannuation payments, so a claim could be made for breach of the
award and recover the superannuation through that type of claim. But if a person is not covered by an award and they
do not have a term saying an enterprise agreement that gives them an entitlement to superannuation, their only recourse
to recovering underpaid superannuation is to make a complaint to the Australian Taxation Office. I say this without
criticism of the ATO, but the ATO is not a beast that spends its time recovering industrial entitlements or workplace
entitlements for people; it is not its core business. Understandably, a couple of years ago, the Australian National
Audit Office found that although the ATO was using partly effective methods to recover super, they were not all
effective. Therefore, putting the entitlement to super in the national employment standards would mean that it would
apply to absolutely every employee in the national system of industrial relations. That would mean that when someone
is underpaid wages and, as a result, also underpaid super, they have a way of pursuing that claim. They can go through
the industrial tribunals with an industrial claim, say, with the assistance of the union, rather than going through the ATO.
On that note, I reiterate that this is a good bill. It will take us one long overdue step forward. There is more to do.
I look forward to a federal Albanese Labor government delivering on those steps forward in the years to come.
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MS E.L. HAMILTON (Joondalup) [7.25 pm]: I rise in support of the Family Court Amendment Bill 2022. This
is an important piece of legislative reform. Although technical in nature, it will ensure equity and justice in the
Family Court processes in the state for separating de facto couples to split their superannuation. This reform is
a matter of social injustice that disproportionately affects women and will have a significant and positive impact
on women who have a financial matter before the Family Court of WA.
I must say that it is about time that laws on splitting superannuation for de facto Western Australian couples were
updated to be more equitable and be administered by a Western Australian court rather than a commonwealth
court. It has been almost 21 years since the then Attorney General, Hon Jim McGinty, a member of the Gallop Labor
government, began the process to secure a fairer financial outcome for de facto couples who separate. We heard
during the introduction of the bill why this process has taken time, with jurisdiction over marriage, de facto marriage
and superannuation being divided across commonwealth and state law.
In 2006, the Carpenter state government asked the commonwealth government to pass corresponding legislation
to allow for the introduction of this bill, but the commonwealth wanted Western Australia to hand over responsibility
of all aspects of de facto relationships, meaning the end of the Family Court of Western Australia. In 2018, after
strong advocacy by the McGowan government, particularly Attorney General Hon John Quigley, the commonwealth
agreed to accept and implement a narrow change, which meant that the Family Court of Western Australia, rather
than the commonwealth, could make decisions on WA de facto couples splitting superannuation and bankruptcy
where relevant to proceedings.
The government had to go through a process with the commonwealth to bring the bill to this point. WA is the only
state to have its own Family Court. The Family Court of Western Australia was established under the Family Law
Act 1975 for reasons including to deal with the division of commonwealth and state jurisdictions and the impact of
that on those before the court as well as a desire to keep the judicial system close to its people. For Western Australian
family law, proceedings are dealt with under two pieces of legislation; first, the Family Law Act 1975 covers married
people wanting to divorce and make arrangements for children and property, as well as spousal maintenance; and,
second, the Family Court Act 1997 covers unmarried people wanting to make arrangements for their children only.
It is important to note that lots of families have only superannuation assets and, under the current law, there is no
power to impose an order on superannuation to provide the money as part of a settlement. For many couples, super
is their most valuable and one of their single largest assets. The inability to obtain orders to split super can lead to
an individual having their property matter decided in another state, perhaps even making the decision to split it, and
it may not be an appropriate result and outcome for both parties. Under the current arrangement, both men and women
can be disadvantaged by not being able to split their super at the end of a de facto relationship, but the reality is
that women are predominantly the hardest hit.
That leads me to the topic of women’s participation in the workforce and the importance of equal pay for women.
Western Australia has the largest gender pay gap, which creates complexities in Family Court disputes. According
to the Workplace Gender Equality Agency statistics from February this year, Western Australian women earn an
astounding 21.2 per cent less than men. It goes on to state that the gender pay gap is influenced by several factors,
including discrimination and bias in hiring and pay decisions; women and men working in different industries and
different jobs, with female-dominated industries and jobs attracting lower wages; women’s disproportionate share of
unpaid caring and domestic work; the lack of workplace flexibility to accommodate caring and other responsibilities,
especially in senior roles; and women’s greater time out of the work force, impacting career progression and
opportunities. We know that this is a serious social issue affecting women who may have worked during a relationship,
or who want to go back into the workforce. They most likely will never catch up to their male partner’s level of
superannuation. It is generally women who take time out of the workforce to raise children, working around school
hours and women often return to work on a part-time basis. These factors result in women retiring with, on average,
half the superannuation of men. Women deserve equality in all aspects of their life and our government is committed
to gender equality in this state. We recognise that a society where everyone is empowered and supported to participate
is not just the right thing to do, it makes sense.
The Economic Security for Women’s alliance is concerned about economic security for all women in Australia.
A few years ago it, produced a white paper titled Defining the concept of economic security for all women:
Policy recommendations to boost women’s economic security. On superannuation in particular, it noted that there
was a case for women and issues of lower economic security than men. I quote —
Australia is a high-income country, with most measures of lifestyle and well-being amongst the highest
in the world. Continued economic growth and rising wealth have been the hallmarks of the economy over
many decades.
The benefits of these favourable economic fundamentals have not been evenly shared, with women continuing
to lag men in terms of jobs, incomes and superannuation balances …
The evidence for Australia confirms that women are persistently and overwhelmingly less economically
secure than men.
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The paper went on to discuss superannuation and the pension —
Superannuation savings levels provide another stark contrast in the economic and financial security of
women relative to men. According to estimates from the Association of Superannuation Funds of Australia,
the average superannuation balance of a 50-year-old woman is $99,520, some 73 per cent below that of
a 50-year-old man. For a 65-year-old entering retirement, the gap is still a wide 44 per cent with the slight
narrowing attributable to women rejoining the paid workforce after having … children.
According to Industry Super Australia, current trends in wages and workforce participation will mean
that by 2030, men will retire with an average superannuation balance of $432,000 which is 39 per cent
above the $262,000 average balance for women …
According to research from The Grattan Institute, the superannuation balances of women is below men
in all age groups.
These are just some of the reasons why it is so important to get this bill passed.
This bill also includes bankruptcy legislation. Bankruptcy and family law can combine during a separation either
as the reason for the separation or as a result. COVID-19 has impacted people’s economic stability, leading to
increased financial stress. If one person becomes bankrupt, complications may arise in considering the financial
entitlements of the non-bankrupt spouse alongside those of creditors. This bill will allow separating de facto couples
to have both their superannuation split and the bankruptcy case to be handled in one court, rather than one being
handled by the Family Court of Western Australia and the other by a commonwealth court. According to the
Australian Bureau of Statistics, over 200 000 people are in a de facto relationship in Western Australia. Although
we may not know how many will end up in the Family Court system, this is still a potentially significant amount
of people who will be treated more fairly by this legislative reform.
Passing this bill is the right outcome for this and future generations, and will bring Western Australia in line with
other states where de facto couples have had the ability to split superannuation since 2008. It means that de facto
couples living in Western Australia will be treated equally to those in the rest of the country. It has always been
Labor governments that strengthen superannuation and Labor governments that ensure women’s equal representation
in the workplace. I commend the Attorney General on his advocacy in bringing this legislation to our Parliament
and I commend the bill to the house.
MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Women’s Interests) [7.35 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to
the Family Court Amendment Bill 2022. It is unusual for another minister to speak on a bill but I am particularly
interested in this bill. Since I have been the Minister for Women’s Interests, I have advocated for the federal
government to make the necessary amendments to its legislation and I am proud to speak on this important bill
before the house as a result. I would like to start by acknowledging the Attorney General for his partnership and
commitment to this reform.
Since I have been the Minister for Women’s Interests, I have been very aware of the injustice that results from the
Family Court in Western Australia currently being unable to split superannuation for de facto couples. As other
speakers on the bill have noted, Western Australia is the only jurisdiction where de facto and same-sex couples are
unable to split superannuation in Family Court proceedings. Many women, including family and domestic violence
survivors, have raised concerns with me about this issue. It can leave Western Australians with no assets or no
prospect of financial recovery in the long-term. This inequity dates back to 2006 when WA tried to make limited
referrals of powers to the commonwealth regarding de facto superannuation splitting. Again, as many other speakers
have outlined, all other states at this time have referred all legislative powers regarding de facto relationships to
the commonwealth, but essentially, the commonwealth wanted a full referral of Western Australia’s powers on
these matters and so refused the narrow referral. The Attorney General and I have continuously advocated to the
commonwealth to accept the referral in the terms that Western Australians required. This was finally accepted in
2018. We continued that advocacy until the commonwealth passed the Family Law Amendment (Western Australia
De Facto Superannuation Splitting and Bankruptcy) Act 2020 in the commonwealth Parliament. This gave effect
to the referral that would allow Western Australia to give effect to the changes made to the Family Law Act 1975.
This bill is a vitally important piece of law reform that will ensure equity for women across Western Australia who
are already disadvantaged when it comes to superannuation income. It will ensure that our state has modern laws
that reflect the society we live in. Again, as other speakers certainly from our side have outlined, WA has the
highest gender pay gap in the country; at the moment it is 21.9 per cent. It has been stubbornly present and, for as
long as I have been aware, certainly coming up to three decades, Western Australia’s gender pay gap has consistently
been on average about eight to 10 per cent higher than the national average. That is for a number of reasons but I will
not go into detail. I want to spend a minute talking about the gender pay gap, as other speakers have, because it means
a disadvantage during working life, but it also translates to a disadvantage into retirement as well. Of course, that
is the case because of the superannuation contributions that are made and legislated for now. Although the mandatory
superannuation system is very welcome and important for working Australians, including Western Australian
women, it does amplify the disadvantage that many women face during their working lives. Many of us, as I said
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before, are frustrated at the persistent, stubborn and very real pay differentials that women in the twenty-first century
still experience. The gender pay gap is not a theoretical construct that is suspended above women’s everyday lives.
Women are still largely concentrated in low-paid industries and their skills are often unrecognised. I am pleased
at the efforts of the Albanese Labor government, very quickly after its election, to support real increases in minimum
pay and that this was delivered with the recent Fair Work Commission decision. The pandemic also brought an
increased appreciation of care and service industries, although time will tell whether that translates to higher wages
for workers in those sectors, many of whom are women.
I note the member for Kalamunda pointed out the fall in Australia’s ranking in the global gender gap index. We are
in the dubious position of our ranking continuing to fall. We now sit at 50 in international terms between Georgia at 49
and Suriname at 51—incredible! In those global ranks, the USA sits at 30; Canada, 24; France, 16, South Africa, 18;
and Mexico, 34. Australia sits below all those countries. As I said, in the contribution of the member for Kalamunda
that I listened to, the member pointed out what is frustrating is that we would naturally like to think that we are improving
on gender equality measures, the gender pay gap and a range of different indicators towards increased equality. But, we
know that on that measure, in 2006, Australia was fifteenth, so we are continuing to decline on those measures. We do
well in education, at number one, but poorly in economic participation, sitting at seventieth. The index in economic
participation and opportunity includes the women’s labour force participation rate, wage equality, earned income,
the number of women in managerial positions and the number of professional or technical workers. In the five and
a half years that I have been Minister for Women’s Interests, I have met with many industry leaders, different individual
companies and representatives of industry groups where women have joined together to network to try to advance
their participation in industries. These barriers to women’s full participation and equal acknowledgement in all of
those areas still exist throughout many, if not all, industries that women work in in Western Australia.
It is the case that women’s concentration in low-paid industries is one reason for the gender pay gap, but, make no
mistake, there is still good old-fashioned sexism rife in our labour market. The Social Research Centre publishes
a national graduate outcome survey. In 2020, it confirmed earlier findings that in 15 of 19 areas of study, men’s
undergraduate median salary was greater than women’s. I will repeat that: in 15 out of 19 areas of study, men earn more
on average than women in graduate salaries. I find that extraordinary in 2020. It is as staggering as it is outrageous.
The gender pay gap is important and, of course, that translates into superannuation savings. Then we have the family
law system that is required to manage an equal distribution of wealth in the event of divorce and a splitting up of
assets. Of course, we have seen inequity in the de facto system on many measures, whereby those proceedings are
used to divide assets so that they are shared equally between partners, when one partner, usually the woman, will take
time off for caring responsibilities; and, of course, that equality has been frustrated when it comes to superannuation.
That is what this bill addresses. It will enable the court to properly consider the distribution of superannuation
assets. We have heard before from other speakers that the average woman in WA retires with almost 40 per cent less
superannuation than men. It is quite remarkable. As we know, superannuation balances are also impacted by the time
taken out of the workforce on family and caring responsibilities and, as I said, the burden unfortunately falls largely
on women. This can leave women in a precarious position if separation happens, especially if this occurs later in life.
Women’s economic security is intrinsically tied to safety. Without full economic independence, ensuring women
are safe in all aspects of their lives cannot be guaranteed. All women and girls deserve to live their lives free from
violence and assault. The McGowan government is committed to supporting Western Australian women and in
March 2020 we launched a 10-year plan to drive gender equality. Stronger together: WA’s plan for gender equality
is a framework for government, community and business sectors to work together to create a better, fairer and more
equitable community here in Western Australia. We have set a target of 50 per cent women in senior top-level
positions in the public sector. When we came to government, only 34 per cent of senior executive service positions
were filled by women. As at December 2021, women now make up 44.5 per cent of the senior executive service.
We are well on track to achieving parity. This is an incredible turnaround, as just two years ago we were not looking
at parity until 2035. This demonstrates that the McGowan government is serious about making inroads within our
own employment ranks in the public sector. This is significant if we are to be credible when we send these messages
publicly; and, of course, we are the largest employer in the state. We have also improved representation of women
on boards and committees. Women now make up 52.5 per cent of positions on government-controlled boards and
committees. This is an achievement we are very proud of.
One of the reasons that women get so angry about persistent inequality and a number of the measures we have
heard about in debate on this bill is that this inequality is quite personal. In my case, some members in this house
may have heard me speak about the debt I owe to my own mother, who effectively raised five children on her own.
She divorced my father the year before the Whitlam government enacted fundamental change to Australia’s family
law framework under the Family Law Act 1975. That legislation came into effect in January 1976. As a result of the
disastrous timing in my parents’ divorce, my mother had very minimal maintenance payments to raise five children;
in fact, these payments ceased altogether when I, as the youngest, left home after high school, and mum was forced
to sell the family home and only got a portion of the proceeds. Despite working almost continuously throughout her
adulthood, while raising five children—she often worked two jobs—she retired with almost no retirement savings
and certainly very little superannuation. Although the bill before us today relates to de facto relationships, not those
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in divorce proceedings. we know as a result of our world-class superannuation system that superannuation assets
today can be quite substantial. Although these improvements seem a world away to the situation my mother faced
after her divorce in 1975, what is before our Parliament today is another step in the crucial work to remove legal
barriers to equality for many women. My mother’s own experience, and likely the times, has driven my own economic
independence, which I am very grateful for. Her experience, and my observations as a union official for many years,
has also driven my determination for change in these fundamental areas of injustice.
I note others in this discussion have acknowledged our compulsory superannuation system—one of the many reforms
for which we owe a debt to a Labor government. The member for Mirrabooka spoke about the improvements that
have been made, and continue to be made, to ensure access to decent superannuation contributions, while at the
same time we have an increase in precarious employment. These improvements are crucial, and I simply acknowledge
the profit for members’ industry superannuation funds we have in Australia. These funds have survived repeated
efforts by conservative governments to attack and undermine them, so frustrated were those conservative governments
at the industry funds’ success on nearly every metric.
I served for two years on the board of Australia’s largest industry fund, AustralianSuper. That fund now has a staggering
$209 billion in funds under management, placing it at number 22 in the world by size of funds under management.
One in 10 working Australians are members of that fund. Performance league tables consistently show that larger
funds, particularly not-for-profits, are among the best performers in the nation. I am not the first to observe that
it is not only the legislated compulsory superannuation system, but also the industry funds, or profit-for-members
model, whereby unions and employee representatives are represented at a board level, that have succeeded at scale
for the benefit of everyday Australians.
It is time we ensure that women in Western Australia are not disadvantaged in separation proceedings. It is long
overdue implementation of reform for Western Australia to ensure that these protections are available to all women
in our community.
DR K. STRATTON (Nedlands) [7.51 pm]: I stand to speak in support of the Family Court Amendment Bill 2022.
I stand here to support the principles and the practice of fairness and recognition embedded in the key proposed
amendment dealing exclusively with superannuation splitting for separating de facto couples in Western Australia.
As we have heard, this change will see the value embedded in a superannuation fund divided between the two parties,
noting, of course, that the split is on paper until the superannuation asset is realised according to superannuation
law, such as when somebody retires from the workforce. As we have also heard, since the introduction of compulsory
superannuation, it has become a major component of people’s property. It is often either the most important
asset or second only to real physical property. Therefore, in a division of property after a relationship breakdown,
superannuation has become an increasingly important consideration.
Previously, the lack of power in the Family Court of Western Australia to make orders for an equitable distribution
of all assets, including a superannuation fund, has been considered to have the potential to work unfairly for the
non-member of the fund. Given the gender superannuation gap, this works unfairly most commonly for women.
The Australian Human Rights Commission points out that, fundamentally, our current superannuation system is
linked to paid work and paid work only. It therefore disadvantages women, who are more likely to move in and out
of paid work to care for family members—children and parents. We do not specifically recognise or reward unpaid
caring contributions to family, the community or the economy in many of our social structures, superannuation
included. Further, women are much more likely to be engaged in casual and part-time work, which also contributes
to the gender superannuation gap. We already know that many women live out their older years in poverty and
older women is one of the largest growing groups of people experiencing homelessness.
Can I add, then, as a woman who worked part time for 12 years to take primary responsibility for child rearing, I also
welcome this change in its recognition of carers’ contribution to family life and the very, very real financial sacrifices
they make and the risks they take now and for their future selves when they do so. I have had the opportunity to
work full time for the last seven years and have watched my superannuation nearly triple in that time. That was at
once comforting and quite terrifying. It was terrifying because I think it was the first time that I really confronted
or experienced the loss of the compounding interest that my superannuation balance had not benefited from. I am acutely
aware that I stand here and say this as a woman of extreme privilege, particularly having worked primarily in universities,
with their generous superannuation contributions. Although I have the privilege of having much more superannuation
than most women my age, there remains quite a significant relative gap for me compared with most men in academia.
As outlined by my colleague the member for Mirrabooka, in 2019 Monash University and AustralianSuper published
the research paper The future face of poverty is female. At the time of that report’s publication, women’s superannuation
balances were on average 42 per cent less than those of men. The report notes that commentary surrounding these
statistics often focuses on individual-based solutions and choices—what could or should I do as a woman to improve
my superannuation—which actually denies the really complex cultural, structural and economic reasons across
women’s entire life spans that can lead to superannuation poverty, let alone a gender superannuation gap. It outlines
some of the key contributors to superannuation poverty for women and that the superannuation gap itself begins
with the gender pay gap. A percentage of less is a lesser percentage, funnily enough. Women who take parental leave
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and work part time are subject to a superannuation double penalty. Firstly, lower or no superannuation contributions
made as a direct result of reduced or no paid work and, secondly, the impact on career and therefore the opportunities
for promotion and higher paid work. Superannuation projections and structures are also built on a model of continuous,
linear and upward financial trajectories, quite different from women’s work pathways.
Again, I reflect on my own experience of working in universities. It was many, many years of casual work with
no sick leave. I had no parental leave for either of my children. I never had long service leave or annual leave. I had
many periods of interrupted employment between semesters and no opportunity therefore to apply for promotion.
Further, at that time casual work—I have to say this has not changed at all universities—meant that I was not eligible
to apply for study leave either. Study leave is a major opportunity for career-building activities in academia such
as research and publishing.
Women also then complete the second shift at home of bearing the disproportionate burden of domestic responsibilities,
meaning that we are often in a difficult position to build up a superannuation balance on par with our male counterpart.
When returning to the workforce after child rearing, which often coincides with the time when our own parents
require our additional care, women must not just smash the glass ceiling but smash back through the glass ceiling.
There is a particular gendered ageism that further denies women the possibility of attempting to catch up on retirement
savings later in life.
Adverse life events such as divorce, family illness or single or sole parenthood have a greater impact on women’s
financial security. Women are more likely than men to experience financial hardship after separation, especially
those women who have experienced family violence, as this compounds their ability to access services and lawyers
and to have the courts resolve their family law disputes fairly and therefore have their rights fully realised. Research
published by the Australian Institute of Family Studies in 2020 based on a longitudinal study of separated families
found that when parents separate, compared with fathers, mothers experience greater financial losses after relationship
separation and a slower rate of recovery. The research notes that some Australian studies have found that fathers’
financial circumstances change little or even improve slightly after separation, while women are much more likely
to experience entrenched poverty. Despite the many social and structural changes in Australia over the past decades,
female-headed single-parent families continue to be among the most financially deprived of all families, although
I note that I stand here as a sole parent delighted and proud to see the son of a single mother as the Prime Minister.
Finally, as someone who has never been officially married, I welcome the equal recognition of de facto relationships.
When my de facto partner died 10 years ago, the engagement with his superannuation fund, which was where his
life insurance also lay, was simply awful and traumatising. Our relationship began when we were flatmates in our
early 20s. We were essentially in a de facto relationship from the very beginning. We were lucky enough to buy
our first house together when we were 24. When he died, we were in our third forever home. We had two gorgeous
children together when we were in our 30s. But apparently neither of these things were a demonstration of a committed
relationship to his superannuation fund. Fortunately, we did have a water authority bill that was in both our names.
That was apparently the proof that was required. Our relationship was long term, committed and loving, yet I was
treated unfairly and unkindly because we had not formalised our relationship in one particular way.
It is perhaps odd to say that it is important to recognise de facto relationships as equal to legal marriage when we are
talking about those relationships ending; however, equality provides protections and structures for those relationships
and is therefore meaningful and important. I very much welcome this amendment for what it will do to make some
dent in the superannuation gender pay gap and the superannuation poverty experienced by women and to recognise
de facto relationships. I commend this bill to the house.
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.59 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to the
Family Court Amendment Bill 2022. I advise that I am the lead speaker for this bill in this house, but, of course,
the shadow Attorney General, Hon Nick Goiran, is in the other place and he will be able to interrogate the bill
much more fully and examine the issues much more than I will be able to. I would like to put on the record that
the opposition will support this bill. We think it is very worthwhile. It will bring an end to a system that has, for
many years, as the member for Nedlands just outlined, discriminated against people who have been in a long-term
relationship as a de facto couple rather than as a married couple.
We are talking about a couple of matters here: the superannuation split and also the ability to simultaneously work
through the bankruptcy matters in a relationship when arriving at a settlement. Of course, many people will be looking
at their superannuation at the moment wondering whether there will actually be anything to fight over. I just had that
conversation with a Labor member of Parliament on the way into the chamber who announced that she did not
want to talk about superannuation at the moment because her superannuation account was not looking good! I hope
that people hang in for the long haul and understand that when talking about retirement, there will be ups and downs
on the way through, and that it is important to leave the super in there so that it can accumulate and grow. One of
the things that really hurts women, mainly, I think, being the carers in family relationships, is they come out of the
workforce fairly early on in their lifetime and are out of the workforce for a considerable amount of time. The
cumulative compounding growth of superannuation over time hurts them if they have not participated in a big way
at that point in their life.

3038

[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 21 June 2022]

We know that the system has been unfair and, as the opposition, we are keen to see that change. It seems to me to
have been a bit of a Mexican stand-off at some point between the two entities—the state and the commonwealth.
This could have been fixed in a sense that the commonwealth would have, I think, allowed Western Australian
couples in a de facto relationship to have been given access to super splitting, but the price to pay for that was handing
over pretty well all the powers of our Family Court, and that is not something that either the current government
or the previous government wanted to do. That led to a stand-off between the two Parliaments, which has dragged
on to the detriment of the people caught up in that, which is those who have not been able to access superannuation
splits in that time. We know that the Family Court Amendment Bill will finally resolve the stand-off between the
state and federal governments. The federal government has already enabled that situation and we are now putting
this legislation through the house to complement that to enable us, as I understand it, to use this power on behalf
of the federal system within our court system. I am referring to the conferral of the narrow right to deal with those
matters—the bankruptcy and superannuation matters.
I am told that more than 200 000 Western Australians are in a de facto relationship. That number increased by 30 000
between the published censuses, which are taken every five years. A considerable number of Western Australians
are in that situation. The opposition asked for some information around some matters to do with this bill. I will
refer to some answers that were supplied to Hon Nick Goiran, who asked questions in this regard at the briefings.
He got some answers fairly recently, I think. They are to do with the proportion of matters currently before the
Family Court of Western Australia dealing with de facto couples and the proportion dealing with married couples—
or not married couples, I suppose. The split of matters currently before the Family Court is 47.28 per cent are de facto
matters and 52.72 per cent are matters involving married couples. That is a significant number. Almost half of the
matters that go to the Family Court relate to de facto couples.
Further, and pertaining to de facto couples only, the percentage of children’s matters before the Family Court of
Western Australia is 79.6 per cent—I would expect they are already being handled—and the percentage of financial
and property matters before the Family Court of Western Australia is about 20 per cent. Even so, a very significant
number of the issues before the Family Court revolve around de facto couples, and a significant number, but not
a majority, are based on the financial matters that we are discussing here. That is a significant number of people
who have not been able to avail themselves of splitting their superannuation in that time.
Since about 2002, de facto couples in Western Australia have been allowed to enter into arrangements similar to
married couples, but not in regard to the final matter of the superannuation split. I understand that under the current
law, a large number of people in de facto relationships who have until now been seeking to reach a settlement,
have been disadvantaged compared with those who have been married. We have heard from many, many speakers
that superannuation is a major asset in many relationships. If it is not the biggest asset, it is certainly the second
biggest asset after the family home.
As I said, time out of the workforce works negatively, particularly for the woman in the relationship, usually, and
thus we see that their career paths—I have been hearing this term throughout the discussions—are non-linear.
Their workforce participation is staggered and there are gaps therefore in both their superannuation and the amount
of pay they might be receiving because they are a bit behind on the promotional ladder than they would otherwise
be if they had stayed in the workforce. We heard from some of the speakers tonight that even if those women were
at the same level of participation, they would probably still be a little bit behind because of the real gender pay gap
between males and females in the workforce even when they are in the same sorts of roles. As I said earlier, that
time when they are out of the workforce, with the impact it has on the cumulative growth of their nest egg, means
that, on average, as we have heard, women tend to retire with less than half the amount of superannuation that
men do.
Until now it has not been possible for the Family Court of Western Australia to actually split the super. It is able
to take it into account, and I believe it will do so when trying to reach a fair settlement between couples, but that
is able to be achieved only if there are other significant assets that can be offset against the one-sided superannuation
arrangement that might exist. If a couple does not have those other major assets, although some technical things
can be done, it is actually pretty hard to arrive at a fair settlement. When a couple does not have those other major
assets, it becomes particularly difficult for the couples to be treated, not necessarily equally, but fairly.
We know that all the other states moved away from having their own Family Court systems and that in Western Australia
we stubbornly kept to the idea that we should have our own system. That has led to the situation whereby for many
years now de facto couples have not been able to split their super because it went back to the stand-off between
the federal and state governments.
Again, some questions were asked by Hon Nick Goiran in the briefings, and these answers have only just come
back in the last day or two. I will just read a little bit from these because I think they are instructive and quite insightful
on some of the issues we are talking about here. One question asked was —
What is the advantage of maintaining that balance of financial matters (that is, those not relating to
superannuation and bankruptcy) and children’s matters to be dealt with under State law in the Family Court
of Western Australia, as opposed to a full referral of powers to the Commonwealth?
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That goes back to why we have that Mexican stand-off, if you like, between state and federal. The answer was
provided through the Attorney General. The Attorney General unfortunately cannot be here tonight, and I hope that
he is well. The Minister for Finance is here, listening. The answer that came back was —
Children’s Matters
As a State Court the Family Court of WA exercises not only federal and state family law jurisdiction
but also state jurisdiction under the Adoption Act 1994; the Surrogacy Act 2008 and the Children and
Community Services Act 2004.
The Family Court of WA has extensive powers to ensure the welfare of children including, where a child
the subject of proceedings appears to the court to be a child in need of care and protection all the powers of
the Children’s Court’s Care and Protection jurisdiction (subsection 36(6)) Family Court Act 1997 (WA).
Facilitated by its structure as a State specialist integrated Family Court, the Family Court of WA has
information sharing protocols with the Department of Communities, Legal Aid of Western Australia, the
Magistrates Court of Western Australia, and the West Australia Police.
The Department of Communities also has two officers co located at the Family Court which enables the
Court to quickly access information from the Department for Communities which is shared with Legal Aid
about children.
Presumably, if it were the Federal Court of Australia, those integrated activities would not be possible. That is the
explanation that is given on children’s matters. On financial matters, it states —
The Family Court Act 1997 (WA) governs proceedings between de facto couples and is amended periodically
to maintain consistency with the provisions of the Family Law Act 1975 (WA) to ensure that de facto couples
in WA are in the same position as married couples in WA.
Except, sadly, for a long time—this is not part of the explanation but I will break in to say—in the case of being
able to take advantage of those superannuation arrangements that the rest of Australia has been able to take charge
of. The explanation continues to give some justifications, and I will leave others to judge whether they think they
are worthwhile or not, but I will read them anyway. It continues —
One of the obvious benefits of the State having its own Family Court and jurisdiction to deal with matters
involving de facto couples under the provisions of the Family Court Act 1997 (WA) was the legislation
by which the Family Court Act 1997 (WA) was amended in 2002 to extend the property provisions to de
facto couples in WA.
There was an earlier adoption in Western Australia of some of the aspects of the principle of equality, but not
superannuation, because Western Australia had no power to deal with superannuation. That is an example of
being a bit ahead of the game, but then, because of the effluxion of time and the importance of superannuation
over that time, it began to have a negative effect, in some ways, on couples trying to come to fair arrangements.
The answer continues —
Prior to that the only remedy for the unmarried was partition proceedings in the Supreme Court which
were costly and the Supreme Court had no power to invoke principles of family law.
I will not go through the rest of it, because it goes on to refer to constructive trust and all sorts of things. Historically,
it would appear that there was a bit of an advantage in being free from the federal situation for de facto couples,
but I think that over time the rest of Australia has enabled those types of arrangements plus the ability to deal with
superannuation matters.
I will read one final extract from these questions. I will leave the rest for Hon Nick Goiran, because he asked the
questions, so I think it is probably better that he outlines them all. He asked —
If this full referral of powers were to occur, would this mean the Family Court of WA would cease to exist?
In other words, if we referred all powers to the federal system. The answer reads —
No. The Family Court of Western Australia was established pursuant to section 41 of the Family Law Act 1975
(Cth) on 21 October 1975. Further action by the Commonwealth in cooperation with the state government
would be required before the Family Court of Western Australia could possibly cease to exist.
Just referring the powers would not necessarily mean that the court would cease to exist.
As I say, there has been a history here for quite some time. These proposed state laws were introduced almost
16 months after the federal Parliament had passed the laws that closed that loophole and potentially conferred
those powers to the state Family Court, subject to us actually enabling that from this side of the Nullarbor.
This bill also refers to bankruptcy proceedings, which means that they can be held concurrently with family law
proceedings. One can imagine, if there were a bankruptcy and a property settlement in place and a court could not
deal with the two together, it would be very, very difficult to come to a fair arrangement between the parties to ensure
justice for all concerned.
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We have recently raised concerns about the lack of action on this issue. A number of other bills seem to have been
brought on, but nothing on this issue has come into this chamber until very recently on 6 April, when this bill was
first read by the Attorney General. Back in June 2021, Hon Nick Goiran asked a question to the parliamentary
secretary representing the Attorney General on whether the Attorney General was aware that de facto couples were
not subject to superannuation splitting laws, and—I am paraphrasing here—whether the bill would be introduced
soon. The short answer was that the government is aware of the injustice stemming from the Family Court being
unable to split superannuation, and that the matter would be introduced in the Parliament as soon as practicable.
That was back on 24 June 2021, so that was nearly a year ago. Mia Davies, Leader of the Opposition and shadow
Minister for Women’s Interests, raised this matter again on 16 September 2021. She said —
I refer to the injustice in Western Australia’s legal system that means that when a de facto couple separates,
they are unable to divide their superannuation entitlements when finalising a property settlement. Why
has the Attorney General’s government been able to fast-track ticket scalping legislation and prioritise
electoral reform legislation to rip regional representation from the Parliament, but is yet to introduce this
much-needed legislative change?
That is a very fair question, because we know that there are people who are waiting to achieve a settlement. They
do not want to lock that away if they cannot change their situation. Of course, some people simply cannot wait.
They really do need to get the matter resolved.
In his answer, the Attorney General noted that the legislation had priority at that time, but it was still months before
it was actually introduced into the house in April. I am looking here at a press release from April in which the
Attorney General said —
Western Australian de facto couples will soon be permitted to split their superannuation to achieve a fair
division of assets in the event that their relationships break down.
We really do want to see that happen. The opposition is keen for that to progress quickly. We hope that once this
goes through the proceedings of this house, it will make its way up to the other place as quickly as possible. It has
arrived when we now face the winter break, which means it will be quite delayed by the time it is enacted, compared
with what could have happened if it were put ahead of things such as ticket scalping, electoral reform and a whole
range of other matters that this government decided to prioritise. I also note the big list of matters that the government
decided should be put into this place as urgent. Very little notice was given to the opposition on, I think, 11 occasions,
and those bills were rammed through in a few days. This is a worthwhile bill that should have perhaps had more
priority in its progress since the federal government agreed to confer the powers on our state court system.
Again, regarding the lack of action, Mia Davies, shadow Minister for Women’s Interests, Leader of the Opposition
and Leader of the Nationals WA, wrote to the Attorney General about the de facto superannuation splitting laws
and outlined that the matter was raised at a recent policy forum she had attended. I am probably not at liberty to name
the group that she had been dealing with, but it was a group of very influential and interested women who, at their
heart, need to see this legislation go through. She was asking for some urgency to this matter and the letter states —
This matter was raised at a recent policy forum I attended in the context of providing greater financial
security for women. The forum was canvassing solutions to reduce the prevalence of women over the age
of 55 becoming homeless, and it was put forward as one of the suite of remedies that may assist in addressing
this wicked problem.
I understand the Commonwealth passed legislation to extend superannuation splitting to de facto couples in
Western Australia on 3 December 2020 and the next step in this reform process is for the Western Australian
Government to introduce and secure passage through the WA Parliament of its own legislation to support
the operation of this reform.
Noting that the Shadow Attorney General has raised this in Parliament (most recently in June 2021), and
the broad support from practitioners of family law and other legal representatives, I write to encourage
you to bring the legislation to the Parliament as soon as possible.
There you have it. In September 2021, the Leader of the Opposition not only outlined support, but also urged the
Attorney General to bring this matter to Parliament as quickly as possible.
Obviously, the opposition is extremely supportive of this legislation. We will go into consideration in detail because
we want to explore some of the facts around the bill, not because we want to hold up the process; it is important.
I know the Minister for Finance is not the Attorney General, but I understand he has a doctorate and his professional
qualifications revolve around his knowledge of the law. I dare say, if pressed, he will be able to provide a very
reasonable account of the reasons behind many of the facts we are looking at here.
In closing, I would like to reiterate the opposition’s support, as outlined by not only what I have been saying, but
also the actions of Mia Davies, the Leader of the Opposition, who in bringing this to Parliament and raising this
with the Attorney General directly via letter has shown that we really want to see this happen. We understand that
although it will affect couples generally, it has particular importance for the partner who may have not been as active
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in the workplace and may have provided more support for children and the family and therefore does not have access
to the same level of superannuation as the other partner. With that, I commend the bill to the house and look forward
to the closing comments from the Minister for Finance.
DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale — Minister for Finance) [8.24 pm] — in reply: As we know, the Attorney General
is not here. A number of speakers have mentioned and congratulated the Attorney General for bringing the
Family Court Amendment Bill 2022 to the house. The member for Roe mentioned our reformist Attorney General
and considers this as one of the most important pieces of legislation brought before the house. The Attorney General
has brought a lot of legislation before the house; it is hard to rank them. This is very important legislation. I thank the
members for Moore, Roe and Vasse for their support and also all members of the government side who have spoken
in support, including the Minister for Women’s Interests, because, in many respects, this bill tries to alleviate inequities
that are often experienced by women in de facto relationships that, of course, previously happened in marriages.
In regard to the issue of delay, I think the member for Moore talked about the vesting of jurisdiction and the vesting
back of jurisdiction; it is an incredibly complex issue. Advice had to be granted by the Solicitor-General and the
State Solicitor’s Office in regard to appeal pathways and federal jurisdiction. Also—I am not trying to be political
here—the former federal government sat on its hands for a long time, particularly when it came to the bankruptcy
provisions. The Attorney General has been trying to bring this to a head and bring this legislation to this place for
some time. It is very complex and there was a considerable delay until legislation was passed in federal Parliament.
I have to say that the member for Moore did a pretty good job for someone who is not a lawyer, talking about
federal jurisdictions and so forth. As we know, the commonwealth Parliament has the ability to legislate for only
matters under its constitutional powers, and one of them is marriages. It does not have the power in its original
jurisdiction in regard to de facto relationships. I think the member mentioned the ironic situation that we are
allowed to have our own Family Court under section 41 of the commonwealth Family Law Act 1975, which was
a great reform of the Whitlam government. It allowed each state to set up its own Family Court. We are the only
state that did so. The Solicitor-General at the time was Sir Ronald Wilson, who became our first High Court judge.
He was offered the position previously and knocked it back and then took it on the second time. I think he is probably
the only person who was given two opportunities to join the High Court, and he was our first High Court justice.
He was a prominent “state rights–er” who believed that states should retain all the powers that they had and that
is why he was dubious about handing over federal jurisdiction to issues in regard to marriage. But because we had
our own Family Court and we were not constrained by the federal constitutional lack of power, we could deal with
de facto relationships. Our Family Court had greater powers to deal with de facto relationships than the federal
Family Court had.
I think the member mentioned amendments made in 2002 to the Western Australian legislative framework that
allowed the Family Court of Western Australia to deal with property matters in de facto relationships. Prior to that,
we had to rely on the common law. That is what happened at the commonwealth level. There were a couple of
High Court cases in the mid-1980s when Justice Wilson was one of the judges. There was Muschinski v Dodds and
Baumgartner v Baumgartner. They set up a doctrine called the joint endeavour constructive trust, which basically
said that a de facto couple is working on a joint endeavour to improve the family home or property assets, and if there
is a split, one partner holds a constructive trust for their partner. That therefore allowed a more equitable outcome,
but it involved expensive and prolonged litigation. The courts took it on themselves to try to rectify the inequalities
that we had due to a deficient legislative system and the lack of constitutional power at the federal level.
This bill seeks to allow the Family Court of Western Australia to deal with superannuation and bankruptcy matters.
That is as a result of a federal piece of legislation that will become operational and proclaimed at the same time as
this bill is proclaimed. These acts will become operational at the same. The bill contains transitional provisions
that will ensure that any litigation that is currently on foot will be able to obtain advantages as a result of this piece
of legislation.
Various speakers have spoken about how unfair it has been when a de facto relationship is dissolved, particularly
when superannuation is at stake. Another great reform of the Hawke–Keating Labor government was the instigation
of universal superannuation in 1992. The value of superannuation assets can be quite considerable. Even though
the courts have sought to take into consideration property assets, our Family Court system has not been able to
deal with superannuation assets in a legislative format, and that has led to inequitable outcomes. That is why this
piece of legislation is so important. This bill will enable Western Australian de facto couples to take advantage of the
superannuation outcomes as a result of the commonwealth Family Law Amendment (Western Australia De Facto
Superannuation Splitting and Bankruptcy) Act 2020.
It is interesting to look at the history. The Whitlam government set up the commonwealth Family Court in 1975
under its constitutional powers with regard to marriage. There is also a provision in the commonwealth Constitution
that allows states to transfer state jurisdictional issues to the federal Parliament. Western Australia was prepared
to refer some matters, but the commonwealth government legislation was considered to be a bit too narrow; therefore,
the issue of superannuation was still a problem in Western Australia. The establishment of the federal Family Court
under section 42 of the federal Family Court Act allowed Western Australia to set up its own Family Court, and
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because we were not constrained by the constitutional limitations, we were able to deal with de facto relationships.
Therefore, we were ahead of the curve as far as that was concerned. However, over time, and with the superannuation
changes that have come about as a result of Labor governments, that has become a major problem. We have also
had to rely upon the common law of bankruptcy, which is basically about adjoining debtors and constructive equity;
that is, they would hold that debt in trust for the other side, so basically it would be split evenly. It is unconscionable
that a person could be in breach for the adjoining debt of their partner. That could be very problematic and result
in expensive and prolonged litigation.
Over time, Western Australia has been put at a disadvantage. The 2002 amendments allowed the Family Court of
Western Australia to deal with property issues among de facto couples, but it could not deal with superannuation
and bankruptcy, which are commonwealth matters. I know that the Attorney General has been hoping for a number
of years that the commonwealth Parliament would pass an act that would allow us to bring in an act to give effect
to what has been granted to us as a result of the commonwealth legislation. Under the commonwealth Family Law
Amendment (Western Australia De Facto Superannuation Splitting and Bankruptcy) Act 2020, Family Court of
Western Australia magistrates will be invested with federal jurisdiction in respect of matters arising under new
part VIIIC, which deals with superannuation splitting in respect of de facto couples in Western Australia under the
Family Law Act 1975. That will create a new section 39J that will be inserted into the Family Law Act 1975. The
commonwealth act also amends the Bankruptcy Act 1966 to enable bankruptcy matters related to de facto couples
to be heard by the Family Court of Western Australia concurrently with family law proceedings. That will make
proceedings quicker and less expensive.
I thank the opposition for its support. I also thank all the members on the government side who have spoken in
support of the legislation. I thank the Attorney General for the work that his staff and the State Solicitor’s Office
and the Solicitor-General have done to ensure that this legislation could be brought in, because it is incredibly
complicated. That concludes my comments on the bill.
Question put and passed.
Bill read a second time.
[Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.]
HOUSING — AVAILABILITY
Removal of Order — Statement by Deputy Speaker
THE DEPUTY SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price) [8.35 pm]: I inform members that, in accordance with standing
order 144A, the private members’ business order of the day that appeared on the last notice paper as “Housing in
Western Australia” has not been debated for more than 12 calendar months and has been removed from the
notice paper.
House adjourned at 8.36 pm
__________

