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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Alanna Clohesy) took the chair at 10.00 am, read prayers and acknowledged country. 
NATIVE FOREST TIMBER INDUSTRY 

Petition 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [10.02 am]: I present an e-petition 
containing 946 signatures couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. We the undersigned …  
are dismayed at the government’s decision to close the sustainable native forest timber industry. This 
industry worth $240 million annually has been in continuous operation for 150 years whilst maintaining 
the full biodiversity of our forests along with a range of other uses including recreation and water. 
This decision was made: 
1. without considering the science demonstrating the sustainability of forest timber production, including 
government agency reports; 
2. without examining the costs and benefits of forest industries; 
3. without assessing the effect on people and communities, particularly in regional areas; 
4. without examining other options for achieving the government’s objective. 
5. without transparency as this was made only six months after an election when the policy change was 
not mentioned. 
We request that the following be examined: 
* the science, actual monitoring and assessment to support or contradict the WA government claims 
including that climate change has caused a decline in availability of native forest timber, that timber 
harvesting is a threat to forest biodiversity, that ending harvesting will protect WA forests and that climate 
change impacts are best managed by ceasing timber harvesting. 
* the costs and benefits from the change in policy; 
* the forest product requirements of Western Australia, and the alternative resources available to substitute 
for the native timber foregone; 
* the policy options available to the government to achieve its objectives without closing the existing 
timber industry 
* the policy treatment of mining in forests compared to the timber industry 
And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray 

[See paper 1714.] 
PAPERS TABLED 

Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 
STANDING COMMITTEE ON ENVIRONMENT AND PUBLIC AFFAIRS 

Fifty-ninth Report — Overview of petitions 3 December 2021 to 30 June 2022 — Tabling 
HON PETER FOSTER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.04 am]: I am directed to present the fifty-ninth report of the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs titled Overview of petitions 3 December 2021 to 30 June 2022. 
[See paper 1715.] 
Hon PETER FOSTER: The report that I have just tabled advises the house of the petitions that were finalised by 
the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs in the first half of 2022. During this period, the committee 
concluded its inquiries into 15 petitions. Petitions finalised during the reporting period related to a broad range of 
social, environmental and planning issues. For example, a number of petitioners expressed concern about the asbestos 
contamination in and around the town formerly known as Wittenoom, seeking to identify those responsible for 
necessary remedial action, and a time line for that action. 
Another petition called on the Legislative Council to recommend new provisions for self-contained mobile dwellings, 
including tiny homes on wheels, caravans and motorhomes that are inhabited while on private property. It sought 
modification of camping regulations to better reflect the trend towards self-contained habitable vehicles and trailers. 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Test/Tables.nsf/screenLaunch
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Environmental concerns were the focus of a number of petitions, including those relating to the preservation of the 
Gnarabup coastline and the construction of the Southern Link Road stage 3, which petitioners feared would disturb 
a threatened ecological community in the City of Canning. Planning concerns were noted in petitions relating to 
the future of the East Subiaco Reserve, otherwise known as Subiaco Oval, and the proposed removal of level crossings 
at Robinson Road in Bellevue and Caledonian Avenue in Maylands as part of the Metronet project. Further transport 
concerns related to issues around the proposed realignment of the south west freight rail line. 
The committee dealt with three petitions that opposed measures taken by the government in light of the COVID-19 
pandemic. One called for the repeal of the state of emergency and all mandates enacted under the state of emergency 
powers. The others specified the petitioners’ opposition to the vaccine mandate for employment and the directive 
that children in years 3 to 7 be required to wear masks at school. 
At the end of the reporting period, the committee continued its inquiries into 15 open petitions. The committee 
wants to take this opportunity to thank all tabling members, and encourage them to provide a written submission 
to the committee after their petition has been tabled. The committee also notes the ongoing trial of the e-petition 
system, which will run until 31 March 2023. The majority of the petitions that the committee is currently dealing 
with have arrived in that format. 
I commend the report to the house. 

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 
Notice of Motion 

1. Public Trustee Scale of Fees 2022–23. 
2. City of Fremantle Cat Management Amendment Local Law 2022. 
3. City of Joondalup Health Amendment Local Law 2021. 
Notices of motion given by Hon Lorna Harper. 

McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — ACCOUNTABILITY 
Notice of Motion 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas (Leader of the Opposition) gave notice that at the next sitting of the house he would move — 
That this house notes — 
(a) the Premier’s 2017 commitment in opposition of a “gold standard of transparency”, which he 

has failed to deliver; 
(b) the concerns raised by the annual report of the Office of the Auditor General, which highlights 

multiple qualified audit opinions; 
(c) the declining standard of parliamentary accountability under the McGowan government; 
(d) the contempt that has crept into the government in relation to accountability, resulting in a loss 

of community confidence; 
and calls on the government to try to make a genuine attempt to live up to its 2017 election commitment. 

McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — INFRASTRUCTURE 
Motion 

HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [10.10 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house notes the McGowan government’s mismanagement of its infrastructure and asset investment 
program, despite being gifted the largest budget surpluses in the history of any state government in our 
nation’s history as a result of the recent iron ore boom, including — 
(a) the government’s inability to deliver Metronet on time and on budget; 
(b) the government’s inability to deliver other transport infrastructure; 
(c) the government’s inability to deliver health infrastructure, including long-promised election 

commitments; and 
(d) the government’s inability to deliver other projects, especially in regional Western Australia. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: The old scattergun approach. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: They get a bit sensitive, President. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! I am just letting it roll a little bit this morning so that you can get it out of your system. 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is a Thursday morning and government members are sensitive on a Thursday 
morning. They were concerned when we were too specific about the Minister for Regional Development. When we 
went on a broader scale, they were concerned that we were not specific enough. We can never make them happy 
on a Thursday morning; it is a grumpy morning. They should have a second coffee first up on a Thursday morning! 
This motion deals specifically with the infrastructure budget of the state government. Obviously, we have spent 
some time this year talking about the massive revenues that this state government has received and, despite that 
fact, its inability to deliver services. We have done that on repeated occasions because it is an outstanding failure 
of the government that in the biggest boom that this state has seen, it cannot deliver services. It has a health crisis, 
a housing crisis and a crisis of confidence in the Department of Communities. The government should be taking 
responsibility for all those things and that is what makes government members a bit sensitive on a Thursday morning 
when these debates come along. 
Let us talk more specifically about the infrastructure budget. We cannot go down that path without a slight reflection 
on this government’s budget. We have been talking for a year about the $5.8 billion surplus that this government 
had in 2020–21. It was the biggest budget surplus of any state jurisdiction in the history of our nation. 
Hon Darren West interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No; it was up a bit from the $5.7 billion estimated in the budget that was delivered 
prior to the end of that financial year. It was a $5.7 billion estimate and a $5.8 billion surplus. What was that based 
upon? It was based upon a $6 billion increase in iron ore royalty income plus some other bits and pieces, including 
a higher GST share that was accounted for by some higher expenditure on things like COVID measures. We have 
not complained about this government spending more money on COVID measures because we think that is 
a reasonable outcome, but it was a $5.8 billion surplus, based on an additional $6 billion in iron ore royalty income. 
What happened in the 2021–22 financial year? The joy is that in the interim in late September, the Annual report 
on state finances came out. It is a great document. I was waiting for it to arrive. On 28 September, it was due to be 
placed onto the Department of Treasury’s website, as it is every year because it has to be delivered 60 days after 
the close of the financial year. At two o’clock in the afternoon, I was sitting up here in Parliament House, waiting for 
the annual report. The government had plenty of opportunities. The report tends to be delivered a bit earlier than that, 
not at the last minute. I was waiting for it because I had made some predictions about it. I had predicted—I thought 
it was fairly brave to do so—that we would be looking at a $6 billion surplus for 2021–22. In its budget, Treasury 
had suggested that the budget surplus would be $5.7 billion again, and I had said, “I think you’ve underestimated 
that. I think we could be looking at a $6 billion surplus. It will certainly be $5.8 billion or $5.9 billion at a minimum, 
but I think we could be looking at $6 billion.” 
Blow me down! What came out on 28 September? Bear in mind it came out at about 10 to three in the afternoon. 
The Premier, embarrassed by his wealth, embarrassed by the riches raining down into his money bin, rolled it out 
at the last possible minute. I think he was hoping nobody would notice. Luckily, the opposition was sitting here, ready 
and waiting and prepared for it. 
The media response was quite interesting. The $6 billion surplus that I had predicted turned out to be $6.019 billion. 
For the first time, a state jurisdiction had a surplus over $6 billion, beating the greatest budget surplus that had ever 
been delivered. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: In talking about that, I note some derision from members opposite. Members of the 
government might have noticed that I have been mentioning money bins and making comparisons with Scrooge 
McDuck for the last couple of years. 
Hon Lorna Harper interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I know Hon Lorna Harper is very keen to hear this discussion! 
The media response on 29 September and the evening of 28 September was quite interesting. I particularly note 
the Alston cartoon in The West Australian the day after the release of the annual report, which I now hold up. I think 
members are struggling to see it. Perhaps they would like me to table it so they can look more closely. It is very hard 
not to see a money bin in this cartoon, and the Premier diving off a diving board, looking to do a forward somersault. 
People are starting to recognise that the surplus is the result of the great fiscal boom, not good financial management. 
People are starting to recognise the money bin. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Minister, just because your hand is not in the money bin does not mean it does not exist. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Deep breaths, everyone. To allow Hansard to understand what you are saying, it is 
probably advisable not to talk over each other. 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will resist the urge to table the Alston cartoon in The West Australian that day. The 
Channel Seven coverage went one step further on the night that the Annual report on state finances was released. 
It used a clip of Scrooge McDuck himself, swimming through his Money Bin. It was fantastic: Scrooge McDuck 
in all his glory. Hopefully, a modern generation is now learning what Scrooge McDuck looks like and stands for. 
They will be able to put up a poster of the Premier on one side and a poster of Scrooge McDuck on the other side 
and make a full comparison. 
Let us not argue about this for an instant. This government is rolling in cash not as a result of any part of its financial 
management and not as a result of any planning but because of the sheer good luck of being present and producing 
iron ore at a time when the world is investing in stimulus packages. It is through sheer luck that this government is 
dealing with a $6 billion surplus. What is it doing with it? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It is Thursday morning. They are still upset. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! I do hope, honourable members, that you are setting a good example for the Perth Modern 
School students who are observing you from the public gallery and who are very welcome. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank you for your advice as usual, President. It is very good. I hope those members 
opposite are listening. When the teacher is speaking, the students should be quiet and listen. In this circumstance, 
that would be a very good lesson for members; set a good example. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: We do not have anyone who is qualified to teach! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: They should set a good example. 
We have to deal with the government’s difficulty with delivering infrastructure. The first box we have to tick is 
whether it has adequate financial resources. It has more money than any government that has preceded it. Thanks 
to international spending on iron ore, it has more money than any government — 
Hon Pierre Yang: And good financial management. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No, it has not had good financial management. Hon Pierre Yang should have listened 
to the President. It has not had good financial management. It is a two-sided argument—it always is—of money 
in and money out. The money in is more than the government can carry. It is also, based on its expenditure, more 
than it can spend. As we have said before, no government could spend on build and infrastructure the amount of 
money that this government is receiving. It simply cannot deliver it. We will get to the point in a minute at which 
we will discuss why the government cannot deliver it effectively and efficiently, which is the problem and the basis 
of the motion before the house today. 
The government places into its budgets, particularly its forward estimates, a massive expenditure on infrastructure 
that it cannot possibly deliver. This demonstrates that the government is unable to manage its business cases and 
cashflow its projects, and that is a problem. It should be a problem for members opposite. This government will be 
judged not on how it managed COVID, because, let us face it, it took the health advice given to it by the Chief Health 
Officer and implemented it effectively, so well done for that. It is fine. It did a reasonable job of that. I give credit 
where it is due. But that was not a forward vision. The government responded to the advice it was given by the 
experts. If that is the standard by which we judge the success of a government, I think we have an issue. I think this 
government will be judged on how it spent and what it did during the biggest economic boom this state will possibly 
ever see. In 1 000 years, a shadow Treasurer might stand up and go, “Wow, we wish we had the revenue incomes 
that the McGowan government had between February 2019 and the end of 2023, the biggest boom in the history of 
the state, but do you know what? The wastage was massive and it did not deliver.” That is why members opposite 
need to have a good, hard look and listen to the debate before the house today. 
I will seek to table this chart. I think I might have pushed my luck with the cartoon, but anyway. Today I want 
to demonstrate to members exactly what I am talking about. This chart is not one of mine. This comes from the 
government’s document called budget paper No 3. It deals with the state government’s asset investment plan. The 
graph is at the bottom of page 34, for those who are interested—the economic tragics. I can give members the 
whole page, if they like, but I have blown it up to make it more obvious. The asset investment plan in various budgets 
is represented by the blue columns. In 2014–15, the budget was a bit under $7 billion. It dropped for a while in 
2015–16 and 2016–17. It picked up a bit in 2017–18. In 2019–20 it was well down. That was under the Labor 
government. Bear in mind that 2018 was before the effects of the next boom. Bear in mind that the boom under 
this government started in February 2019, so—here is a tick to the government—it would be quite reasonable that 
the asset investment plan would drop while economic times were tough. I understand that. 
From then, the boom hit and the budget increased. It had $7.5 billion planned in 2021–22. The problem is 2022–23, 
2023–24 in particular, and 2024–25. The government is recommending in this financial year and next financial 
year that it will deliver $8.5 billion of asset investment each year. 
This is the problem the government needs to face. The red line shows what the government has actually managed 
to deliver. Well done to the government. According to that lovely document Annual report on state finances, in 
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2021–22 the government got $7 billion worth of asset investment done. That was pretty full on, so well done. The 
government is now saying that it will get $8.5 billion worth of asset investment done. The target that the government 
has set for itself is completely undeliverable. Why is that important? It is important because every year, there is 
a gap of between $1 billion and $2 billion, or $1.5 billion in the shortest measure. In 2020–21, the government 
estimated $7.5 billion in asset investment and got less than $6 billion done. In each of the years shown on this table, 
what the government put into its budget about what it intended to spend on asset investment was highly optimistic 
compared with what it was able to deliver. This is not a problem just for the current government. This obviously 
has some history. 
President, I seek leave to table the asset investment plan. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Can we get a copy of that, please? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, the minister can have a copy, but only if she gives me leave to table it. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us deal with the document first, and we will deal with the distribution after that. 
The member has sought leave to table that document. Is leave granted? 
[Leave granted. See paper 1716.] 
The PRESIDENT: That document will be copied and distributed to interested members. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am pleased that the minister is interested, and I am more than happy to make sure 
that she gets a copy, given that it is basically the government’s work. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: I just want to make sure that you haven’t doctored anything. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I would be interested in doctoring the government’s response on occasions to 
actually get answers, but, unfortunately, I do not have the power to do that. 
There is very little time on a Thursday morning to get into the detail of debate, but what does this mean? It means 
that every year, the government puts into the estimates that it is going to spend $1.5 billion on infrastructure, but 
that money is not spent. It is not the case that the money is not present. The government will never have a better 
opportunity to spend that money. It is because that infrastructure cannot be delivered.  
There are some valid reasons that the government cannot deliver more infrastructure than it is currently trying to 
get out the door. One reason is the shortage of labour. I note the motion that will be brought on in a bit about skills. 
If I get the opportunity, I might try to correct the record a bit on that, but I will not be leading that debate. The 
government is struggling to get workers. It is also struggling to get materials. Therefore, it is very difficult for the 
government to deliver infrastructure to the level that it is proposing. That means that a fair bit of money is available 
in the budget. It also means that this government is unable to properly manage the business cases and cash flows 
of its infrastructure program. 
As usual, we the opposition are here to help. We will be making some suggestions today about how the government 
might improve the management of its infrastructure plan to increase the output and get better outcomes to serve 
the people of Western Australia. One of the issues is that this government is focused on the political outcome 
rather than the infrastructure outcome. This government’s major focus is on its pet political plans. Let us call it 
what it is. This government is focused on its vanity project of Metronet. That started as a $3 billion process and 
will finish as a $10 billion process. If the government wants to talk about blowouts in time and in cost — 
Hon Dan Caddy: What about the Bell Tower? 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The Bell Tower? I cannot believe the member just raised the Bell Tower! How much 
did the Bell Tower cost? Do members remember what the Bell Tower cost? 
Several members interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is a great interjection. What did the Bell Tower cost? The government has had 
a $7 billion increase in the cost of Metronet. The Bell Tower cost a few million bucks. It would barely rate a mention. 
Let us not talk about that. Let us go back. What did the former Labor government’s petrochemical plant cost? 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! The Leader of the Opposition. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I got distracted by that interjection, President. It was just too good to let pass! Let 
us talk about petrochemical plants. Let us talk about billions. The cost of the Bell Tower is like that little bit at 
the end of the budget surplus in the Annual report on state finances. That last $19 million that I was out, which is 
0.03 per cent when all of Treasury is taken into account, is the Bell Tower discussion—that tiny little bit at the 
end. This government is unable to properly manage. The minister will stand and pull out a pile of projects that the 
government says it is in the process of delivering, and I am sure that we will find a bunch of ones that have been 
promised—for example, members might mention Geraldton hospital. I asked yesterday whether the government 
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can even finish the business cases for the tier 3 rail lines that it has been talking about for years. Where are the 
business cases? Every few months I ask where are the business cases. This is because the government cannot build 
a business case and it cannot manage its cash flow. 
Hon Darren West interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Where is the minister? Stand and table them. You will get the opportunity; you are 
the parliamentary secretary! Let us see the business cases for it. 
This is the problem. The government cannot manage its infrastructure budget. It cannot cashflow these things. 
That is the problem the government needs to face. If it would like some assistance, we will do our best to provide 
it. Maybe the government should work on some of those projects that it promised and failed to deliver. 
Hon Shelley Payne interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Sorry; I missed that. Did the member say “Carnegie Clean Energy”? 
Hon Shelley Payne interjected. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Carnegie Clean Energy in Albany? Sorry; I must have misheard. 
There is a bunch of projects that were election commitments that the government might be able to proceed with, and 
we are happy to give it some advice and assistance, because opposition members are here to help, as we always are. 
HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [10.32 am]: It gives me great pleasure to rise this morning to speak 
in support of this excellent, well-targeted motion. Because there has been some accusation that we have been 
broadly focused, I might narrow it specifically to paragraph (a) of the motion. I think the government’s inability to 
deliver Metronet on time and on budget is incontrovertible. The motion is timely, too, because Sunday was a great 
day. The opening of the Forrestfield–Airport Link was something to rejoice in. People have been looking forward 
to it. It has been delayed. It had three or four scheduled opening times that were rescheduled. I and the majority of 
Western Australians were relieved to see it open. But the version that opened on Sunday was not the Labor plan. 
It was not even Hon Ken Travers’ plan. It was the Liberal version. It would be fair to say that if the government had 
had its way, it would still be digging something, but it would be delivering an inferior option—one that was largely 
at grade, with train stations stuck in the middle of Tonkin Highway and with a journey time between the CBD and 
the airport double the length of the journey time that has been established today. 
The interesting thing about the Forrestfield–Airport Link is that that version was derided and criticised by the 
current Minister for Transport. It originally did not form part of the government’s version of Metronet. However, 
upon Labor coming to government in 2017, it was shamelessly rebadged. I often wonder what happened to the 
children at school who used to pinch other people’s homework and submit it to the teacher as their own work with 
a Cheshire grin on their face. I know what happened to those children. They grew up and ended up becoming 
ministers in the McGowan government, incapable of any original thought — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: We stole the idea! 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: You stole it! That is all right—you did! 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I seek your protection, President. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: What is also unbelievable — 
The PRESIDENT: Honourable member, I had not actually given you the call again. Hon Tjorn Sibma. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you, President. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: What is also unbelievable—I think members will like this—is that Hon Ken Travers seems 
to get absolutely no credit for the work that he did in conceiving Metronet as a concept. Quite frankly, I cannot 
work out what the reason for that might be. His original plan, which I think was largely resubmitted by the current 
Minister for Transport and the ex-Treasurer on the verge of the 2017 election, was quite ambitious and reasonably 
scoped. There were four to five major passenger-facing usable dimensions, all with reasonably modest individual 
component budgets. However, that project has now ballooned from five or six major components to something 
approximating 16 or 17. The original delivery milestone of over six years, taking us from 2017 to somewhere between 
2022 and 2023, means that if the government had stuck to its original concept that it took to the electorate in 2017, 
it would have finished Metronet by now or would be very close to doing so. Instead, the only bit of the “new” Metronet 
that anybody can use is the Forrestfield–Airport Link—the version designed, funded and secured by the previous 
Liberal government. 
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We understand that infrastructure projects transition across governments, but it is important that the government 
of the day has a consistent, economically reasonable approach to infrastructure planning, funding and delivery. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas has done the chamber a favour today by telling the government that its own ambitions 
are actually unsustainable. I suggest members opposite read their own guidance material and listen more intently 
to the bureaucrats who are going about their work professionally.  

I will refer to a few documents that I think government members should apprise themselves of because it is clear 
to me that the Minister for Transport is either unaware or uninterested. It is a bad sign for any government to be 
overburdened by the weight of its own ego. Dare I suggest that is happening now, but the government seems to be 
very, very dangerously close to suffering from that malaise. 

I will refer to a couple of documents. This might seem boring, but this is the meat and potatoes of infrastructure 
planning. If governments do not do it, they are going to get it wrong—and badly wrong. There is a document within 
the Public Transport Authority that I think the Minister for Regional Development would be familiar with. It is 
a long-term planning document called the rail growth plan. I have sought the tabling of that document through 
a variety of means. This document explains, or projects, patronage needs and where infrastructure should go, and 
understands the delivery schedule and the like. When I sought that document, I was told via a question without 
notice asked on 17 August and answered on 31 August — 

The rail growth plan is an internal working document produced by the Public Transport Authority. It is 
not a document that is approved or reviewed by government, or used by government for future investment 
decisions. 

I ask members to dwell on that sentence. I googled “rail growth plan” and got this result among other things on 
the PTA website — 

The Rail Growth Plan … is the Public Transport Authority’s … response to the forecast population and 
patronage growth and forms the long-term strategy for the evolution of the existing Perth metropolitan 
passenger rail network through to 2051. The RGP sets the framework to make the best use of existing 
rail assets and guide staged improvements and future investment in order to continue to meet long-term 
passenger needs. 

That is what the plan is there for, but the minister tells us that it is not a document used by government for future 
investment decisions. All I am asking the government to do is account for a very obvious inconsistency. I am trying 
to understand where the government has got Metronet wrong. Perhaps it got it wrong at the most fundamental 
level. The government is not listening to its own professionals; it will not deign, condescend, to even contemplate 
their work. I find that to be a very dangerous way to go about doing things. 

Another document was cited by Hon Dr Steve Thomas, with his chart that came from budget paper No 3 of this 
year’s state budget. I will not cite a chart, but I will cite a reference to page 62 of that document, which noted the 
government’s overall approach to its asset investment program — 

The Government is also taking a considered and proactive approach to managing changes in project costs 
to ensure that projects continue to represent value for money. 

What is value for money in investment terms? Value for money in investment terms can be at least measured by its 
benefit–cost ratio. The ratio is for every dollar in, how much of that dollar comes back. The Forrestfield–Airport Link 
delivered a benefit–cost ratio of 1.4. On a $1.8 billion investment, it would get up to $2.5 billion to $2.6 billion value. 

If the government had stuck to Hon Ken Travers’ original Metronet plan, and not the Minister for Transport’s 
scaled-up version, perhaps it would be delivering reasonable economic value for the staged works on the Armadale 
line. Unfortunately, however, it decided to take another approach in an already heated construction market. 
Essentially, the government is misspending or misallocating $1 billion on two projects: the Byford rail extension 
and the Victoria Park–Canning level crossing removal. Collectively, the negative cost on that is $1 billion, a cost 
that has not been accounted for and has not been justified. That is where the government is getting these things wrong, 
and we will continue to focus on this issue. 

HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [10.41 am]: I am speaking in support of this motion today. 
I will avoid the typical cut and thrust of Thursday and take a more measured approach. I will talk about some 
broader economic considerations of delivering infrastructure projects in Western Australia. I will pose a few 
recommendations that I hope the government will seriously consider, but I am quite doubtful of that. 

We are now in an inflationary environment, and WA is at its epicentre. We have the highest inflation rate of any 
state and territory in Australia. The Reserve Bank of Australia is slowly ratcheting up the cash rate to try to curb 
inflation, while engaging in a delicate balancing act to try to avoid a recession. This is attributed to a number of 
different factors. We have a war in Ukraine that is increasing the prices for oil and gas and a few other commodities. 
We also have disrupted supply chains and an overstimulated property market. A number of first home buyer grants 
from the state and federal governments have certainly contributed to inflation. 
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WA’s economy is actually doing quite well. We are fairly insulated here. The Carpenter domestic gas supply 
agreement is giving us a little bit of a buffer and avoiding some of the energy price rises that are being experienced 
in the eastern states. We have a lot of things in the ground that other countries and jurisdictions want. Oil, gas and 
iron ore are doing particularly well right now. China is certainly addicted to the red stuff that we are pulling out of 
the ground in the Pilbara. Oil and gas are in high demand and being delivered. We are keeping those supply chains 
open, and those companies are profiting quite well. 
I will now look at the construction industry that is needed to deliver large infrastructure projects. The Property 
Council of Australia mentioned that one in 10 people migrating to WA is tied to the construction industry. Migration 
is a good thing for WA. At a federal level, we have seen for many years now an effort to curb migration. We have 
seen that being slowly ratcheted back under the Albanese government. Migration is certainly good for WA. We 
are in a bit of a chicken and egg scenario right now, whereby we need workers to build houses but we do not have 
enough houses to build the number of workers. Last year in regional WA—in Broome, Karratha and Port Hedland—
housing availability in some places was about 0.1 per cent. We find ourselves in this boom and bust cycle fairly 
often. It is well documented and well known that when iron ore is doing well, we have a lot of jobs, and when the 
market for iron ore falls, we turf people out. The property market then responds to a supply and demand–driven 
market. We do not have enough houses for the workers up there and we do not have enough people in the construction 
industry to build those houses. We are looking at about a 16-month long tail to build houses in some of those towns 
in regional WA. The state government needs to look a little more intelligently at the existing housing stock and try 
to utilise it to the best of its ability. 

One way of doing that, which I have spoken about previously, is around resizing. We have an ageing population 
in Australia. We also have a rising millennial population. The millennial population now equals the boomer 
population, with the median age in WA now being 38. We have a lot of young people who also represent younger 
families trying to enter the property market. We also have wealth disparity issues across generations in Australia, 
though certainly not as bad as in some other countries, but it does exist. The Premier is very quick to beat his chest 
and say that we have a $6 billion surplus and higher incomes on average than other states and territories, and that we 
are all doing really well here, but a lot of people are really struggling. It can be a very trying time for young families 
trying to enter the property market. We need to think about how to incentivise and provide opportunities for younger 
people to get into a market that has been overstimulated by state and federal grants pushing up property prices.  

One way of doing this is resizing. On one side we have ageing parents whose children have left home. They might 
have a four or five-bedroom house with a double carport that is potentially becoming a bit unwieldy for them to 
manage. Giving them an option to resize their property to suit their lifestyle makes a lot of sense. I am not saying 
that we should give up on the Western Australian dream. We have some of the largest properties in Australia. In 
2017–18, I think we had the largest properties out of any state and territory by square footage. I am not suggesting 
that we all live on top of each other, but we should look at the existing stock and try to incentivise people who want 
to downsize by cutting stamp duty on the sale of those properties. That would provide room for younger families 
to enter the market. 

The other point I would like to make is around the boom and bust cycle we find ourselves in. We are very dependent 
on the price of iron ore. A fair amount of diversification is happening in the resources sector. Battery technology 
is coming through and the demand for rare earths and minerals is certainly rising—for example, with lithium. We 
are very good at digging things out of the earth and putting them on ships, but we also need to think about the higher 
end of that supply chain and to try to unlock the high value that comes with intellectual property and securing some 
sovereignty around supply chains. A fair amount of diversification is happening within the mining sector, but, 
thinking more broadly about the economy, if we want to try to avoid these peaks and troughs and sine waves we 
find ourselves in every 10 years, with strong demand for jobs and housing and then the bottlenecks that come when 
we try to deliver infrastructure projects, we need to take a serious look at diversifying the economy across other 
industries. I have spoken about this before. The tech industry is certainly one that the government could embrace. 
The Tech Council of Australia has forecast that by 2050, we will have more tech jobs than mining jobs in WA. 
A lot of mining companies are looking at automating and reducing the number of staff. As we move towards a digital 
economy, WA could certainly profit from attracting people to, and trying to boost, the information technology 
space, and there is a very real advantage to doing that. 

In the time remaining, I want to quickly talk about Metronet. Metronet has obviously become very politically charged. 
It has become weaponised. I was impressed when Anthony Albanese, on coming into his term as Prime Minister, 
mentioned in the first instance that he would engage in a new style of politics and try to attain a level of bipartisanship 
when talking about different policies and projects. I do not think we necessarily all need to be singing from the 
same songbook as long as we can agree on the fundamental terms. I think that scrutiny of the details is certainly 
good, but broader support for projects and policy would be a better outcome for the people of Western Australia. 
Certainly, with Metronet, the daggers are out, and we do not have the transparency and insight into that project 
that Western Australians deserve because it has become so weaponised and politicised. 

With that, I support the motion and thank Hon Dr Steve Thomas for raising it today. 
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HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (South West — Minister for Regional Development) [10.51 am]: I thank 
members for providing the Thursday entertainment! I have been struggling to find the connection between the two 
contributions that we have had from our friends in the opposition. In the first instance, Hon Dr Steve Thomas is 
very concerned that we have accumulated too much money. He is obviously fascinated by cartoons, which are guiding 
his economic analysis that we have too much money. However, at the heart of Hon Tjorn Sibma’s complaint appears 
to be that rail was their idea, and, in any event, we are spending too much money on it. On the one hand, we have 
this critique that we have too much money; on the other hand, the critique is that we are spending too much money. 
I am going to try to bring those ideas together, but it is a little challenging. 
Of course, it takes a special kind of genius to achieve what the previous government did with its economic management. 
For at least five of the eight years of its term, it had record iron ore receipts. Let us not forget that it had record iron 
ore receipts during five of its eight years, yet it managed to have cash deficits on every single one of its eight budgets. 
That takes genius. 
I note that the charts of the members opposite start only in 2014. The story during those boom years is that the 
then Treasurer, Troy Buswell, who was rising ascendant, was rampaging around the state with the Premier and talking 
about how fabulous they were at economic management, but, extraordinarily, that was their performance. But that 
is the past. One of the key planks of the McGowan team’s election in 2017, and the reason for its success, was 
a promise that we would reverse the financial mismanagement that had occurred under the previous government. 
The Leader of the Opposition himself has acknowledged that we were on track for a $42 billion deficit. We made 
it very clear that we were going to turn that around and that we would, in principle, move to produce budget surpluses. 
I do not think anyone in the state would say that that was not our pledge and that we have not delivered on it. I know 
that the Leader of the Opposition is an intelligent person, but I think there is a problem in his party about grasping 
the realities of budgets. An operating surplus is not like a cartoon. It does not mean there are piles of cash and that 
nothing is being done with them. Those operating surpluses are set aside to do a number of very important things. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Billions of dollars have been shuffled into special purpose accounts. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is right. They are there to fund the important things that we need to fund. 
That is good economic management. The member was not in the Parliament at the time, but I urge him to please 
look at what was going on in 2016. Look at the horror that was out there in all sectors of the community and at the 
budget processes. The economic management of the state was parlous, and that is why we have turned it around. 
The member’s various claims include that we have not been paying down debt. Bear in mind that locked into the 
forward estimates was a $43.7 billion deficit. We have been paying down that debt. The debt is now down to around 
$29 billion, so we have been paying it down. In fact, we had record debt reduction in 2021–22 when we reduced 
net debt by $4.3 billion. That is the lowest level it has been since 2014–15. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: You inherited debt of $32 billion, it went up to $34 billion and you have knocked it back 
to just under $30 billion. That is what you’ve done. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No. It was in the trajectory. The member has acknowledged that. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: On 15 June, the Leader of the Opposition acknowledged — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am sorry if I quote the member, but I think it is important that he acknowledges 
what he has said. On 15 June 2017, he acknowledged that general government debt was heading to $42 billion. 
The debt we inherited was not just for that year, it was for the entire forward estimates, and the debt was heading up 
in that direction. We have clawed it back and it is now at the lowest level since 2014–15. There are not piles of cash. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, let us cut down on the cross-chamber chatter and focus on the speaker, which is the 
Minister for Regional Development. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We have been addressing the issues. The member seems to have a problem 
with some of our cash flow. The problem with trying to understand where the member is headed is that he is always 
complaining about us having too much money and then he complains about cash splash handouts for power, but 
they were important. They were cost-of-living adjustments because, as Hon Wilson Tucker said, there is the crisis 
in Ukraine and there have been various spikes in energy costs. There were two payments of a one-off nature to 
electricity users. We do not want to do what the previous government did, which was lock in long-term, unsustainable 
economic structures. It failed to manage wages and expenditure policies, which deeply embedded into the budget 
real structural problems. We have been unpicking those structural problems that were part of the lack of management 
of the Barnett government. We recognise that we have a worldwide energy crisis, which we all hope that at some 
stage we will get through. Therefore, it absolutely makes sense to use part of our surplus to provide that cost-of-living 
adjustment during this period of considerable difficulty. 
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Importantly, we have got the debt monster in hand by reducing the size of our debt. I think it would be fair to say 
that we are the only state that has managed to do that. I make the point again: do not forget that there were record 
receipts from iron ore during the first five years of the Barnett government; nevertheless, every single one of its 
budgets had cash deficits. 
It is true that we are investing in Metronet. We recognise that the Forrestfield–Airport Link was committed to under 
the previous government, and I note that Dean Nalder was invited to its opening but let us look at its performance. 
During the eight and a half years of the Barnett government, government members left it right until the last moment—
2016—to start the rail project, and, of course, it was not completed on their watch. 
In the eight years of the previous Court government, it did not deliver a single centimetre of rail; in fact, if anything, 
it achieved a negative rail contribution. I must say that it amazes me that the Leader of the Opposition has the cheek 
to get up and talk about tier 3 rail lines when the previous government was responsible for not only the failed 
privatisation of the rail lines in 2000, but when those members got back in government in 2009, they made it worse! 
They made it worse by removing the one thing they had put in to provide some protection, which was the use it or 
lose it principle to the privatised rail operator. 
We are trying to do the work on tier 3 rail lines, but reopening them has not been our central focus. As the member 
would probably know, it is not supported by some of the big users of that rail; nevertheless, we are continuing to 
look at that work. 
I move on to the comments of Hon Tjorn Sibma, who thinks that rail is really the legacy of his government. The 
whole concept of urban rail has been a great Labor tradition, and it is really important to understand the history 
here. Under the first Court government, the government of Sir Charles Court, the decision was made to close the 
Fremantle rail line. Apparently, no-one was using the trains; therefore, the government was going to put in a freeway 
down that line. But Labor had a policy. We understood cities and we understood how modern cities worked. 
We understood that we could not have old diesel trains chugging around and expect people to use them. The first 
thing that happened under the Burke administration was the modernisation of the rail system, and it brought in 
electrification of the heritage lines. Then, under the Lawrence government, we had the development of the 
Joondalup line. Under the Gallop and Carpenter governments, within seven and a half years, we doubled the size 
of the metropolitan train lines, with extensions to Mandurah, Clarkson and Thornlie. Then, going into the 2008 
election, one of our projects was forward planning for the Forrestfield–Airport Link. I remember going out there. 
Of course, that was such a good idea that everyone eventually came on board to support it. I acknowledge the role 
that Hon Ken Travers played in that. 
It is in the DNA of Labor to build rail and to understand the primacy of having quality public transport to make 
our city work. Unfortunately, those opposite have never completed a project within their terms of government. 
HON COLIN de GRUSSA (Agricultural — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.06 am]: I, too, rise to make 
a contribution to this excellent motion brought to the house by the Leader of the Opposition. It is a broad motion; 
members opposite seem to be making a big deal about that, but I guess it is just because there is so much to talk about 
that we have to cast the net fairly wide. There is no shortage of undelivered issues for us to focus on. Nevertheless, 
I intend to focus my remarks on part (b) of the motion, pertaining to transport infrastructure, and I particularly 
want to focus on Westport—a project that does not seem to have done anything up to this point in time. In fact, I am 
reminded to ask the question: what major infrastructure projects has this government delivered that were not started 
by the previous government? What projects has it actually delivered? It loves to take credit for the big projects. 
We all like to go to the football! 
Several members interjected. 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: Yes, that is right. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Sally Talbot): Order, members. Perhaps the member on his feet can just 
take his seat for a moment. I have given the call to Hon Colin de Grussa. Hon Colin de Grussa, if you address your 
remarks to me as the chair, and perhaps avoid the rhetorical question I am asking, we should be able to retain some 
semblance of order. 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: As I was saying, I want to focus my remarks on the Westport project. I have said before 
in this place that we note the very slow progress of that project and the millions spent on what, exactly? I cannot 
point to anything other than — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: A lot of meetings! 
Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: There is a fancy website and some downloadable PDFs, but what else has the government 
done on Westport? It has spent three years going through some kind of theatrical process, including future report 
recommendations from the stage 2 report. Of course, that delivered the outcome that was expected. I have been 
asking questions about modelling and planning to try to find out where the government is at with this project, and 
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what, indeed, it is going to do in the interim to manage the expected increase in container traffic through the existing 
network, but we cannot get answers to those questions. The government either has not done the modelling, or the 
modelling is telling it something it does not want to know, and therefore it does not want to share it. I do not know; 
the government simply will not answer those questions and will not provide the modelling, so one can only presume 
that it has not actually done it, and therefore does not know what the impact is going to be on the restricted access 
vehicle freight network, particularly around Leach Highway, which inevitably will become a car park before Westport 
delivers anything. Of course, that will affect a number of people in the great city. The Minister for Regional 
Development just talked about the liveability of the city. I would suggest that trucks parked outside people’s front 
door because the freight network cannot cope with the volume of traffic as a result of the government not doing 
the planning is probably not the way to increase the liveability of the city. Nevertheless, the reason for that question 
was simply to gain a better understanding of what the government is actually doing. I fully expected a genuine 
answer about what has happened and, perhaps, a copy of the planning and modelling to understand how it will 
work and what is expected to happen with the long-term container trade forecast, but we did not get that answer. In 
fact, as I said before, the government does not know, does not like the modelling or simply does not want to share 
it. We will continue to wait and ask questions to find out what is going on with this project. 

It has been five and a half, nearly six, years since this project effectively began with the election of this government 
in 2017. March next year will mark six years of this government, yet we do not have a business case for this project 
on which the government continues to spend millions of dollars and about which it will not answer the simple 
questions asked by the opposition to get an understanding of the project. As I said at the start of my remarks, it is 
not an unreasonable request to ask for this information, particularly when one considers that this government has 
a 100 per cent success rate in delayed, stalled and over-budget infrastructure projects. As I said at the start of my 
contribution, I struggle to name a project that has been delivered by this government that was not started by the 
previous Liberal–National government. It is therefore problematic that this government talks about its wonderful 
infrastructure projects that it has not delivered. 

Westport will not be delivered this decade. If we go to the Westport website, we can see quite clearly that  
“the Westport Program is developing a business case”. How long does it take to develop a business case and how 
long does it take to do the forecasting, modelling and an assessment of the impact on traffic on the RAV 4 freight 
network? We do not know because either the government will not tell us or it has not done it. It is simply not good 
enough that for a project of this scale and nature, we cannot get that basic information. Either the government is 
not doing that planning or it is too focused on Metronet and the Minister for Transport; Ports does not really have 
her eye on the ball with Westport and other projects. We need clarity from the government about this project and 
when it will be delivered. 

The opposition is obviously concerned about other projects. I know that my colleague Hon Steve Martin wants to 
talk about some projects in regional areas that have not been delivered or have been held up by this government. 
I am sure that he will make a contribution to that effect shortly. It is very important that we consider that significant 
investment is being made in major infrastructure projects about which we know nothing. Metronet is an example 
of a massive over-budget project. There is no doubt that Westport will blow out to a huge cost. We do not even 
know where we are at with that because the plans are not in place. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: We know there’s $400 million in a Westport special purpose account. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: That is right. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: The government is quite happy to whack the money away. We do not know where it 
is going. We cannot get access to the planning. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: That is ridiculous. We are planning well in advance. 

Hon COLIN de GRUSSA: Minister, we should have planning and a clear understanding. Perhaps if Hon Alannah 
MacTiernan was still the Minister for Ports, we might get somewhere with this project, but that is obviously not 
my decision. The fact is it is a big, complex project, but we still have to move container freight via the existing 
port and road network and we need to know what impact the expected increase in the volume of container traffic 
will have on that network, the commuters and people who live in those areas. We cannot get an answer to that. 
Has it been done? Who knows? Do they know? Who knows? We do not know what will happen with that container 
freight network and the extra traffic that is predicted will occur through growth in container freight. I will leave 
my remarks there in order to let other members make a contribution. The key here is that this government has 
again failed to deliver infrastructure projects, despite being in office for a long time. We hear every day in this place 
that it is always someone else’s fault. The government does not accept that it is accountable or responsible for the 
decisions it has made that have not resulted in any particular outcome. 

HON STEVE MARTIN (Agricultural) [11.15 am]: I rise to make a contribution to this excellent and important 
motion moved by Hon Dr Steve Thomas. Hon Dr Steve Thomas outlined some of the budget circumstances that 
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the government finds itself in, which are extraordinary. It has another record surplus—$6 billion! I will concentrate 
on some of the promises this government has made and not delivered. In her response to the motion, the Minister for 
Regional Development talked about the government’s pledges over time and said that the government delivers on 
its pledges—on some of them, it has not! I have raised one issue in particular in this place before, and it almost feels 
cruel to do it again because every time we raise the subject of the Geraldton Health Campus, the people of Geraldton 
and the midwest prick up their ears and think that perhaps it is just around the corner! Mercifully, we have not had 
a media release from the minister in the last couple of months. We have had 16 media releases over the last six years, 
promising action and a spend in Geraldton. On 21 September, Hon Martin Aldridge received a reply to a question 
he asked in this place. He asked, again, in part — 

(1) What is the expected completion date for the redevelopment? 

(2) Has the tender process for the main works contract recommenced; and, if so, on what date did it 
recommence and how many tenders have been received? 

We got the normal answer to questions about the Geraldton hospital — 

The McGowan government is committed to delivering the major upgrade of Geraldton Health Campus 
for the people of the midwest and Gascoyne. 

Just not yet! The government has been at this for six years and it is still not happening. But, again, with some sense 
of irony, I imagine, the minister mentioned the car park. The answer to Hon Martin Aldridge continues — 

The government has already delivered stage 1 of the redevelopment, which included a reconfigured 
main entry — 

That was a door! It continues — 

and more than 400 additional car parking bays. Stage 2 of this significant project includes an expanded … 

Blah, blah, blah! In effect, the government does not know when it will deliver stage 2. The answer continued — 

An expression of interest date is currently under consideration. 

It has been under consideration for six years. Nothing is happening on the Geraldton Health Campus. 

Hon Dr Steve Thomas: In the fullness of time! 

Hon STEVE MARTIN: In the fullness of time, indeed. That is one specific project that the government has 
absolutely failed to deliver, despite promising over and again that it would deliver it. 

I will mention another project that I have been paying attention to—the Common Ground facilities in East Perth 
and Mandurah. These are not my words but those of the Minister for Homelessness, John Carey. He stated — 

The Common Ground facilities are a key pillar of our long-term response to addressing homelessness in 
Western Australia. 

The government has been talking about Common Ground for years. In July, the minister gave us the unfortunate 
news that “as disappointing as this is”, the government will not accept any tenders for Common Ground—none! 
The minister further stated — 

The State Government will go back out to market shortly … 

It is now October and nothing has happened. We have not gone back out to tender. A quote from the minister 
in July reads — 

The State Government will go back out to market shortly, with a new request for tender to deliver 
Common Ground Perth.  

We are waiting and, more importantly, the homeless people of Perth and Mandurah and the service providers that 
are desperately short of crisis beds are still waiting. That $70 million that is allegedly committed to Common Ground 
remains parked, like a number of infrastructure spends by this government. 

I will spend the rest of the short time I have left discussing a transport project that includes a rail component in the 
wheatbelt. We have heard a lot of discussion, some of which is nonsense, around the government recommissioning 
the tier 3 railway lines. We saw a glimpse of a crack in the argument from the minister this morning. The quote 
from the minister was that it was not central to the plans of either the government or the people who cart that grain. 
Despite that, the Premier has said strongly that the government is recommissioning tier 3 rail. We have heard the 
Minister for Transport say, “We are recommissioning tier 3.” However, $72 million is parked—most of it is federal 
money; some of it is state money—waiting on another plan to see whether that tier 3 line makes sense.  

From the crack in the argument from the minister today, we now know that it is not central to anybody’s planning—
the users of the infrastructure, the people who lease the infrastructure from the government or, indeed, the 
government. I will give members a little background about that proposed $72 million spend. This goes back to the 
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Revitalising agricultural region freight strategy, which has been around for some time. It tells us a bit about what 
the government planned to do and, indeed, about the tier 3 network. Under the frequently asked questions, with 
the transport minister’s smiling face on the front of the brochure, it states — 

Since the conclusion of the arbitration, neither Arc Infrastructure or CBH have pursued reopening Tier 3 
railway lines. Arc Infrastructure and CBH are focusing future investment in the rail network on operational 
and high-volume Tier 1 and 2 rail lines. 
… 
The RARF Strategy prioritises investment in the Tier 1 and Tier 2 rail networks; railway lines which are 
still operational, economically viable and carry significant volumes of grain from regional Western Australia 
to port. 

That is what the government was telling us was the basis of its strategy. Along came another bucket of money that 
the government had access to. According to the transport minister, it was a $200 million boost for Western Australia’s 
regional rail freight, and $40 million of that was from the state and $160 million was from the federal government. 
This is called the agricultural supply chain improvements program. An amount of $72 million—a very limited 
amount of money when compared with the billions that have been spent on Metronet—is still stuck waiting while 
the government does another plan. It has been planning and talking to stakeholders for years, but after all that, the 
state’s contribution to the grain freight network is $25.6 million; that is what it has spent. CBH Group, the grain 
growers of Western Australia, has kicked in $200 million. The federal government has committed $160 million 
and the state’s contribution is $25.6 million. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon STEVE MARTIN: I am not taking interjections because I have only a few minutes left. 
That money is stuck there while the government does yet another study, but it is not central to anybody’s plans. 
I will outline in the brief time I have left why that is important. At the moment, we are on the back of the biggest 
harvest Western Australia has ever seen. It is estimated there will be a three to five million tonne carryover. Another 
big harvest is coming that will add to the carryover and the small amount of money the state has committed is not 
being spent to ease the flow of that grain to port. That is causing an enormous discount to Western Australian growers 
because we simply cannot get that grain to port fast enough. The ASCI money could be spent on the broader freight 
task, not just rail; it is for freight of all sorts. We have a road network but none of that money is being committed 
to the road network. There have been no upgrades in the productivity on our grain freight road network in years, 
yet somehow the government wants to play politics with this bit of tier 3 railway line. It is not central to its planning, 
it is not central to CBH’s planning and it is not central to the owner of the railway line, yet that $72 million will 
remain parked and Western Australian growers will continue to receive an enormous discount on the world price 
because our grain is stuck in the country and we cannot get it to a port. I urge the state government to spend that 
money on the network. We have talked about the agricultural supply chain investments mark 2. Given what the 
federal Treasurer is telling us about the budget crisis, which he did not know about six months ago, we need to spend 
that money because it will be much harder when we say we need ASCI mark 2. 
I will quickly move on. I was not going to mention Oakajee but we had a bit of back and forth on the wonderful 
work that has been done on Westport. There is another proposed port in Western Australia—Oakajee has been 
proposed for a long time. Again, we allocated $6 billion for that about a budget ago. The proposed Oakajee port 
is certainly a failed commitment for infrastructure in regional Western Australia. That project could do with some 
serious investment, as opposed to building a roundabout and nothing much else. Thank you. 
HON DAN CADDY (North Metropolitan) [11.25 am]: I like getting up and talking about the fantastic infrastructure 
projects of the McGowan government and everything it is doing for the state. The opposition has done it again; it 
has come in here with another absolutely ill-informed and disjointed grab bag of attacks just to have a go, like it did 
last time. It did not work last time. It is interesting. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma interjected. 
Hon DAN CADDY: I do not have time for interjections. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon DAN CADDY: I will come back to parts (a) and (b) of the motion, because most members who have spoken 
today have spoken about the rail infrastructure and Metronet. There is a little thing called credibility. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma interjected. 
Hon DAN CADDY: I will get to you, Hon Tjorn Sibma. Let me take the member back to 25 January 2021. What 
was Hon Tjorn Sibma doing then? He was standing with his then leader and talking about sinking a rail line through 
the metropolitan area. One of them was saying that it would cost $10 million and the other was saying $5 million. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma interjected. 
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Hon DAN CADDY: Let me read a quote from that article. This is my favourite quote from Hon Tjorn Sibma — 
The commitment is too that there will be something that comes of that plan. 

That was his quote. I do not understand. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: Were you there? I don’t think that’s an accurate reflection. 
Hon DAN CADDY: That is in The West Australian. The member can look at it; it is a direct quote from him. It is little 
wonder that that announcement did not work for Hon Tjorn Sibma or his party. The headline was great: “WA Liberals 
announce sunken underground rail plan for West Perth at mystery cost”. I love that bit—“mystery cost”. The former 
opposition leader liked to talk. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Mystery rail! 
Hon DAN CADDY: Mystery rail, mystery cost—it would be a magical mystery tour on that train, minister! 
This is the legacy of the honourable member’s party. That was a botched announcement on rail leading into the 
last election. I have spoken about the history. Hon Alannah MacTiernan raised the first Court government, under 
Sir Charles Court, which closed down the Fremantle line. He said — 

… there would only be a public backlash for sentimental … reasons but there was no justification for 
retaining the service. 

I have spoken about that before. I want to go back to something else that Hon Tjorn Sibma said in this place on 
17 March this year. He said — 

All responsible government in the state’s history, and in this nation’s history, have made investments in 
infrastructure, particularly transport infrastructure. 

If that is the metric that Hon Tjorn Sibma is using to judge governments in this state, as well as obviously putting 
Charles Court’s government in the bin — 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: What’s wrong with it? 
Hon DAN CADDY: There is nothing wrong with it because we are front and centre. The McGowan government 
is spending more on public infrastructure and building Metronet. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: But you’re not. You can’t get the money out the door. You didn’t understand the chart and 
table. You can’t do it!  
Hon DAN CADDY: What happened to Metro Area Express? This government came forward with a plan, from 
opposition. 
We have a plan to build significant train infrastructure. This is not just a railway line. It was a Labor government 
that connected Mandurah to the rail line and now we have a plan for connecting the entire city. This will set the 
city up with rail infrastructure for generations to come, but members opposite carp and have a go at this government 
for what it is doing. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon DAN CADDY: Let me point out something else to members opposite. This is not just about the kilometres 
of track that we have laid or the kilometres of track that previous governments have sought to rip up; it is also about 
the railcar manufacturing business. I do not know whether the member remembers the quotes made by Liza Harvey 
at the time she was Leader of the Opposition. She said it was a failed manufacturing industry, a waste of money, 
and an industry from a bygone era. What have we done? The Bellevue manufacturing plant has taken the biggest 
ever order of railcars that will be built locally. It will also serve as a permanent maintenance facility and provide 
all sorts of training opportunities. I am sure that my colleague Hon Stephen Pratt will talk more about jobs and training 
and where that is at. The Liberal Party does not understand that there is much more to Metronet than the laying of 
tracks. If its members want to bring on a motion about rail infrastructure, we will stand here all day and talk because 
we are the only ones with any credibility in this space. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 

TAFE AND TRAINING — INVESTMENT 
Motion 

HON STEPHEN PRATT (South Metropolitan) [11.31 am] — without notice: I move — 
That the Legislative Council — 

(a) acknowledges the important role TAFE and training play in Western Australia to 
encourage employment and create a skilled workforce; and 

(b) notes that the McGowan government’s significant investment in training, including the 
reduction of fees for 210 courses by up to 72 per cent, the largest TAFE capital works 
program in the state’s history, and support for employers has resulted in record, highest 
ever, enrolments. 
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I am very proud today to speak on the McGowan government’s strong record of investment and support for the 
network of TAFEs and training centres across Western Australia. Minister Ellery should also feel very proud of 
the work that she has done to ensure that Western Australians have access to world-class training and education 
facilities. I have a lot to speak on today and will be switching to a positive note after this morning’s negative approach. 
I have had an unbelievable experience. In my inaugural speech, I committed to getting around to the TAFEs in my 
electorate and I have worked my way through them over the past 12-and-a-bit months. I had not had much experience 
with TAFE prior to this, but it has been an eye-opener to see these facilities that are available to Western Australians 
and to experience the enthusiasm of their staff and students. We have done an incredible job to cater for the needs 
of all people, whether they are coming out of school and deciding on their career or have found themselves out of 
work and needing to reskill and find another avenue into employment. I am going to work through some of the 
visits that I have undertaken over the past few months and highlight some of the great things that I have seen along 
the way that point to where our investment in these places is truly having an impact. 
As I said in the motion, the McGowan government has made education and training a cornerstone of the post-COVID 
economic recovery with the biggest TAFE investment in history. As part of the 2020 WA recovery plan, under the 
rebuilding our TAFEs program, $229.2 million was allocated, including a record $167.4 million investment in 
capital works projects to upgrade essential infrastructure across Western Australian TAFE colleges, including the 
South Metropolitan TAFE network in the best part of WA. I will go through examples of this as I recount my visits 
to each of the sites shortly. 
Initiatives in the 2022–23 budget have been developed to meet the skills shortages that we face and are informed 
by ideas and outcomes from the Perth and regional skills summits. As a snapshot, these investments include: 
$38.4 million in additional funding for the Lower Fees, Local Skills initiative; an $11 million boost for the defence 
industry’s professional and paraprofessional workforce; $14.3 million to support training in Western Australia’s 
in-demand construction industry; $5.5 million to help mature-age jobseekers and ex-offenders into jobs; $4.9 million 
in support of the Collie workforce transition; and $2.4 million to attract international students, after what we have 
experienced through COVID. 
The Lower Fees, Local Skills initiative saw fees reduced by up to 72 per cent across a range of courses. The 
McGowan government has made TAFE more affordable for students in the South Metropolitan Region and across 
Western Australia, putting the option of TAFE study back on the table for students who may not have been able 
to afford it in the past. As I said, the government has slashed TAFE fees by up to 72 per cent for 210 priority courses. 
This is a targeted approach aimed at areas of study addressing workforce shortages. It is part of creating a strong 
TAFE sector that prepares WA students for the jobs of the future, and the government is ensuring that our students 
have access to world-class equipment to help them learn. Given the strength of the WA economy and our low 
unemployment rate, it is critical that TAFE helps us to train a skilled local workforce for the jobs of tomorrow. 
In my inaugural speech I committed to visiting all the skills centres in the South Metro Region. I have also discovered 
that South Metropolitan TAFE extends beyond my electorate. Some amazing things are happening at the Mandurah 
campus, which is an up-and-coming provider in the catering and restaurant training industry, and a significant capital 
investment has been made into the Armadale campus. I have visited most of the campuses. I will describe what 
I witnessed firsthand on each of my visits. My first visit was to the Murdoch campus, which is adjacent to Fiona Stanley 
Hospital and opposite the Murdoch University campus. I saw a fantastic mix of old and really new buildings at 
this facility. A large array of courses is on offer and the facilities are fantastic. It was not just a quick visit; I had 
quite a detailed walk-through. I thank Terry Durant and Blair Marsh for the in-depth tours they gave me. 
If people are looking to change jobs or are not sure what industry they want to go into, I would encourage them to 
check out the offerings at South Metro TAFE. They will find a wide range of opportunities at the Murdoch campus. 
This extends to the beauty industry, which is a growth industry in WA. Students learn how to apply treatments and 
operate all the new machines that are used for skin treatments and that sort of stuff. They did not give me a treatment, 
but they certainly had all the machinery. I might need one soon, given the sleepless nights I am having at the moment 
with a young kid! There is also a hairdressing set-up. Each of the schools in this facility is set up to mirror the industry. 
It looked just like I was walking into a hair salon; they had the whole set-up there. For anyone considering getting 
into the hairdressing industry, I think it is a pretty sustainable and consistent source of work, as most people’s hair 
continues to come back! 
The floristry school is in the older part of the campus. The TAFE also teaches dog grooming. If anyone is looking 
to get their dog jazzed up, the students are always looking for subjects so they can try out their skills. There is also 
cybersecurity and nursing there. The set-up is just like being in a hospital setting and is quite high-tech. It has 
high-tech dummies that students can practice resuscitation or treatments on. The groaning and the sounds that 
they were making in pain were almost scary. Students get the real experience there, for sure. Like I said, if anyone 
is thinking of changing their job or source of employment, there are great opportunities for people at TAFE. It has 
become more common in modern society for people to change jobs five or more times. 
I then went to the Fremantle campus of South Metropolitan TAFE, which has a completely different mix of 
opportunities for people. Basically, the facilities where the staff and the library are located are almost brand new. 
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It is right on the water, so it is an attractive place to work. If people want to get into any maritime industry, this is 
the place for them to go. The TAFE also offered, interestingly, a drone course, which is an avenue to get into the 
Jandakot piloting course. I think that is probably another growth industry that will be more and more popular. 
I touched on this in a previous contribution. The aquaculture set-up at the TAFE has small fish all the way through 
to huge yellowtail kingfish in tanks. It is certainly a sight to be seen. We have quite a few members in here from 
the South Metropolitan Region. I am sure the minister has been there and Hon Klara Andric should check it out. It is 
just incredible. You would not want to fall in there for sure. The fish would probably take a limb off! The TAFE 
also has a ship maintenance room and I was able to use the set-up there. It has huge computer screens and basically 
the panel of a ship so that people can replicate driving a ship. I got to try to drive one under the Sydney Harbour 
Bridge while I was there, but it was sabotaged by the other staff, I am sure, because I ended up collecting another 
ship as I was driving along. 
Then I visited the TAFE at the naval base at Henderson. It recently won a national defence award for its program, 
so it is winning awards and kicking goals thanks to the investment of the McGowan government. The Henderson 
site also has a real-life set-up, so if someone were about to be quickly employed in the mining industry, they would 
know exactly what to do because this site has the exact equivalent of the equipment that they need to know about. 
People can basically come away from that set-up and go onto a mining site with exactly the same equipment. That 
is done through significant partnerships with the big mining companies. It was great to see what they are doing 
there. I also got to have a go at the augmented reality set-up at the naval base TAFE, which teaches students how 
to weld. This is an important set-up; if someone has never done it before, they do not want to jump onto a welding 
machine and look like the former Prime Minister did during the last campaign! People can use the augmented 
reality and have a go at welding at a range of different angles. It is quite incredible. People who are thinking of 
getting into deep-sea welding can get into the position that they would find themselves in underwater and get used 
to the angles at which they need to hold the welding machine. The rest of the work sheds are set up for students to 
learn how to get on the welding machines once they are up to scratch and have passed the test. 
I am probably going to run out of time, but the Kwinana automotive centre is attached to Gilmore College. I remember 
at the graduation ceremony last year the loudest applause was for one of the students who won the award that meant 
he would get a scholarship to the TAFE program in welding. Everyone was up on their feet, cheering for this young 
man who was about to embark on competing in the world competition for welding, and I think that local Kwinana 
resident actually took out the award. The automotive training facility at Kwinana has a huge workshop filled with 
donated cars. It also has a partnership with some of the local car manufacturers, so it has stuff available all the time 
for students to work on. I thank Keith Murray for the tour of that set-up. Again, it is a relatively new building; it has 
been there for only a few years. It is really well looked after, and it provides the best experience for students. 
I now turn, lastly, to Rockingham TAFE. The campus almost has the feel of a university campus. It is so big that 
I did not get to see everything, so I am planning to go back. While I was there, I was able to go through the workshop 
where the students are learning how to make metalwork parts. The workshop has amazing machinery, thanks to 
the investment of this government. It has state-of-the-art machines that can produce parts in a matter of minutes 
just by pushing a button. The game has changed a bit with the advances in technology. Students still have to learn 
the basics of how to make and maintain the parts, but now they also have to learn how to use these machines that 
do the job for them. 
I have touched on the metropolitan TAFE campuses, so I will not go back to that. Some of my colleagues will touch 
on the heavy investment that has been made in regional TAFE campuses. I think that more than half of the financial 
investment this government has made in TAFE has gone towards regional TAFEs. 
Hon Darren West: Hear, hear! 
Hon STEPHEN PRATT: I now want to revisit this government’s capital works program, which is the biggest in 
history, and touch on some projects that have taken place. I am a bit biased, because I will touch on the ones in the 
South Metropolitan Region. The government has invested $16.87 million in Mandurah TAFE and $39 million in 
Armadale TAFE. It has also invested $4 million in the maritime training vessel in Geraldton, and also the one at 
Fremantle, which I was lucky enough to go on. I am going to run out of time. This is an example of the heavy 
investment that this government has made. It is also testament to the work that Minister Ellery has done in this area. 
HON PETER FOSTER (Mining and Pastoral) [11.47 am]: I rise to speak in support of the motion moved by 
Hon Stephen Pratt. I would like to thank Hon Stephen Pratt for moving such an important and positive motion in 
the house today. I would also like to acknowledge his fine contribution, and in particular his commitment to TAFE 
and training centres in the metropolitan area. I also knowledge the Leader of the House, Hon Sue Ellery, who is 
here with us, for her contributions and strong leadership and performance in the education and training portfolios. 
I will be speaking briefly on both limbs of the motion today. TAFE and training play an important role in creating 
employment opportunities and a skilled workforce, and this motion recognises this. Furthermore, the McGowan 
government’s significant investment in training, with the largest TAFE capital works program in this state’s history, 
and in providing a range of supports for employees, has resulted in the highest ever level of TAFE enrolments. We 
in regional Western Australia have benefited from this as well, and I will reflect upon that later in my contribution. 
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The McGowan government has been investing heavily in both training and TAFE through successive state budgets. 
The 2022–23 state budget also outlines a large investment in this area. As we all discovered when the McGowan 
government came into office in 2017, the TAFE system was in pretty bad shape. However, our government has been 
spending the last five to six years trying to repair the damage and upgrade TAFE facilities, invest in equipment, and 
get the enrolment numbers back up. Enrolments and participation were down, so in 2017 our government acted and 
froze TAFE fees. It followed this up in 2021 by slashing TAFE fees to make training both affordable and accessible 
for all Western Australians, including those in the regions and in my electorate of Mining and Pastoral Region. 
Our government recognises the importance of training to build a skilled workforce and retain people in regional 
areas. Our government has ensured that our investments in training extend from the metro area and into the regions. 
We are supporting employees to take on more apprentices and there are a number of programs, including the jobs 
and skills incentive program. I want to talk about that program in particular, because an allocation of money was 
put aside for construction following the Wooroloo bushfire and tropical cyclone Seroja. Additional grants were 
put in place to encourage construction workers in particular to operate in both those areas. We have spoken about 
Kalbarri a number of times in this house, and this incentive program is helping to attract more construction workers 
to Kalbarri. I was there recently and a lot of houses have now been rebuilt, which is fantastic. 
Hon Stephen Pratt talked about the extensive funding commitment for the capital works program. Half of the money 
for the capital works program has been allocated to regional areas. I believe there was a commitment of $229 million 
for the TAFE capital works program, so half of that money has gone to regional WA, including Roebourne, 
Kununurra, Broome and South Hedland in my electorate of the Mining and Pastoral Region. Some of those projects 
are underway. There is a $48.9 million upgrade to the Pundulmurra campus in the Pilbara. As part of those works, 
we will be getting some new workshops, new classrooms and specialist training areas, with modern industry-relevant 
equipment, and I will talk about some of the equipment shortly. This was funded through the Rebuilding our 
TAFEs plan. Training for a range of in-demand trades and specialist skills areas will be available, including heavy 
automotive—as members can imagine, a lot of heavy trucks get around in the Pilbara—mobile and fixed plant, 
which is especially important for the mining industry; engineering; and commercial cookery. Of course, there are 
a lot of tourism operators in the Mining and Pastoral Region, so we need to train up our chefs. The new upgrade 
followed extensive consultation with the local community and industries. I know that the chambers of commerce 
in particular across the Mining and Pastoral Region were consulted. 
Works have also started on the $6 million health and hospitality training centre at the North Regional TAFE 
Kununurra campus. Again, that will support tourism and hospitality. Training spaces have been set up for nursing 
and aged and disability care. That is great; we might be able to get some more aged-care workers and nurses in the 
north west. Through the upgrade, North Regional TAFE will also be able to deliver National Disability Insurance 
Scheme training in Kununurra, which is also quite important. An amount of $7.9 million has been allocated for a new 
classroom block at the Minurmarghali Mia campus in Roebourne to provide expanded classroom space and to 
upgrade existing facilities, which I believe is underway. There is $111.8 million for a hospitality and student services 
centre at the North Regional TAFE Broome campus to expand training to support Broome’s extensive hospitality 
and tourism industry, with a focus on supporting Aboriginal businesses. Again, Broome is quite a popular tourist 
destination and it is great that we have been able to train more staff to support it. 
I want to talk about some of the equipment. We talk a lot in this place about hydrogen and things like that. As part 
of the $25 million modern equipment initiative, a number of new pieces of equipment were bought for our Pilbara 
TAFEs, including some hydrogen training systems valued at $132 000, some renewable energy training equipment, 
some fuel cell training equipment and some solar power systems. It is great to see that we are modernising the 
equipment in our TAFEs in the north west. 
While I was doing my research, I came across the announcement that a new managing director was recently appointed 
to North Regional TAFE. Helen Smart took up the position as managing director of North Regional TAFE on 
8 August. I want to point out in particular that we have five women managing directors in our TAFE network, and I think 
that is really great. It just goes to show our government’s commitment to getting more women in leadership roles. 
I want to talk about the regional skills summits. In the middle of last year, the government held a skills summit in 
Perth, which was well attended. The government made a commitment at that skills summit to hold regional skills 
summits. I had the privilege of attending five of those regional skills summits, in Kalgoorlie, Karratha, Port Hedland, 
Broome and Kununurra. I attended the summits in the Kimberley with Hon Rosie Sahanna and Divina D’Anna, 
the member for Kimberley. I attended the summits in the Pilbara with Kevin Michel, the member for Pilbara. It 
was great to sit down with business owners and representatives of not-for-profit organisations, and aged-care and 
early childhood services to get a better appreciation of the skills deficit and talk about the things our government 
is putting in place to try to address that. 
I thank the McGowan government for supporting the regional skills summits. A lot of positive feedback was 
received from the businesses that were there on the day. They were really impressed that people were coming to 
them to talk about what they need to address the skills shortage. Over 40 business leaders attended the summits in 
the Kimberley and over 60 business leaders attended the summits in the Pilbara. The outcomes from the regional 
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skills summits include a commitment of $38.4 million to keep TAFE fees low, the introduction of fee caps for 
a number of courses under the Lower Fees, Local Skills initiative, and $2.4 million to attract international students 
to study at TAFE in the regions. We need extra workers in the regions, so we also hope that those students will 
stay once their studies are completed. 
I have only a minute left, but I want to talk about the new jobs and skills centres that opened last month, I believe. 
A new jobs and skills centre in the Kimberley was officially opened by the Premier and the Minister for Education 
and Training on 1 August and a new jobs and skills centre in the Pilbara, based at the South Hedland campus, was 
officially opened on 2 June. Having these centres in the Kimberley and Pilbara is really important because they 
enable people to live in the regions while they study and train, and then obviously find employment in the regions. 
Not everybody’s family situation enables them to travel down to Perth for training. Some people like to be at home 
or on country when they undertaking training, so it is great that we have jobs and skills centres up in the north to 
promote upskilling. 
Noting the time, I will finish up. It has been great to have the opportunity to speak on this motion today and talk 
about some of the investments in TAFE and training in the regions, in particular in the north west. Thank you. 
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [11.57 am]: I rise to make a few brief comments on behalf of 
the opposition in response to the motion that has been moved. 
Training absolutely plays a critical role in encouraging employment and creating a skilled workforce, which is 
reflected in part (a) of the motion, and is something I support. Yes, we are seeing for the first time the number of 
apprenticeship and traineeship commencements increasing after a period of continual decline since 2017. When 
the McGowan government first came to power back in 2017, some 34 605 people were in training. However, the 
numbers continued to fall over the next few years. They fell in March 2018 and again in March 2019. The number 
in training had fallen to 28 825 in March 2020, which was a 17 per cent decrease since 2017. We saw an increase 
in the number of commencements in 2021 and again in 2022, and that is great. I will put it out there: yes, that is 
excellent. But given that a number of apprenticeships, for example, take around four years to complete, there is still 
a long way to go before we alleviate any of the pressure in our system right now. Notwithstanding that, the figures 
are certainly welcome. I hope that they will continue to increase even further.  
Correspondingly, though, I will also say that we need to ensure that we continue to see increases in completions, 
because we know that people go into training but then might cancel or withdraw. We need to ensure that that also 
continues in a positive trend. 
Hon Sue Ellery: Honourable member, will you take an interjection? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will not, just because I have limited time. I raise it in a positive sense, minister; 
that is what we need to ensure. 
Hon Sue Ellery: I will say it in my speech. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: That is understood. 
I will also say that although the motion focuses on the reduction of fees and capital improvements to TAFE facilities, 
which is certainly a very positive move, it perhaps could have lent itself to acknowledging the role of private providers 
and non-government organisations in addition to TAFE and the important role that they play in supporting training 
in this state. That is not a criticism of the mover of the motion, but I think that it is important to recognise the other 
players in the system whenever we talk about training. 
I will mention the Motivation Foundation, which is based in my electorate in West Swan and has reached across 
other parts of the state. I have had a very long and positive association with the foundation over a number of years. 
I know that the minister has been out there and is also supportive of the Motivation Foundation. The foundation 
offers a certificate II in civil construction and a certificate II in resources and infrastructure work preparation, 
which are delivered through onsite training as well as work experience. The foundation’s outcomes are exceptional. 
It has pretty much a 100 per cent graduation rate and a 100 per cent, or thereabouts, employment rate for its graduates. 
When they finish, graduates either have a job, are about to have a job or are going into further training. The foundation 
is exceptional. 
Notwithstanding all that, the VET sector continues to be held back by a number of issues and barriers. They are 
not necessarily linked to just this government; a number of them have been longstanding. First and foremost—I do 
not think the minister would disagree with me—is that the system is still far too complex. When I was the shadow 
Minister for Education and Training, the biggest issue was the complexity of the system, no matter who I spoke to 
and in whatever training context. As I said, that is not an issue for just this government. It involves the commonwealth 
and a whole range of people, but it is far too complex. Also, greater and closer relationships are needed between 
public and private training providers and industry to ensure that training remains up-to-date, relevant and responsive 
to industry’s needs. 
I am reflecting on the State training plan: 2022–23. Of the eight priority areas that were identified in the plan, 
two were in and around the issues of attraction and the value of VET. With my shadow Minister for Youth hat now 
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on, I will say—as I have said before—that the language around VET needs an overhaul and that promoting the value 
of a vocational pathway must be a priority. Sadly, it has been the case for a long time that a general view—not in 
all cases, but a general view—remains in the community and continues to permeate that somehow a VET pathway 
is not as significant and not as valuable as a tertiary pathway. That should not be the case.  
When we were in government and Hon Peter Collier was Minister for Education, he introduced a requirement that 
students either complete a certificate II or take the ATAR pathway. That arose from a review that found that around 
5 000 students were leaving high school without any qualification. The certificate II was considered to be a valuable 
pathway and it was proven to be successful. In 2016, 69.5 per cent of students completed a cert II upon leaving school. 
That continued to increase and, in 2020, 75.4 per cent of students had completed a cert II. That is a very positive 
move, but more can be done. I want to reflect on the State training plan 2022–23, which states — 

Despite so many individuals and employers engaging with the VET system, and indeed dependent on 
it, VET still battles poor public perceptions and a lack of awareness of the value it brings to individuals, 
employers and the economy. 
The Board encourages the State Government, public and private training providers, and industry to work 
together to increase the community’s understanding and appreciation of the value of training … 
By better advocating for VET, we can shift the narrative to emphasise its many strengths. Training is 
agile, industry endorsed, and has employment outcomes and earning capacity comparable to university. 
VET supports career development and professional growth by enabling workers to quickly upskill and by 
supporting continuous learning to keep up with today’s ever evolving technologies and work requirements. 

This is the issue — 
In particular, it is important that both industry and the school system better acknowledge and promote 
VET pathways. 
A clear message from the Board’s work on youth engagement is that more needs to be done to raise 
awareness and understanding of VET among young people. Young people frequently reported being 
discouraged from taking a VET pathway at school, with an Australian Tertiary Admissions Rank (ATAR) 
pathway often promoted as the preferred option for students. Students reported experiencing stigma 
around their choices, with VET viewed as a second-class option to university. 

Members, that is not appropriate; it is completely unacceptable. As I said, it is not just an issue for this government; 
this issue has been around for a very long time. I will certainly support any initiatives that go some way to addressing 
this issue. Students should not feel that they are second rate because they choose to take a vocational education and 
training pathway, and that is something that we can all take action on. I encourage the government, through the 
state plan, to do more in this area. 
HON LORNA HARPER (East Metropolitan) [12.07 pm]: I, too, rise to support the motion by Hon Stephen Pratt 
about TAFE. I would like people to know that I am here after coming through TAFE. When I left school, I went 
to college, but we will not talk about that. When I moved to Australia, having a young child did not really go with 
the skill set I had in hospitality management. It is very difficult to work until midnight or one o’clock in the morning 
as a sole parent. I decided to retrain and I went to what was then Swan TAFE, which is now North Metropolitan 
TAFE in Midland. The first thing I did in 2003 was a certificate III in community services, teachers assistant. The 
language has now changed for that one. In 2004, I went on and studied a diploma of children’s services, now 
classed as a diploma of early childhood education and care. I was able to do that because the Premier at the time 
was Dr Geoff Gallop and it was a Labor government. The fee structure at the time meant that as a single parent, 
I could actually afford to go. I have to say that it was a first-class education. I wholly support the comments of 
Hon Donna Faragher that going through TAFE is incredibly important and that no-one who takes a vocational 
pathway should ever be seen as a second-class citizen. We can have as many doctors and lawyers in the world as 
we like, but when their toilet backs up, a university degree may not assist them.  
Everybody has their own different way of learning. We all have multiple intelligences. We are not the same. My 
brother is a scientist. I love him to pieces, but do not give him a flat pack; he just cannot do it! But he could do 
a mathematical solution that looks like gobbledegook to me, or some chemistry thing. I say “thing” because I do 
not have a clue. I am more practical and hands-on. I will not say that my brother is more intellectual; he is a nerd, 
let us be honest, but he is a loveable nerd. We all have multiple intelligences and different abilities. 
Vocational education is a wonderful pathway. Going to TAFE is a wonderful and great thing to do. We know that 
studies say that the younger generation change their careers, and that is fine. Being able to go to TAFE to do that 
is a great thing. Unfortunately, under the Barnett government, the fees rose by over 500 per cent. I had young women 
coming to me at the time who told me that they wanted to work in early childhood but to get a certificate III was 
going to cost them over $3 000. That is out of reach for someone who is on a very low wage. For somebody to 
become an enrolled nurse at that time would have cost over $8 000. That was putting vocational education out of 
the financial reach of many in society. 
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Coming from a United Kingdom background, I was given a grant to go to college. They paid me to go to college. 
I had no fees and I was given money to survive on while I was there. Again, we will not discuss what I spent the 
money on, but it was given to me. When I came here and realised that I had to pay for an education, it was actually 
quite a shock to the system. We are now in a position in which a lot of sectors are struggling to attract qualified 
staff, and that is partly because of the drought of years when we could not get people to go to TAFE because they 
could not afford to go. I am really, really pleased to look at the lower fees, local skills course list. Previously, the cost 
for a diploma of early childhood education and care was over $10 000, but under the McGowan Labor government 
the charge for that course is now $2 800. That is a saving of over $7 000. That is amazing—over $7 000! Aged care 
is another industry that is struggling to get qualified staff. Previously, that course cost nearly $5 000, but it now 
costs just over $1 300. Again, that is a saving of about $3 500. 
Some of the people who migrate to Australia—I am one of those people—arrive here and cannot use their 
qualifications from overseas. They go into community service and work there while they are upskilling or getting 
their degrees from other countries recognised here in Australia, so we have a lot of migrants working in aged care, 
community and early childhood services. How would someone who is new to this country be able to afford $10 000 
or $5 000 to attend TAFE? Now, under the McGowan Labor government’s investment in TAFE, we have people 
from all over being able to go to TAFE. 
TAFE is more than just a pathway to university. Look at me! I went to TAFE and now I am a member of Parliament. 
Who knew when I went to TAFE, and after wiping children’s bottoms and noses, that I would end up standing 
here, sometimes dealing with the same kind of effluence, but thankfully I no longer have to wipe it away. I actually 
wore gloves then; I would wear gloves now! It is extremely important that we have here in Parliament a reflection 
of society—I believe we now have that—with people from different backgrounds, with different educations, who 
were born in different countries. We are all completely different. But without TAFE, I do not believe that I would 
be standing here today. 
During my research, I also looked up all the free short courses. They are absolutely brilliant. What a way for people 
to change their career by undergoing one of the free short courses that are offered. Some of the courses really stood 
out. One was the free course called Operate a Small Business Skill Set. That is great for anyone who is thinking 
about going into business. Other free courses encourage future small businesses. There is the Integrating Mental 
Health Practice Skill Set. We talk about mental health on a regular basis. Also on offer are the Family and Domestic 
Violence Early Intervention Skill Set and the Entry into Working In Agriculture Skill Set. I am sure that the Minister 
for Regional Development is very keen on that. There are also courses for green jobs, heavy vehicle operators, 
cybersecurity, civil construction, and on infrastructure. Labor is proactively putting money into many free courses 
and is encouraging people to plan for and change their future. 
We have a skills shortage now. Do I have direct evidence in front of me to suggest that that is because a whole 
group of people could not get into TAFE? No, I do not. Anecdotally, would I say that? Yes, I would. We have 
a great system in place and we are investing in it. That means we are also investing in our youth. The number of 
apprenticeships is increasing, which is fantastic. Any young student who is thinking of going into TAFE should 
do it. They do not all have to go to university. We are all different. I commend my colleague Hon Stephen Pratt for 
moving this amazing motion and I look forward to seeing what else the McGowan government will do in this sector. 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Education and Training) [12.16 pm]: I appreciate 
that other members want to speak on this motion, so I will try to not use the whole 10 minutes. Frankly, I could 
speak for 10 hours about the fantastic work being done in TAFE. I thank Hon Stephen Pratt for moving the motion. 
I acknowledge the flexibility and amazing efforts during the last two and a half years of the trainers at TAFE, the 
TAFE leadership and, in fact, the whole training sector, both publicly funded providers and private providers—so 
not just TAFE. They have had to adapt again and again. If members think about some of the practical hands-on 
courses that are taught in our training system, they will realise that it is not as easy as delivering a lecture online, 
which the universities needed to adapt to. Those providers have had to think outside the square and run classes 
outside the normal teaching hours. They really have done an amazing job. 
I want to touch briefly on a few matters. The first is what we inherited, the second is the results of our investment 
and the third is some of the work that our TAFE colleges have been doing with industry to meet industries’ needs 
and to be incredibly adaptive and responsive to those needs. 
I will not belabour the point, but there is no question that under the former government the training system had 
been run down and the increases in fees had put TAFE and public training beyond the reach of ordinary 
Western Australians. That is something the former government needs to be ashamed of. In an interview with 
Gareth Parker in 2019, Liza Harvey said that the former government increased the cost of the courses, put TAFE 
out of the reach of people and lost the election. I think she actually acknowledged in that interview that that was 
a bad decision. Another thing that happened during the previous government was that it had five different ministers 
for training. It is not unusual to change ministers during the course of government—the former government was 
in power for eight years—but it is important that each of the ministers who accepts the new portfolio is completely 
dedicated to it, understands it, works for it and advocates for that portfolio when sitting at the cabinet table. That did 
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not happen. When I first became the minister, the people at the State Training Board said, “You’re the first minister 
we’ve seen in about five years. The previous ministers didn’t come and talk to us. They didn’t ask us about the 
things that were important.” As Hon Donna Faragher pointed out, the State Training Board provides advice to 
government on setting the training plan going forward, but the previous government did not even bother to talk to 
the board, never mind turn up to the occasional board meeting and engage with it about the issues that industry 
was feeding into the State Training Board. It was not just a lost opportunity; I think it was worse than that, and so we 
had a big job to do when we came to government. 
I refer to the point that Hon Donna Faragher made about increases in commencements. It is true, there has been 
a significant increase in commencements. It is also worth noting that completions for apprenticeships and traineeships 
are trending upwards, with more than 10 300 people completing an apprenticeship or traineeship in 2021–22, which 
is up 16 per cent from the previous year. Apprenticeships with the most significant completion increases were 
mechanical fitters, up 71 per cent; automotive electricians, up 70 per cent; heavy mobile mechanics, up 46 per cent; 
and heavy welding fabricators, up 42 per cent. Apprenticeship completions across all courses have increased by 
26 per cent. Therefore, the member is right to point out that completions are the important part of that equation, and 
they are up as a direct result of a record investment. There has never been as much money invested in the training 
sector as there has been in the past five years, and it is one of the achievements of the McGowan government that 
I am enormously proud of. 
This issue is about not only making TAFE and training more accessible by reducing fees and having fee-free 
courses, but also having the infrastructure, equipment and training for the trainers. The McGowan government has 
significantly invested in all those things, and, as a consequence, during COVID, the training sector became even 
more critical than it is in a normal economic cycle. Because TAFE was able to adapt really quickly, it put in place 
some of those measures that Hon Lorna Harper talked about around the skill sets, such as  short courses and recovery 
skill sets. Members will recall that at the start of the pandemic, we were told that there would be millions of people 
unemployed, and hundreds and thousands of people would die. Before the federal government introduced measures 
to support people who had been displaced as a result of the pandemic, we saw images of thousands of people 
queueing up outside Centrelink as the tourism and hospitality industries—millions of small and large businesses 
shut down. I am thinking about the number of Qantas and other pilots who lost their jobs. As a consequence of 
that, training became incredibly important to help people re-skill so they could quickly move jobs. 
I can give members some figures around the recovery skill sets, such as swimming and water safety teaching, 
hospitality service, heavy vehicle driving operations, infrastructure ready and work safety in construction. This 
year some 1 800 students were involved in those skill sets, and we can multiply that figure for the last two years. 
These were critical COVID-19 skill sets, such as infection control, COVID-19 direct care, operating a small business, 
COVID-19 collection, infection control and food handling. Every single business needed to immediately adapt to 
infection control. It did not matter what their business was; they needed the skills to do that, and TAFE provided 
that training in the hundreds. In the lower fees, local skills cohort of courses, some 71 000 enrolments in those targeted 
courses were delivered across Western Australia. 
One of the things I am also incredibly proud of is how TAFE has been able to work with industry to meet its needs. 
Whether it is working with agriculture, transport, defence—a huge amount of work is being done with defence, 
particularly out of the South Metropolitan TAFE—hospitality, aged care or child care, TAFE managing directors 
and their leadership teams sit down with industries, ask them what they need. They work together to create or 
adapt courses to deliver. 
I want to thank Hon Stephen Pratt for moving the motion. I could talk for hours on this issue, but I will not. I want 
to place on record my thanks to all the staff and leadership of TAFE colleges across Western Australia who have 
done, and continue to do, an outstanding job. 
HON DR BRIAN WALKER (East Metropolitan) [12.24 pm]: I would like to thank and commend Hon Stephen Pratt 
for bringing this admirable motion to the house. I have listened to a lot of the contributions, and I agree with all of 
them, but they mostly—apart from the contribution from Hon Lorna Harper—gave the higher level view of TAFE. 
I would like to give a lower level view from the individuals and the families. 
It starts, I think, with the idea of schooling. Schools are not for everyone. I have two very intelligent children, and 
one of them has just finished school and did terribly. The reason for that is not lack of intelligence at all; the creativity 
was there, but there was nothing in the school that interested him. I look back at my schooling, and I got reasonable 
marks, but I make no use of trigonometry these days. Geometry is entirely unimportant. I could not tell you—apart 
from the current monarch and his mother—who the monarchs of the UK were. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: What? 
Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER: Well, maybe one or two! But that knowledge is totally useless. It serves only as 
a stepping stone to get to the next stage of education so that people can move on. I am immensely proud of my son, 
but he sat in school and suffered because he was just in the wrong place. Mind you, young people are like that, young 
men in particular; their brains finish growing at 23 or 25, so they have a very difficult time indeed. Their emotions 
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are flying, their hormones are going, and life can be just hell. He left school demoralised, demotivated, uncertain 
about where to go and beaten down. So I said to him, “Do you know, no-one cares about your ATAR score after you 
leave school—no-one. The question is: what do you want to do, and how do you want to get there?” He went to a job 
centre and they interviewed him and asked, “What do you like?” They do not ask that when people are going to 
school. He said, “This is what I like”, and they said, “These are the jobs that are available, and this is what the chances 
are of you finding a job in those various areas.” He said, “Oh!”, so he chose a course that he liked and that had 
good chances of further development. 
He then went to North Metropolitan TAFE and I have to say, it has been life-saving, because he found himself in 
a cohort that included both people fresh from school and people retraining or changing their direction. He was able 
to speak to people who are a bit more mature than him, with more life experience, who told him their stories, which 
then allowed him to say, “I am just like everybody else. We’re all going down the same path, we’re all going to go 
down different paths in the future, and it is all good.” He is going through a course and doing very well in that course. 
It has put in his sights that the next thing he is going to do is go on to higher learning. We are actually going to be 
sending him abroad for life experiences and to get an education using his current education through TAFE as 
a stepping stone. He would not have had that were TAFE not available to him. This process has given a young man 
self-confidence and pride in himself, and has provided him with a stepping stone to the future. He will be able to 
contribute to society as a well-developed, well-formed, highly intelligent creative young man, of which we need 
untold numbers in our society. 
That is a personal example, multiplied thousandfold I believe, thanks to the skills that have been developed in TAFE 
from the higher level, creating that from the lower level, and making use of it. I thank Hon Stephen Pratt for his 
motion and, indeed, thank all who have contributed.  
HON STEPHEN PRATT (South Metropolitan) [12.30 pm] — in reply: I take this opportunity to close off the 
debate and thank members for their contribution. I thank Hon Peter Foster for his comments about our investment 
in the regions and the impact that that is having in both his electorate and the rest of Western Australia. I thank 
Hon Donna Faragher for her comments, which were mostly supportive in nature. I tend to agree that attention 
needs to be given to completions because if they are over-incentivised, we could be faced with another challenge, 
although that would not be the worst thing to be confronted with. I thank Hon Lorna Harper for sharing her personal 
experience of having to retrain and change her career while she had young kids and finding that she could not work 
nights because she had to be home looking after them. I thank the Minister for Education and Training. One can see 
the pride that Minister Ellery, who is on urgent parliamentary business, has in the work that she has undertaken and 
her track record in this area of education. It is one she should be very proud of. I also thank Hon Dr Brian Walker 
for sharing a personal family experience. That is something that I was not able to do because I have not experienced 
the TAFE system until now. I concur that people learn in different ways and from what I have seen, and what I am 
in awe of, the set-ups at TAFE campuses give people real-world training so that when they transition from TAFE 
to any area of the workforce, they deal with the same infrastructure and have the skill set needed to operate in that 
workforce. That is highly valuable. I am extremely proud to stand here today as a member of the McGowan 
government, which has made a strong investment in and has a track record in TAFE training. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 

HEALTH AND DISABILITY SERVICES (COMPLAINTS) AMENDMENT BILL 2021 
Committee 

Resumed from 12 October. The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Steve Martin) in the chair; Hon Samantha Rowe 
(Parliamentary Secretary) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 28: Parts 3D and 3E inserted — 
Progress was reported after the clause had been partly considered. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: I bring members’ attention to supplementary notice paper 60, issue 2, in which there are 
a number of committee recommendations and amendments to clause 28, which the parliamentary secretary will 
move at an appropriate time. I intend to let debate on clause 28 continue until those amendments are put. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I want to make a brief opening statement. Last night during debate, an issue was 
taken on notice, as requested by Hon Martin Aldridge, about the lack of a review clause for a public health warning 
statement. There were two ways of possibly resolving that issue. The government accepts that having the ability 
to seek a review in the State Administrative Tribunal is appropriate so members will note that there are amendments 
on the new supplementary notice paper, which we will deal with in due course during this clause 28 debate. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I appreciate the parliamentary secretary taking that issue away last night and, indeed, 
bringing back what will be a very positive result for the bill. We have to work through these amendments in sequence 
and when we get to this, it will be the fourth amendment that we will consider and we can perhaps have a brief 
discussion then about its operation. Effectively, yesterday the government presented its argument that it is not 
intended to issue a public health warning statement without first having an interim prohibition order or a prohibition 
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order in place. That will be the first step. One of those two orders will be in place and there may or may not be a case 
that warrants a public health warning statement. We must keep in mind that an IPO has been published but the 
public health warning statement is a discretionary matter for the director to consider separate to those orders. I have 
reflected on what the parliamentary secretary told us yesterday in proposed sections 52B and 52H. Effectively, 
proposed section 52B(3) contains two things. It reads — 

The Director must not make an interim prohibition order in relation to a health care worker unless — 
(a) either — 

(i) the Director reasonably believes that the health care worker has failed to comply with a code 
of conduct … or 

(ii) the health care worker has been convicted of a prescribed offence; 
Let us turn to proposed section 52R “Public health warning statements”. Logically, proposed section 52R(1) is 
effectively a public health warning statement arising from an IPO, and proposed subsection (2) is a public health 
warning statement arising from a prohibition order. Under proposed subsection (1) the director only has to reasonably 
believe that the healthcare worker has failed to comply with the code of conduct that applies. My question relates 
to the two options that the director has in proposed section 52B(3), which is a suspected breach of the code or having 
committed a prescribed offence. Why has the offence limb fallen away in proposed section 52R(1)(a)?  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: My advice is that it is the way the bill has been drafted. If there is a conviction, the 
director may publish a statement under proposed section 52R(2). 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: What the parliamentary secretary has said is true, but that is not until such time as an 
investigation is complete, as I understand it. Under proposed section 52R, the director may issue a statement when 
the health worker has been convicted of a prescribed offence. I had understood proposed section 52R(1) to be the 
circumstances in which the director has commenced an investigation and then there may be a publication of 
a statement, but when they have completed the investigation, he or she will proceed under proposed section 52R(2). 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that under proposed section 52R(2) the director may publish a statement 
setting out the name of a healthcare worker if — 

(a) either — 
(i) after completing an investigation under this Act, the Director is satisfied that the health care 

worker has failed to comply with a code of conduct applying to the health care worker; or 
I think that is the key there—it is either/or. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I will make the observation that the construction of proposed section 52R is a bit 
clumsy. I think it could have been drafted in a clearer way, with or without connection. I would prefer to have it 
connect with the order scheme. As the parliamentary secretary said, the legislation follows the logical intent that 
somebody is either under investigation or has been investigated and that therefore warrants a public health warning 
statement to be issued. However, under this proposed section, the public health warning statement process and the 
order scheme will be able to operate exclusively of each other. 
Before I move on from interim prohibition orders, I want to ask about proposed section 52B. I noticed in the 
consultation paper that was released by HADSCO that our scheme is modelled on the Victorian scheme, which is 
the most recent jurisdiction to implement such reform. From my brief examination of the Victorian legislation, I think 
that was in 2019. I am interested to know what obligation the director has when exercising the power to make an 
interim prohibition order in proposed section 52B. Obviously, there is an obligation in proposed section 52C to give 
notice as soon as possible after placing an IPO on a person. What obligation is there on the director to communicate 
to the healthcare worker prior to that order being made? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: None. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Just for clarity’s sake, can the director issue an IPO against a healthcare worker if 
there is no complainant? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, if it is an own-motion investigation. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: So could we have a situation where the director could issue an IPO against a healthcare 
worker on the basis of an own-motion investigation and the first that the healthcare worker will be aware of such 
a complaint or concern is when a notice is issued, pursuant to proposed section 52C? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that under section 44 of the act, the director is required to give the 
provider or healthcare worker written notice within 14 days of the commencement of an investigation, including 
whether it is of a complaint and the details of that complaint. That written notice is separate from them having 
been advised of an interim prohibition order. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Is that an existing provision? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, it is. 
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Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I turn to section 44, “Notice of investigation by Director”. The parliamentary 
secretary might have referred to this earlier. It states — 

(2) Within 14 days after commencing an investigation the Director must give to the provider written 
notice of the investigation, including, if it is of a complaint, details of the complaint. 

Will this not necessarily be a requirement? The director has 14 days to give notice, but will it — 
Hon Samantha Rowe: No, it is a requirement. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Is the parliamentary secretary saying that the director will not be able to exercise 
a power under proposed section 52B? Will the director be unable to issue an interim prohibition order unless they 
have first served notice on a person pursuant to section 44? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that if there is a serious risk to public health and safety, it will be 
possible to issue an IPO before that 14-days’ written notice period. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It is my understanding that it will not be a requirement. The director will be able to 
act quite swiftly if particular circumstances warrant intervention of the sort that requires section 44 to be activated 
or complied with. The issue I have is that the first time a person will learn of a concern or complaint is when the 
director issues them with an IPO. I draw to the parliamentary secretary’s attention the following. Given that our 
legislation is modelled on the Victorian experience, I refer to the Victorian Health Complaints Act 2016, section 91, 
“Matters to be considered for making interim prohibition order”. Section 91A suggests that an amendment was 
contemplated in the course of creating this legislation. This provision, headed “Show cause process”, states — 

(1) If the Commissioner — 
Victoria has a commissioner — 

proposes to make an interim prohibition order under section 90(1A), the Commissioner— 
(a) must give a written notice of the proposed order to the person to whom that order is to apply; and 
(b) must invite the person to make a written or verbal submission to the Commissioner, within 

the reasonable time stated in the notice, about the proposed order. 
(2) After considering any submission made by the person in accordance with subsection (1), the 

Commissioner must decide whether— 
(a) to take no action in relation to the matter; or 
(b) to make the interim prohibition order. 

Did the government contemplate implementing a show-cause process prior to the director being empowered to 
make an interim prohibition order? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that, yes, the government did contemplate it. A similar provision was 
not included in the amendment bill for interim prohibition orders, as interim orders are intended to provide immediate 
protection for the public when a healthcare worker is practising in an unsafe manner and the show-cause process 
would unnecessarily delay the issuing of an interim order. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I can appreciate those matters, but we are implementing what purports to be 
a nationally consistent scheme and our legislation is based on the Victorian experience. In providing natural justice 
to the person who would ultimately be subject to an interim prohibition order, I do not think it would be unreasonable 
to provide them with such a notice, allowing them an opportunity to respond to it prior to the director making 
a decision. We may differ in view on that point. The parliamentary secretary can take that as a comment or respond 
to it, but I think it is unfortunate that, in picking up the Victorian model and adapting it to Western Australia, this 
feature has for some reason been removed. 
Hon Samantha Rowe: I note the comment. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: We have a number of matters still to consider under clause 28, not least of all the amendments 
on the supplementary notice paper, and we now have the second issue before us. Nevertheless, in consideration of 
clause 1, the parliamentary secretary kindly tabled a document entitled Consultation report on the national code 
of conduct for health care workers in Western Australia, which is now tabled paper 1699. Because of how late that 
document was provided to the opposition, it took us some time to work through it. The first half deals with general 
elements across the bill or very specific elements within the bill—or, indeed, not included in the bill at all. The 
second half could neatly be described as clause 28 issues. During debate on clause 1, I flagged an intention for 
us to consider those remaining questions. We usefully picked up on some of them yesterday afternoon, including 
questions 8, 9, 10 and perhaps also 11, which deals with the 28-day time frame to request a review or to lodge an 
appeal of a decision to issue a prohibition order or interim prohibition order. 
On that point, the consultation paper proposed a 28-day period. The majority of respondents—24 of them—said 
they agreed with that, only five said no, and 13 did not respond. Notwithstanding that, it appears that there is no 
time frame for seeking a review. Is that right? 
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Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that the period of 28 days comes from rule 9 of the State Administrative 
Tribunal Rules 2004. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Whether it is an interim prohibition order, a prohibition order or, in due course—presumably 
once the government’s amendment is agreed to by the house—a public health warning statement, in each of those 
three scenarios in which the director makes a decision, any aggrieved person must apply to the State Administrative 
Tribunal within 28 days. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  
Visitors — Perth Modern School 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Peter Foster): Welcome back. Just before we return to committee, I would like 
to welcome the Perth Modern School students who are joining us in the public gallery today. Welcome to the 
Legislative Council. We hope you are learning lots today and you enjoy your stay with us. 

Committee Resumed 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Just prior to the luncheon adjournment we were continuing our consideration of clause 28 
and specifically some information that has arisen from the Consultation report on the national code of conduct for 
health care workers in Western Australia, which is tabled paper 1699. To the best of my recollection, prior to the 
adjournment we were looking at question 11 in the consultation paper, which refers to a 28-day time frame to request 
a review or to lodge an appeal of a decision to issue a prohibition order or an interim prohibition order. I think it was 
established by the parliamentary secretary prior to the interval that a 28-day period will apply not necessarily because 
of the legislation before us or the primary act that it will amend, but because of the rules of the State Administrative 
Tribunal. We were, I think, seeking confirmation that an aggrieved person has only 28 days in which to seek a review 
of the three types of decisions that the director can make—an interim prohibition order, a prohibition order or a public 
health warning statement.  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, member; that is correct. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The consultation paper, if the parliamentary secretary has it handy, deals with this point at 
page 28. In the final section, titled “Legislative provisions”, it states — 

• A 28 day cut-off may be applicable for appeals against the initial decision, — 
I pause there to reflect on what I think the authors are referring to when they say “appeals”. They effectively in 
this context mean a review by the State Administrative Tribunal. They say that “may be applicable”. They then go 
on to make this important point — 

but a health care worker should be able to ask for a review of the decision at any time — 
They then give the following example — 

… if a prohibition order has no end date and is related to a mental health issue which is now resolved, 
say a year later, the healthcare worker should be able to ask for a review of the decision at this time). 

Why has the government chosen not to take that approach? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that a healthcare worker can ask the director for a variation under proposed 
section 52L; they can also ask the director for a revocation under proposed section 52M; and they can also ask the 
State Administrative Tribunal for an extension of the time limit under rule 10 of the State Administrative Tribunal 
Rules 2004. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: So there is the possibility of an extension beyond the 28-day period, subject to the discretion 
of the State Administrative Tribunal? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary has taken us to a couple of options that are available to 
them, whether that be the variation provision at proposed section 52L or the revocation provision under proposed 
section 52M. Will either of those decisions that are made by the director—that is, whether to vary or whether to 
revoke—also be subject to review by the State Administrative Tribunal? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: No, they will not. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Would the aggrieved person still be able to seek judicial review of one of those decisions? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that if they met the requirements, yes, they could make a claim to the 
Supreme Court. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Earlier in the debate, I think it was on clause 1, we touched briefly on the application 
of this bill to individuals only. I think the initial consultation paper that went out anticipated that bodies corporate 
might also be captured, but that was not the final policy decision of the government. Having said that, why is it 
that at proposed section 52Q on page 21 of the bill we find penalties for a body corporate? 
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Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that the penalty for a body corporate has been included in this amendment 
bill as New South Wales has recently implemented a code of conduct for relevant health organisations that will 
apply to the national code for certain types of health service organisations. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thought we were dealing with a nationally consistent scheme, but the parliamentary 
secretary has just outlined that in New South Wales at least, its implementation appears to apply to both individuals 
and bodies corporate. Under the COAG agreement, which is that this scheme is to have interstate application, 
if a circumstance arises with a body corporate or individual subject to an order in New South Wales, we have to 
have in our legislation the provision that we find at proposed section 52Q, which provides for penalties. Is that 
a good summary? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, that is correct. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I return to the issue that we briefly took up in debate on clause 1, which is that it 
was clear from the consultation paper that the Health and Disability Services Complaints Office put out that there 
was at least the possibility that this legislation would apply to bodies corporate, but that was not the final decision 
that was taken by government. We have before us a bill that applies to individual health workers only. What 
limitation, apart from the obvious one, which is that the director cannot direct a body corporate, will this have on 
the director in assessing complaints when the issue is perhaps more systemic and not just about an individual 
healthcare worker? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that the policy decision in most other jurisdictions is that it applies only 
to the individual, as it does here in Western Australia. The New South Wales implementation is only very recent. 
This experience, however, might be taken into account at the five-year review. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: We will come to the review clause in a little while, but I reiterate my concern that 
when we examine the code of conduct—I am referring to the one contained in the appendix of the report by the 
Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review—we see there are elements of that code that 
could be applied equally to a body corporate and an individual. I think at the time I named four or even five elements, 
but the three that come to mind are indemnity insurance; record keeping; and financial exploitation, for which there 
may well be a shared responsibility or, indeed, an exclusive responsibility, with a body corporate that is perhaps 
an employer of an individual healthcare worker. I think that is where we could see some weakness or vulnerability 
in terms of what could perhaps become a loophole in the application of this legislation. 
I go to the language used in proposed section 52Q(2)(a) and (b). Keeping in mind the penalty provision at the end 
of proposed subsection (2) is set out for an individual and for a body corporate, proposed subsection (2) says — 

A person commits an offence if — 
(a) an interstate order is in force in relation to the person; and 
(b) the person engages in conduct in this State that would constitute a failure to comply with the 

interstate order if it occurred in the jurisdiction in which the interstate order is in force. 
The word “person” is used on three occasions in proposed subsection (2). Is it on advice or a matter of interpretation 
that when “person” is used in a statute it will also apply to a body? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Yes, that is correct. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: On the issue of penalties and bodies corporate, page 29 of the consultation report refers to 
penalties needing to be higher than the proposed $60 000 for a body corporate. At least, that was the view of some 
of the stakeholders who did not support the proposed penalties. They were aware that the proposal was for $60 000, 
and they did not support it. Admittedly—I use the word “only” carefully—only four people did not support the 
proposed penalties. We do not know how many of those four held the view that the penalty should be higher than 
$60 000; obviously, some could have thought that it should be less than $60 000. Let us assume for a moment that 
all four submissions expressed the view that the penalties should be higher. One can perhaps understand that when 
we reflect on the penalties in the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Act 2010, our uniform legislation 
incorporated in national law, which has penalties for bodies corporate of $120 000, or double the amount. We can 
perhaps understand why one or more of those stakeholders thought that the body corporate penalty should be higher 
because it is $120 000 at a national law level, but why would we make it only $60 000 here? I understand from the 
engagement the parliamentary secretary had with Hon Martin Aldridge that Western Australia is not even intending 
to touch bodies corporate, with the exception of these interstate orders. Have the other jurisdictions all implemented 
a $60 000 maximum penalty for bodies corporate? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am just trying to find out what the maximum penalty in New South Wales might 
be. We do not have that information. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Are they the only ones who have a penalty for bodies corporate? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: We think so, but we are not sure. I cannot definitively say whether $60 000 would 
be the maximum for the other states because it has been implemented only in New South Wales. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: While that information is being sought and further to the issue of penalties, on page 29 again 
of the consultation report, a comment was made that penalties should be consistent across jurisdictions. I was asking 
specifically about the body corporate penalty, and I think that is the only body corporate penalty that is mentioned 
here, but there are, of course, other individual penalties. For example, proposed section 52N proposes a maximum 
fine of $30 000 for a person who fails to comply with a prohibition order and commits an offence. That penalty is 
consistent with the penalty set out in proposed section 52Q(2), which says individuals would be fined $30 000 if 
they failed to comply with an interstate order. There is obviously consistency within our act, at least, but does the 
parliamentary secretary have available information about the penalties for individuals in the other jurisdictions? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I can advise the honourable member that Queensland has a set of units. The maximum 
is 200 penalty units, which ends up being $28 750 for individuals. Victoria has 240 penalty units, which equates 
to $44 381 and/or two years’ imprisonment. In New South Wales, it is 550 penalty units, equating to $60 500 
and/or three years’ imprisonment. In South Australia, it is $10 000 and/or two years’ imprisonment for both interim 
prohibition orders and prohibition orders. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: What happened to the idea of consistency across jurisdictions? Page 29 of the consultation 
paper says that penalties should be consistent across jurisdictions, yet not one of the jurisdictions is consistent; in fact, 
there is quite a range between them. South Australia’s, dare I say, is low at $10 000, while the penalty in New South 
Wales is in excess of $60 000. Obviously, the WA government cannot control what other jurisdictions do in that 
respect, but I note that a couple of the jurisdictions the parliamentary secretary mentioned, particularly Victoria and 
New South Wales, open the door for a term of imprisonment. Why was that option not taken in Western Australia?  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I have been advised that there was a decision to mirror the fines in the national law 
at the time, and, when it went to consultation, because the majority of people supported that view, that is the decision 
that was made. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is the parliamentary secretary saying that there was an agreement or proposal at a national 
level that everyone implement penalties in the — 
Hon Samantha Rowe: The same fines? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: There was a proposal that everyone implement the same penalties and that they all be fines, 
and, at that time, there was no suggestion about terms of imprisonment, and New South Wales and Victoria have 
just decided to go down that path themselves? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that the penalties in the national law, on which ours are based, included 
a $30 000 fine but did not include penalties of imprisonment. Although the majority of the scheme is consistent 
across jurisdictions, the one area in which it is not is the reference to the different penalties. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I note that the starting point was to have consistency. On that basis, in 2018, HADSCO asked 
people whether they generally agreed that it should be consistent. At that time, consistency, at least for an individual, 
meant a maximum penalty of $30 000 and no imprisonment. The majority of people said they agreed with that. 
Notwithstanding that, in the intervening period, the government is aware that at least two jurisdictions—the two 
largest—have said they would leave open the option of a term of imprisonment of two years in Victoria and three years 
in New South Wales. Did the government consider the option to also include a term of imprisonment, considering 
that the starting point has really been abandoned by everybody? Nobody has decided to stick with the initial premise. 
As the parliamentary secretary indicated, the initial fine would be $30 000, but no jurisdiction has done that. 
Hon Samantha Rowe: There’s Queensland. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Given that Queensland uses a unit-based system, it has made what I think could best be 
described as a best endeavour to try to be that precise, noting the inherent difficulties with a unit-based penalty 
system. In fairness to Queensland, it has used its best endeavours, but Victoria and New South Wales have said, 
“No, forget that. That’s nowhere near severe enough”, and South Australia has done something rather peculiar, it 
would seem, because it has a $10 000 penalty but has also included the imprisonment provisions. The point I make 
is that it now appears that the majority of jurisdictions have included imprisonment, yet we seem to be left alone, 
along with Queensland, by not including them. Did the government actively consider including imprisonment; 
and, if it was considered, why did the government decide not to go down that path? It cannot be that we were 
trying to achieve national consistency because I think we now know that there is no national consistency.  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Honourable member, I am advised that, yes, it was considered, but given there was 
no national consistency with the penalties, the decision was made to be consistent with the penalties under the 
national law that apply to registered practitioners. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Is it not the case that the penalty for an individual at the national level is $60 000, but in 
the bill it is $30 000? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Honourable member, I am advised that the penalty under the national law for 
performing a restricted act is $30 000. We are unclear where the stakeholder got that figure from. If the member 
is referring to the $60 000 penalty in the consultation paper, we are unclear where they have taken that figure from. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: Parliamentary secretary, yes, I am referring to that. If the parliamentary secretary also has 
page 29 handy, she will see that there is a footnote. The publication begins by saying — 

The majority of submissions supported the proposed penalties for breaching a prohibition order. 
It then has footnote 2, which reads — 

During the time period the consultation process was open the Health Practitioner Regulation National 
Law (WA) Act 2010 was revised and fines were increased to $60,000 for individuals and $120,000 for 
a body corporate. 

Therefore, I assume that that is where the stakeholder got it from. But, again, my point is: if the policy decision 
made by the government was, “We don’t want to deal with it like the other jurisdictions and include the imprisonment; 
we’ll just stick with the national law penalty”, it would seem that the figure in the bill should be doubled for 
an individual. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that there were discussions about updating the penalties in the national 
law, but that has not been updated in Western Australia, so we are still consistent with the national law here in WA. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To be clear, the explanatory memorandum refers to proposed section 52G, which makes 
provision for an offence for failure to comply with an interim prohibition order and states — 

This penalty is comparable to the penalty for breaching similar orders under the Health Practitioner 
Regulation National Law (WA) Act 2010. 

It is comparable to the penalty for breaching similar orders. The parliamentary secretary’s advice to the chamber 
is that the national law as it applies in WA has a maximum fine for an individual of $60 000. Let us start with that; 
otherwise, we will be working at cross-purposes. I take the parliamentary secretary to footnote 2 on page 29 of the 
consultation paper. Is that footnote correct? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that it is not correct because it has not been implemented here in 
Western Australia. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Again, with the greatest respect to the authors of this document, it makes it fairly difficult 
for the opposition in these circumstances. We were not provided with this information prior to the introduction of the 
bill; the bill had already gone through the other place. We asked for this document and that request was refused in 
the first instance. We had the second reading debate and we still did not have the document. We started consideration 
of clause 1 and Hon Martin Aldridge once again persistently pursued this matter. Thanks to the diligence of the 
hardworking parliamentary secretary, we eventually got it on, I think, the second day. That is all unsatisfactory, as 
I have said previously, in terms of process, but now we find out that there is a material error in the document. The 
document very specifically makes reference to the fines having been revised and increased for individuals, to 
$60 000. We now find out that that is not the case in Western Australia. Let us just leave that as it is. The accurate 
information to the chamber is that, in Western Australia, an individual cannot have a monetary penalty for a breach 
of the Health Practitioner Regulation National Law (WA) Act 2010 of greater than $30 000. That is the advice to 
the chamber and that is the state of the law in Western Australia at the moment. To be consistent with that, we are 
maintaining the $30 000 level. Albeit that the entire circumstances to this point have been suboptimal, I think we 
can agree that there is consistency. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I thought I had finished but I want to clarify something. When I asked about bodies 
corporate, I think the parliamentary secretary said that the reason that we have to have an interstate provision for 
a penalty is because of New South Wales. I want to check whether there are other jurisdictions, because having 
looked at Victoria’s scheme, it would appear that it applies to bodies corporate. It has issued prohibition orders, 
interim prohibition orders and public health warning statements against proprietary limited companies. Can I check 
the parliamentary secretary’s response to my question, which was that we need to include bodies corporate in 
proposed section 52Q because of New South Wales, and clarify whether the regimes of other jurisdictions include 
bodies corporate? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: HADSCO understood that it was not able to, but if what the member said is correct 
and Victoria is issuing prohibition orders then, yes, that would be correct and Victoria would be able to do so as 
well as New South Wales. When I referred to New South Wales in my earlier answer, our understanding at that 
time was that it could not. Did the member refer to the issuing of prohibition orders? 
Hon Martin Aldridge: IPOs, POs and public health warning statements. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Then, yes. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I would have thought that we would have some clarity on this matter, given that 
we are implementing a Council of Australian Governments agreement and attempting to implement a nationally 
consistent scheme, to which there is interstate jurisdictional application. I raised concerns previously at clause 1 
and now at clause 28 about the weakness of this bill in excluding bodies corporate and including individuals alone. It 
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would appear, at least from what we have been able to establish today, that New South Wales’ regime applies to 
bodies corporate. To the extent that I have been able to establish here on the floor of the Council, Victoria’s legislation 
applies to bodies corporate, because I am reading a public health warning statement issued by the Health Complaints 
Commissioner in Victoria against a proprietary limited company offering skin cancer radiotherapy services. That 
leaves Queensland and South Australia, I guess, in the unknown basket as to whether their schemes apply to 
individuals or to individuals and bodies corporate. At this point in time, we need to make sure that at least half the 
jurisdictions in Australia that have implemented the COAG agreement have included bodies corporate. No rational 
explanation has been provided to the Council on that, although it was clearly the view of HADSCO initially, in 
consulting and releasing the discussion paper that invited submissions, that potentially this would apply to bodies 
corporate. Without remaking all the arguments I have already made that typically we would have the benefit of 
a report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review because of the nature of the 
legislation we are dealing with, it is important we understand the extent to which we are implementing a national 
scheme but, more specifically, the extent to which we are not. We may well be complying with the agreement 
established in the final COAG report, but it is important and relevant to know whether other jurisdictions have 
differed from that agreement, because we are giving their laws relevance in our jurisdiction through the interstate 
application that we find in proposed division 5 of this bill. I do not know whether the parliamentary secretary 
wants to respond to any of those comments, but it is unfortunate that we are not in a clearer position here today in 
considering this bill at such an advanced stage. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I will make these final comments on this point. South Australia and Queensland 
definitely cannot issue a prohibition order to a body corporate. As I have stated, New South Wales implemented 
these changes only recently. As Hon Nick Goiran correctly pointed out, we are implementing the Council of 
Australian Governments final agreement, which did not include bodies corporate. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: One further issue that arises from the consultation paper is the possibility of additional 
sanctions for repeat offenders. Was this issue considered? How will the legislation deal with repeat offenders? 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that the issue of repeat offenders is dealt with in sentencing in court. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: The consultation paper talks about additional sanctions, not to be confused with the 
discretion of a court to impose a sanction at the higher end of the scale—that already exists. This is talking about 
additional sanctions. Is there nothing in the bill that deals with sanctions for repeat offences and multiple breaches 
of a prohibition order? 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised, no. A maximum penalty is set and any repeat offending is dealt with 
in court. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Because this is an item of discussion across the jurisdictions of Australia, do any other 
states have special measures for repeat offenders? 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised not that we are aware of. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Deputy Chair, having consulted with my friend Hon Martin Aldridge, and although I have 
further questions on clause 28, subject to the view of other members, including the parliamentary secretary, this 
might be a convenient time to move to the committee recommendations on the supplementary notice paper. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Brian Walker): Members, I draw to your attention supplementary notice 
paper 60, issue 2, for the Health and Disability Services (Complaints) Amendment Bill 2021 and the amendment 
at 1/28, which is committee recommendation 1. I move — 

Page 14, after line 10 — To insert — 

(3A) An offence cannot be prescribed for the purposes of subsection (3)(a)(ii) unless the 
commission of the offence — 

(a) would involve harm to — 

(i) the life, health, safety or welfare of a person; or 

(ii) the health, safety or welfare of the public; 

or 

(b) is capable of giving rise to a serious risk to — 

(i) the life, health, safety or welfare of a person; or 

(ii) the health, safety or welfare of the public. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: In reference to prescribed offences, the explanatory memorandum states that it 
would include offences under the Criminal Code Act Compilation Act 1913 and the Medicines and Poisons Act 2014, 
among others. Does the government have a full list of acts that would fall within this ambit? 
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Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I thank the member for the question. No, there is no full list as yet; consultation is 
still occurring with stakeholders on what an appropriate list might look like. I have previously mentioned in some 
of my comments that those stakeholders are the WA Police Force and the Department of Health and Consumer 
Protection. There could be others as well. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I appreciate the parliamentary secretary’s response. I am the chair of the committee, 
but I suppose I speak now as a member of the opposition. The parliamentary secretary is aware of the concerns 
that were raised by the committee. I saw a few comments in parliamentary secretary’s second reading response 
but I would really like to get a clearer understanding from the government as to why the proposed inclusion through 
this amendment is deemed not necessary. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I understand that the committee finds that proposed sections 52B(3)(a)(ii), 52H(3)(a)(ii) 
and 52R(2)(a)(ii) are an inappropriate delegation of legislation-making powers but, taking into account the findings 
of the committee on these provisions, the government does not intend to retain the existing provisions in the bill. 
Although these provisions will allow an interim prohibition order, a prohibition order or a public warning statement 
to be published if a healthcare worker is convicted of a prescribed offence, these powers can be used only if the 
director of HADSCO is satisfied that it is necessary to make the order or publish the statement to avoid a serious risk 
to the life, health, safety or welfare of a person, or the health, safety or welfare of the public. This limitation implies 
that, in order for a conviction for a prescribed offence to be used to justify making the order or publishing the 
statement, the offence must be capable of giving rise to a serious risk to the life, health, safety or welfare of a person, 
or the health, safety or welfare of the public. Accordingly, an offence that is prescribed for the purposes of proposed 
sections 52B, 52H or 52R would be an offence of that nature; therefore, the amendment is deemed unnecessary. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I have heard the parliamentary secretary, but I maintain that the position of the 
committee and the opposition is to agree to disagree with that. I do not think that it hurts to provide greater detail 
on when those prescribed offences will fall within the ambit of this legislation. I do not think it is offensive; I think 
it actually adds to the bill so we will have to agree to disagree on this particular point. 

Division 
Amendment put and a division taken, the Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Dr Brian Walker) casting his vote 
with the noes, with the following result — 

Ayes (8) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon James Hayward Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Wilson Tucker 
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Steve Martin Hon Dr Steve Thomas Hon Nick Goiran (Teller) 

 

Noes (19) 

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

            
Pairs 

Hon Peter Collier Hon Sandra Carr 
Hon Neil Thomson Hon Kyle McGinn 
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Ayor Makur Chuot 

Amendment thus negatived. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR: Regarding clause 28, we now come to committee recommendation 2. I move — 

Page 17, after line 22 — To insert — 
(4) An offence cannot be prescribed for the purposes of subsection (3)(a)(ii) unless the commission 

of the offence — 
(a) would involve harm to — 

(i) the life, health, safety or welfare of a person; or 
(ii) the health, safety or welfare of the public; 

or 
(b) is capable of giving rise to a serious risk to — 

(i) the life, health, safety or welfare of a person; or 
(ii) the health, safety or welfare of the public. 
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Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: We are now dealing with proposed section 52H, which is about prohibition orders 
found in proposed division 2. This is a further amendment from the wonderful standing committee, which in effect 
mirrors the amendment that has just been considered. With respect to proposed section 52H(3)(a)(ii), I ask the 
parliamentary secretary: what restriction will there be on the minister in prescribing an offence? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: As the honourable member would be aware, it is the Governor who makes those 
regulations. Nevertheless, I refer to my previous statement that we do not deem this amendment to be necessary. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I appreciate that is the government’s position, but that was not my question. My 
question is: what restriction will there be on the Governor in making a regulation pursuant to proposed 
section 52H(3)(a)(ii)? This is the power to prescribe offences. Will there be any restriction on the type or nature of 
offence, or could any offence in the statute book of Western Australia be considered by the Governor as appropriate? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that ultimately the government can make regulations that are required 
or permitted by the act to be prescribed. Any regulations would be subject to the scrutiny of the Joint Standing 
Committee on Delegated Legislation but, obviously, statutory powers need to be applied reasonably. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Could an offence pursuant to the Road Traffic Act be prescribed in relation to 
this provision? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that the offences prescribed would have to relate to an order that would 
avoid serious risk to the life, health, safety or welfare of a person, or the health, safety or welfare of the public, 
otherwise it would be pointless to prescribe the offences. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It perhaps might be pointless, but it is possible, which I think is the point that 
I am making. Literally any offence could be prescribed by the Governor with respect to this provision, which the 
Standing Committee on Legislation has recommended should be limited. I draw the parliamentary secretary’s 
attention to the following comment on page 24 of the final consultation report — 

The stakeholders that did not support the proposed ground for issuing a prohibition order noted that the 
grounds could be considered discriminatory for health care workers who have been convicted of a prescribed 
offence that may bear no relation to the health service they provide. The issuing of a prohibition order to 
health care workers that have been convicted of an offence, unrelated to their provision of health services, 
who ‘present a risk to public health or safety’ is able to be too widely interpreted and may have the 
consequence of erecting additional barriers for workers and volunteers with a criminal record who already 
face discrimination when seeking employment. 

That is a direct quote from the outcome of the government’s consultation on this matter. I put to the parliamentary 
secretary this very simple question: given the assertions and commitments that the parliamentary secretary has 
made today, what harm will there be in supporting the well-crafted recommendation of the committee that would 
limit the offence prescribing power to only offences that would involve harm to the life, health, safety or welfare 
of a person, or the health, safety or welfare of the public? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: For the reasons that have already been stated, the government deems the amendment 
unnecessary. 
Amendment put and negatived. 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Dr Brian Walker): Members, we are now dealing with committee recommendation 3, 
amendment 3/28. I move — 

Page 23, after line 7 — To insert — 
(2A) An offence cannot be prescribed for the purposes of subsection (2)(a)(ii) unless the 

commission of the offence — 
(a) would involve harm to — 

(i) the life, health, safety or welfare of a person; or 
(ii) the health, safety or welfare of the public;  

or 
(b) is capable of giving rise to a serious risk to — 

(i) the life, health, safety or welfare of a person; or 
(ii) the health, safety or welfare of the public. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: I note that this is the third of the committee’s recommendations. These recommendations 
are really part of a package. For our purposes, this recommendation is identical to the previous two recommendations. 
The parliamentary secretary has already indicated that the government does not support these recommendations, 
and the chamber has obviously made its decision on the first two matters. 
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With regard to this third recommendation, albeit that it is identical to the others, the parliamentary secretary might 
recall that in debate on an earlier clause, we discussed that HADSCO has been left with the responsibility of 
briefing parliamentary counsel on this bill. I take it that it was a decision of the minister not to accept the committee’s 
recommendation. Who was consulted with respect to the committee recommendation prior to the minister making 
the decision? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that there was consultation with the minister and with parliamentary counsel. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: So there was consultation between the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office and the minister, 
as well as with the Health and Disability Services Complaints Office. 
Hon Samantha Rowe: Yes, and HADSCO. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Between the three of them, they have decided that it is unnecessary to agree with the 
committee’s recommendation. 
Hon Samantha Rowe: Correct. 
Amendment put and negatived. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I move — 

Page 24, after line 17 — To insert — 
52U. Review of the decision to publish public health warning statement 

If the Director publishes a public health warning statement setting out the name of a person, 
the person may apply to the State Administrative Tribunal for a review of the Director’s 
decision to publish the public health warning statement. 

Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: I reiterate my earlier remarks and thank the parliamentary secretary for taking this 
matter on notice last evening. It is certainly not perfect in my view, but I think it is a compromise nonetheless. It 
is a credit to her that she has been able to take advice overnight and prepare this amendment for the supplementary 
notice paper today. 
This issue was canvassed in the debate yesterday when I became increasingly concerned with proposed section 52R, 
which provides the power to issue a public health warning statement. Yesterday, we learnt from the parliamentary 
secretary that it is not intended for a public health warning statement to operate or be issued in isolation of an 
interim prohibition order or a prohibition order. Nevertheless, the way in which the bill has been constructed would 
allow for it to operate independently. That issue has not been addressed. The other issue that existed but will be 
addressed by this amendment, which is effectively to insert a review provision, is that somebody who is the subject 
of a public health warning statement would be allowed to have access to the State Administrative Tribunal to review 
that decision. Previously, if a person was subject to an IPO or a PO, they had a right to have that decision reviewed 
by the State Administrative Tribunal pursuant to proposed section 52P; however, that review provision did not 
extend to a person subject to a public health warning statement. The provision before us at proposed section 52U will 
allow a person who is the subject of a public health warning statement to seek a review by the State Administrative 
Tribunal of that decision. To that end, the amendment has my support. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Notwithstanding that, we now have amended clause 28 before us, which in a moment will 
be passed, what is the situation with the publication of orders by HADSCO? Will it be mandatory that HADSCO 
publishes these orders or will it be a discretionary matter? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Is the member talking about prohibition orders? 
Hon Nick Goiran: Yes. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that it will be mandatory. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The Consultation report on the national code of conduct for health care workers in Western 
Australia says, however, that it should not be mandatory. It does not use those words. It proposes that publication 
should be discretionary, not mandatory. It specifically says that it should not require publication. The report goes 
on to say — 

There may be a reason, as yet unforeseen, where it is not considered appropriate to publish an order. 
Why was a decision taken to ignore that recommendation? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that a central tenet of the scheme is to protect the health and safety of 
the public by publishing the interim prohibition orders and prohibition orders. That will also apply when they are 
buried or revoked; they will also have to be published. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That being the revocation or variation? 
Hon Samantha Rowe: Yes. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is going to be mandatory for HADSCO to publish the orders. Will it take into account 
the 28-day period for a SAT review that we referred to earlier? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that, no, it cannot wait 28 days. It will be done as soon as is practicable. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That seems to be contrary to what is in the consultation report, which says — 

Time of publication should take into account the time for an appeal to be lodged (with SAT). 
Why are we doing something different here again? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: The member is referring to what was a minority opinion among those who made 
submissions. It is nationally consistent that interim prohibition orders and prohibition orders are published. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Can the parliamentary secretary point out to me the information that suggests that is 
a minority opinion, because I am quoting from “HaDSCO policy/procedure”? 
Hon Samantha Rowe: Are you referring to the consultation paper? 
Hon Nick Goiran: Yes. Page 30. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: In answer to question 13 in the consultation paper, 29 said yes, and two said, no, they 
did not agree. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: They were responding to an entirely different question. If we look at page 30, question 13 is — 

13. Do you agree with the proposed approach for publishing information about prohibition orders, 
including interim orders, issued by HaDSCO? 

Twenty-nine said yes, two said no, and 11 did not respond for whatever reason. The document then goes on to say — 
Stakeholders in support of the proposed approach for publishing information about prohibition noted that: 
• Discretion on the part of the Director in determining whether prohibition orders are published 

may be beneficial. 
These are the 29 respondents who are in support. They are in support, and they have noted that discretion may be 
beneficial. The report goes on to say — 

• Publish relevant information in all free community newspapers. 
• Withhold publishing information in exceptional circumstances. 

I am not aware of any provision for that in the bill. Earlier, we were informed that this will be mandatory.  
That is for the 29 who were in support. The consultation report says about the two who were not in support — 

The stakeholders that did not support the proposed approach for publishing information about prohibition 
orders noted that: 
• A system that provides for legitimate enquiries about a health care worker’s status be established 

instead, supporting the process of a prospective employer requesting clearance for a health care 
worker from HaDSCO, would be preferred. 

• Further detail on the types of information to be published was required in order to support the 
proposal. 

Then, having considered the 29 who were in favour and the two who were opposed, the authors of this consultation 
report go on to set out issues raised by the submissions to consider when finalising policy for implementation. 
They set the issues out as “Legislative provisions” and “HaDSCO policy/procedure” — 

Legislative provisions 
• Consider allowing HaDSCO to publish orders, but not require their publication. There may be 

a reason, as yet unforeseen, where it is not considered appropriate to publish an order. 
HaDSCO policy/procedure 
• Notify the Department of Health and any known employer when a prohibition order is issued against 

a health care worker. 
The authors also say — 

• Time of publication should take into account the time for an appeal to be lodged (with SAT). 
When I read all that in context, I do not see that being a minority view in any way. If anything, it seems to be the 
majority view. The people who seem to suggest that it should be discretionary were the 29 stakeholders, not the 
two. The two seem to have a different view of the world altogether. The 29 seem to be sufficiently persuasive for 
HADSCO’s policy and procedure unit to issue a recommendation saying that this should be taken into account. In 
all that context I just ask for a response from government about why it decided to ignore that. Evidently, it cannot 
be because a minority held that view, because on the plain reading of page 30, that is not the case. 
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Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: As I said before, the intent of the scheme is to protect public health and safety and 
to make the public aware when a prohibition order exists by publishing it. It is also part of the national scheme to 
publish interim prohibition orders and POs and all states are doing that. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Firstly, have all states have made it mandatory for the publication of their prohibition 
orders and, secondly, does the publication take place prior to the expiration of the review period?  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: The first part of the honourable member’s question asked whether it is mandatory. Yes, 
it is. In answer to the second part, to the best of our knowledge, yes, all jurisdictions have a similar type of provision 
that requires the order to be published shortly after it is made. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 29 put and passed. 
Clause 30: Part 3F heading inserted — 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: If I could assist the parliamentary secretary, she may want to contemplate the 
amendment standing in her name. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I move — 

Page 24, line 22 — To delete “52T” and insert — 
52U 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Respectfully, it is the normal custom and practice for an explanation to be provided when 
an amendment is moved. 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: The honourable member is quite right. It is basically an administration amendment, 
because we added the new review section, proposed section 52U, to clause 28. 
Amendment put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 31: Section 52 amended — 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: According to the explanatory memorandum, clause 31 will ensure that section 52 
of the amended act will not apply to complaints relating to the national code of conduct or prohibition orders. If I turn 
to section 52 of the current act, it is titled “Director to stop proceedings in some cases”. Proposed section 52(1A) 
seeks to insert the words — 

This section does not apply to a complaint alleging 1 or more of the matters … 
Section 52 as it stands starts with the words — 

The Director must stop dealing with an issue that arises out of a complaint if the Director … 
There is then a series of paragraphs. The first paragraph is — 

(a) becomes aware that the provider or user has begun legal proceedings which relate to that issue; 
My initial question is: why is it necessary to effectively suspend the operation of section 52 of the act in circumstances 
in which the director is considering a complaint or a matter pursuant to this bill? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that investigations should not cease under section 52 because the national 
code matters may concern a serious risk to public health and safety. If they were stopped, that could potentially 
affect the issuing of IPOs and POs. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: What would happen if those legal proceedings related to the actions of the director? 
We talked earlier about the options available to an applicant outside of the State Administrative Tribunal and about 
the jurisdiction of other courts in, I think, the civil jurisdiction. How would this amended section operate in the event 
that a person who is subject to an order or a statement of this bill took the director to the Supreme Court, for example?  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Honourable member, I am advised that if the court made an order stopping the 
proceedings, the director would have to comply; otherwise, the director can proceed. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 32 put and passed. 
Clause 33: Section 60 amended — 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Parliamentary secretary, clause 33 will amend section 60 of the act, and will be 
retitled, “Power to summons and related powers”. Section 60(1)(b) will expand the number of things that the 
director has the power to summons by inserting the words “or other thing”. What “things” does the government have 
in mind with respect to this power? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: Honourable member, I am advised that the inclusion of the expression “or other thing” 
is consistent with the implementation of the code in other jurisdictions. The relevant acts in Victoria, Queensland 
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and South Australia use the expressions “records and other things” and “document or thing” throughout their acts. 
As noted in the explanatory memorandum of the bill, the inclusion of the words “other thing” will ensure consistency 
with the language used in other sections of the act, and will ensure that the application of the director’s powers to 
obtain information will apply to anything that is relevant to investigation—for example, medical records, promotional 
materials and clinical procedures or equipment. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: As somebody who has sat through many long years listening to the then Labor 
opposition debate the insertion of the word “thing” in legislation, because it can mean anything, it is now obvious 
that Labor members have overcome those difficulties. Given the broad application this bill might have with regard 
to the discussion we had at clause 3 on the definition of “health care worker”, it is probably, in many respects, not 
what we would necessarily traditionally consider a healthcare worker to be. How would the director act if she or 
he were exercising a power pursuant to section 60 and the person made a claim of parliamentary privilege? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: That would need to be referred to the Parliament to determine. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: What would be referred? Can the parliamentary secretary elaborate on what would 
be referred to the Parliament to determine, if a claim were to be made during the course of the exercise of a power 
to summons? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that if a healthcare worker were to make a claim of parliamentary 
privilege, the director would have to seek legal advice on it. The claim of parliamentary privilege would then be 
decided by the Parliament. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: These are existing powers; they are not new powers. We are amending them slightly, 
but they already exist. How would the director act if a claim of legal professional privilege were to be made? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that under proposed section 67(1)(a), a person would be able to refuse 
to answer a question or produce a book, document, record or thing because the answer would relate to, or the book, 
document, record or other thing contains, information in respect of which the person claims legal professional privilege. 
Clause put and passed.  
Clauses 34 to 38 put and passed. 
Clause 39: Sections 68A and 68B inserted — 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: We are nearly there! 
Clause 39 introduces proposed section 68A, “Disclosure of information to other Commonwealth, State or Territory 
entities” and proposed section 68B, “Disclosure to protect health or safety of users and other persons”. I am interested 
in proposed section 68B, which states — 

(1) This section applies if the Director reasonably believes that — 
(a) a provider poses, or may pose, a risk to public health; or 
(b) the health or safety of a person or class of persons is or may be at risk because of the 

provision of a health service by a provider. 
(2) The Director may give written notice of the risk and any relevant information about the provider to 

an entity of this State, another State, a Territory or the Commonwealth that the Director considers 
may be required to take action in relation to the risk. 

Our earlier conversation was about the application of the bill to individuals versus bodies corporate and we are now 
dealing with language that refers to a “provider”. Is that term defined? It does not appear to be defined in the bill, but 
perhaps it is defined in the act. What relevance does it have to the scheme that we have been considering up to this point? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: A definition of “provider” is included in section 3 of the act. It is a wide term that 
includes both individuals and bodies that provide health services. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Is proposed section 68B effectively an amendment that is disconnected from the 
COAG matters that we have been dealing with up to this point? It seems to be a general authorisation for the director 
to share information, although in a limited form, with a relevant entity. There is the Australian Health Practitioner 
Regulation Agency; a registration board; or another entity of the commonwealth, another state or a territory that has 
functions similar to those of the director, although that may be limited to proposed section 68A. I am just looking 
at that now. Can this operate in isolation of the IPO, PO and investigation order scheme? Is it a general authorisation 
that allows the director to provide information; and, if so, to whom?  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that it is wider than just unregistered healthcare workers. The information 
will be provided to other regulatory organisations that have a role in protecting public health and safety, including police. 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: Having had a moment to reflect, the second paragraph of the explanatory memorandum 
contains a good example of a registered practitioner who is providing services unrelated to their registration, and 
a concern arises with respect to the national code of conduct. Equally, that could be applicable to their registration, 
depending on the type of breach; therefore, the director may see fit to report that matter to the Australian Health 
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Practitioner Regulation Agency because similar concerns are raised about whether someone is registered or unregistered. 
Another example is contained in the last paragraph of the EM when another jurisdiction issues a prohibition order to 
a body. With the parliamentary secretary’s response and those two examples, I am satisfied with that clause. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 40 and 41 put and passed. 
Clause 42: Section 77A inserted — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This clause provides for a regulation-making power that will enable more than one code 
of conduct to be prescribed. Earlier in debate on another clause, the parliamentary secretary indicated there was an 
intention for only one code of conduct. Why is it deemed necessary to enable the prescription of more than one code?  
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that it is the intention to prescribe just the one code, but this is just allowing 
a little more flexibility. 
Clause put and passed. 
New clause 42A — 
The DEPUTY CHAIR (Hon Jackie Jarvis): I draw members’ attention to Standing Committee on Uniform 
Legislation and Statutes Review recommended amendment 4 on issue 2 of supplementary notice paper 60, and 
I move — 

Page 33, after line 17 — To insert — 
42A. Section 79A inserted 

After section 79 insert: 
79A. Review of amendments made by Health and Disability Services (Complaints) 

Amendment Act 2022 
(1) The Minister must review the operation and effectiveness of the amendments 

made to this Act by the Health and Disability Services (Complaints) Amendment 
Act 2022, and prepare a report based on the review, as soon as practicable after the 
5th anniversary of the day on which the Health and Disability Services (Complaints) 
Amendment Act 2022 section 42A comes into operation. 

(2) The Minister must cause the report to be laid before each House of Parliament as soon 
as practicable after it is prepared, but not later than 12 months after the 5th anniversary. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: This amendment arises from the work of the standing committee. In part, it has been 
touched upon in earlier clauses, particularly our consideration of clause 1. The parliamentary secretary foreshadowed 
to the chamber that the government intends to support this recommendation. That is welcomed by the opposition 
and members of this place. However, I draw to members’ attention that a curiosity arises here. This is absolutely 
no criticism of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review because it can only look 
into the bill that is before it, and even then this standing committee has quite narrow terms of reference—but the 
government is not so constrained; the government has no constraints with respect to the bill and its consideration 
as to what might be the best way of amending the Health and Disability Services (Complaints) Act 1995. It was drawn 
to our attention during consideration of clause 1, as I recall, that some 12 years ago this house passed a provision 
that the Health and Disability Services (Complaints) Act 1995 be reviewed in a five-year time frame or a review 
commence as soon as practicable after five years. We have been informed by the parliamentary secretary that some 
seven years later, commencing this year, that review is in its most infant of stages; in fact, the statutory review is 
so embryonic that the government is searching high and wide through the state to locate somebody who might be 
a consultant who will charge the taxpayer several hundred thousands of dollars. 
I recall that the government has put aside more than $300 000 in the current financial year and more than $100 000 
in the next financial year to enable this review to take place. I have previously asked the government to take on 
board the possibility of widening the scope of this review that we are about to pass. This review will look at only 
the amendments in this bill; it will not look at a review of the primary act in its totality. The parliamentary secretary 
has kindly taken that on board and brought it to the attention of the minister. The minister’s computer has said no 
and there will be no change in this particular matter, as a result. Given that the substantive review has not really 
commenced yet, can the government provide an assurance to the chamber that by passing this clause, which says 
that these amendments will be considered in five years’ time, it will not pause the existing review and say that it 
will not get this underway just yet because there is no point and it might as well wait until this particular review 
comes up in five years’ time to enact a whole-of-act review? Can that assurance be provided to the chamber? 
Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that the intention is to continue with that review that is in its very early 
stages at the moment. 
New Clause 42A put and passed. 
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Clause 43: Consequential amendment to Freedom of Information Act 1992 — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This is the last clause we will deal with in the bill. It is a new clause; it is a clause that has 
made an appearance because of consideration by the other house. I think I drew to the parliamentary secretary’s 
attention earlier that we are dealing with a bar 2 bill. Can the parliamentary secretary provide an explanation to 
the chamber about the genesis of this last-minute amendment by the minister? 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I am advised that it is a technical amendment to the Freedom of Information Act. 
Clause 43 makes consequential amendments to schedule 1 of the Freedom of Information Act 1992. Anything 
said or admitted during negotiated settlement or conciliation—HADSCO’s dispute resolution processes—is an 
exempt matter under schedule 1 of the FOI act. Investigations are not exempt matters. Clause 43 deletes existing 
clause 14(3)(a) in schedule 1 of the FOI act and replaces it with new clause 14(3)(a). This corrects the reference 
in schedule 1 of the FOI act to division 3A of the Health and Disability Services (Complaints) Act 1995, which 
deals with negotiated settlement and conciliation. 

Clause put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Bill reported, with amendments. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
FORESTRY — SOFTWOOD PLANTATIONS 

902. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the Conservation and Parks Commission’s End-of-term review of performance of the forest management plan 
2014–2023 and the statement on page 59 that the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions will — 

… continue to work with the FPC and other agencies to secure additional plantation areas consistent with 
the Softwood Industry Strategy for Western Australia … and the 2021 announcement to invest $350 million 
to expand Western Australia’s softwood plantation timber industry … 

(1) How much land has the Conservation and Parks Commission purchased for the purpose of state forest 
and/or timber reserves for the establishment of plantations since 2016? 

(2) As the Forest Products Commission now has the legal authority to purchase, sell and deal with land, will the 
government transfer all land held by the Conservation and Parks Commission currently used for plantations 
to the Forest Products Commission? 

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

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. The following answer is provided 
on behalf of the Minister for Environment. 
(1) The Conservation and Parks Commission has not purchased land for the purpose of state forest and/or 

timber reserves for the establishment of plantations since 2016. 
(2) No. 

(3) The Conservation and Land Management Act 1984, the Forest management plan 2014–2023 and working 
arrangements between the then Department of Parks and Wildlife and the Forest Products Commission on 
the management of native forests and plantations provide for the ongoing management of public plantations. 

CORONAVIRUS — PUBLIC HEALTH MESSAGING 

903. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the 2021–22 annual report tabled by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the $18.1 million declared 
in accordance with section 175ZE of the Electoral Act 1907 for expenditure in relation to advertising agencies, market 
research organisations, polling organisations, direct mail organisations and media advertising organisations. 
(1) Can the Premier advise why the department’s expenditure across these areas has increased sixtyfold, from 

$307 000 in 2016–17 to $18.1 million in 2021–22? 

(2) If the increase is COVID-related, why did expenditure increase threefold, from $6 million in 2020–21 to 
$18.1 million in the last financial year, when similar messaging would have been utilised over both periods? 

(3) Why could these services not have been provided by the $31.7 million COVID-19 coordination and 
communications team within the same department? 

The PRESIDENT: Before I give the call to the Leader of the House, I would like to remind the honourable 
member about the requirement for questions to be brief. 
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Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(3) Communications and public health messaging is a critical area of the COVID-19 pandemic response, 

which has been led by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet in partnership with the Department of 
Health and the Western Australia Police Force. The rollout of the vaccination program was a significant 
element of WA’s pandemic response and successful COVID-19 management, especially given that cases 
in the community did not start to spread until early 2022. Therefore, the public messaging and promotion 
of the vaccination program and the Roll up for WA campaign was a crucial tool to drive up WA’s 
vaccination rates and helped WA to achieve world-leading vaccination levels. The Roll up for WA campaign 
was first launched in April 2021 and continued to grow as vaccine supply arrived and eligibility opened 
up to more Western Australians. COVID-19 cases in the WA community began to grow in February 2022 
and peaked in May 2022. As a result, various public health messages were adjusted and communicated to 
the community in a timely manner. This included changing public health measures and adjustment to border 
controls. Therefore, in the 2021–22 financial year, pandemic communications scaled up in accordance with 
the public health advice and to meet the context at the time. This allowed for appropriate communication 
of ongoing public health and safety measures and emergency response information during outbreaks as 
well as educating about and encouraging the uptake of COVID-19 vaccinations. In addition, expenditure 
also included communicating WA’s safe transition plan, workforce recruitment campaigns due to WA’s 
strong economy and important safety information on how to live with and manage COVID-19. 
Expenditure unrelated to the COVID-19 pandemic and public health messaging includes work commissioned 
by the Leader of the Opposition for work provided by Marketforce. The company was engaged at a cost 
of nearly $180 000 to provide market research and advertising for the Liberal and National alliance. Any 
further information regarding this expenditure will need to be disclosed by the Leader of the Opposition. 

The PRESIDENT: A long question often gets a long answer. 
BIODIVERSITY, CONSERVATION AND ATTRACTIONS — PROCUREMENT 

904. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the following assessment by the Assistant Auditor General on page 66 of the Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attractions 2021–22 annual report — 

I identified significant weaknesses in the procurement controls designed and implemented by the 
Department, specifically in the use of purchase orders and authorisation limits of expenditure. The combined 
weaknesses increase the risk of erroneous or fraudulent payments and ordering of inappropriate or 
unnecessary goods or services. 

(1) Who is responsible for the existence of these weak procurement controls within the department? 
(2) For how long have these controls been at such a deficient standard? 
(3) Can the minister guarantee that no erroneous, fraudulent, inappropriate or unnecessary expenditure has 

occurred because of these substandard controls? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer was provided to me by the 
Minister for Environment. 
(1) The accountable authority and the chief finance officer are responsible for the design and implementation 

of procurement controls for the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions. 
(2) The weaknesses in procurement controls were identified in the final financial audit for the 2021–22 

financial year. 
(3) No erroneous, fraudulent, inappropriate or unnecessary expenditure was identified during the course of 

the 2021–22 financial audit through testing of the procurement control system. 
CHILDREN IN CARE — WHEREABOUTS UNKNOWN 

905. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the answer to question without notice 754 answered on 31 August 2022. 
(1) Have the four children recorded in the placement type “unknown—in contact” been found? 
(2) How many children who are in the care of the CEO have their whereabouts currently recorded as — 

(a) a missing person; or 
(b) “unknown—in contact”? 

(3) Further to (2), how many have been reported to the Western Australia Police Force as a missing person? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
Children and young people may move between living arrangements, which are recorded by case management in the 
child or young person’s placement type. A child is recorded in a placement type “unknown—in contact” when the 
young person is unwilling to disclose their location but is still in contact with their caseworker or other safety networks 
that keep in contact with them. If the child cannot be located or contacted, they are recorded in placement type 
“missing child” and a missing persons report is submitted to the Western Australia Police Force. Every child still has 
access to the same supports that would be made available to them if they were residing in their approved placement. 
As at 13 October 2022 — 
(1) Yes. 
(2) (a) One. 

(b) Two. 
(3) One. 

LANGUAGE DEVELOPMENT CENTRES 
906. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the five language development centres operated by the Department of Education. 
For each centre, will the minister advise — 
(a) the total number of enrolment applications received for the 2022 school year; and 
(b) the total number of students currently enrolled? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(a)–(b) The answer is in tabular form. I seek leave to have it incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 

 (a)* (b)** 

Fremantle Language Development Centre 80 183 

North East Metropolitan Language Development Centre 183 309 

Peel Language Development Centre 93 269 

South East Metropolitan Centre 106 206 

West Coast Language Development Centre 180 324 

* Enrolment applications as at 11 February 2022 (Semester 1 Student Census Data) 

** Current total enrolments as at 5 August 2022 (Semester 2 Student Census Data) 
 

POLICE — G2G PASS DATA 
907. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer the minister to his response to question 858 asked on Tuesday, 11 October. 
(1) Why is the data collected for the G2G passes being retained for 25 years? 
(2) How many G2G passes have been allocated? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following answer has been provided to me by 
the Minister for Police. 
(1)–(2) The data is considered a state archive in accordance with the State Records Act 2000, which requires the 

information to be kept. As the Minister for Police stated in his response to question without notice 858 
on 11 October 2022, the data has been archived as is required under the act, and is able to be accessed by 
only six employees of the Western Australia Police Force—not by all police officers, as the honourable 
member has implied in the media. 

HEALTH — NURSE-TO-PATIENT RATIOS 
908. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the minister representing the Treasurer: 
I refer to comments made by the Treasurer reported by the 7.00 pm ABC TV news on 12 October 2022 relating to 
nurse-to-patient ratios. What unexpected and unforeseen consequences may occur if nurse-to-patient ratios are 
introduced in Western Australia? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The following answer has been provided to me by the Treasurer. 
Significant proposals such as nurse-to-patient ratios require thorough analysis and assessment. It is not a proposal 
that can be rushed, and a range of issues need to be properly understood. We want to work through proposals like 
this properly and have a full understanding of its impacts—positive and negative. 
Western Australia is the largest region in the Southern Hemisphere and is a vast state with very remote communities, 
unlike other Australian jurisdictions where nurse-to-patient ratios exist, so we need to ensure that any proposal 
provides the best support for nurses and ensures the best health outcomes for patients. 
It is not simple, but we are negotiating in good faith to ensure we have an outcome that works for everyone. 
HIGH RISK SERIOUS OFFENDERS ACT — CONTINUING DETENTION AND SUPERVISION ORDERS 

909. Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT to the parliamentary secretary representing the Attorney General: 
Sections 35 and 36 of the High Risk Serious Offenders Act 2020 empower the state to bring a court action to make 
a continuing detention order or supervision order to certain prisoners in WA. In most cases the State Solicitor’s 
Office represents the state or, on rare occasions, the Director of Public Prosecutions does so. 
(1) What are the titles of individuals empowered to make the decision to instruct the SSO and DPP to bring 

high risk serious offenders applications to court, and within which government agency do they work? 
(2) What are the titles of the individuals who prepare the briefs on information that lie behind these applications, 

and within which government agency do they work? 
Hon MATTHEW SWINBOURN replied: 
I thank the member for some notice of the question. I provide the following long answer that is based on information 
provided by the Attorney General. 
(1) Under section 11 of the High Risk Serious Offenders Act 2020, the Attorney General can authorise the 

Director of Public Prosecutions or the State Solicitor’s Office to make an application for a restriction 
order under the act. The State Solicitor is currently authorised to make an application in accordance with 
the act. In doing so the State Solicitor considers a referral provided by the High Risk Serious Offenders 
Review Committee as set out below, in addition to other factors as set out in the act. The State Solicitor 
is supported by individual lawyers within SSO who are specialised in making applications under the act. 
They consist of lawyers with titles of Assistant State Counsel and Senior Assistant State Counsel. 

(2) Referrals to the State Solicitor’s Office are made by the HRSORC, for consideration of an application to 
the Supreme Court under the act. The HRSORC is currently made up of a number of representatives from 
different areas within the Department of Justice and a representative of the police, and includes: the deputy 
commissioner of offender services, Department of Justice; assistant commissioner of adult community 
corrections, Department of Justice; superintendent, administration of adult male prisons, Department of 
Justice; director of offender programs and psychological services, Department of Justice; and the executive 
manager of the sex offender registry, from the police. 

PRIVACY LEGISLATION 
910. Hon WILSON TUCKER to the Minister for Innovation and ICT: 
I thank the minister for his answer to my question without notice 874 regarding reform of WA’s privacy legislation. 
I note that work on this reform has been underway since prior to 2019, and I draw to the minister’s attention recent 
and repeated breaches of data privacy by government agencies. 
Can the minister please provide an estimated time frame for the introduction of this much-needed reform? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The drafting of bills and their introduction into Parliament is a decision of cabinet and is therefore cabinet-in-confidence.  

SCHOOLS — MANDATORY CONSENT EDUCATION 
911. Hon SOPHIA MOERMOND to the Minister for Education and Training: 
The minister recently released an updated draft version of the Western Australian school curriculum for consultation 
with teachers that includes a mandate for tiered consent lessons for children in pre-primary up to year 10. Considering 
this, I ask the following. 
(1) What consultation is being undertaken with religious schools to ensure they also include mandated 

consent classes? 
(2) How will parents be able to have input into the draft curriculum update? 
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Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
I have a written answer that I will provide in a minute, but, just by way of background, honourable member, the 
curriculum that applies in Western Australia applies to all schools, whatever sector they are in—public schools, 
private schools, independent schools and Catholic schools. The School Curriculum and Standards Authority has 
established a number of curriculum committees, and professionals from all sectors participate in those curriculum 
committees on particular subject areas. In addition, as I have announced—it is literally in the media statement that 
I issued on Tuesday—the draft curriculum is now online for anyone to comment on. People are welcome to do that, 
and that is why we made the announcement. Once that commentary is received, SCSA will go back to the profession, 
across all three sectors, and consult further on the content. 
The formal written answer is as follows. 
(1)–(2) Religious schools and parents are able to provide feedback to the School Curriculum and Standards Authority 

on the proposed inclusion of consent curriculum within the pre-primary to year 10 Western Australian health 
and physical education syllabus. This can be done by completing the survey on the authority’s website, 
which has been published as part of the public consultation process. The authority also has a dedicated 
parent and community section on its website which also provides a link to the survey. The authority 
continues to work closely with the Association of Independent Schools WA and Catholic Education WA 
to ensure the implementation of the mandated Western Australian curriculum and assessment outline—
pre-primary to year 10—in faith-based schools. 

PUBLIC SECTOR COMMISSION — INTEGRITY REVIEW 
912. Hon Dr BRIAN WALKER to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I thank the Premier for the answer that he provided to my question without notice 647, asked and answered on 
Tuesday, 16 August 2022, regarding the Public Sector Commissioner. In the hope of further clarification, when 
was the last occasion, if at all, on which the Premier directed the commissioner in each of the limited circumstances 
outlined in that previous reply—that is, “undertaking reviews, inquiries and machinery-of-government changes”? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The last occasion on which the Premier directed the Public Sector Commissioner in the circumstances listed in 
the answer to question without notice 647 was on 19 July 2021, to conduct a review of employment practices in 
Western Australian public prisons pursuant to section 24B(2) of the Public Sector Management Act 1994. The 
Premier has not made a direction to the commissioner under section 24H(2) of the act in relation to the undertaking 
of inquiries, or under section 35(4) of the act in relation to machinery-of-government changes. 

WA COUNTRY HEALTH SERVICE — SERVICES 
913. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the reduction in operating hours at Wyndham Hospital since October 2021 and the closure of maternity 
services in Carnarvon since February this year. 
(1) Will the minister please identify any WA Country Health Service facilities at which services have been 

reduced or cancelled since January 2021? 
(2) For any facilities identified in (1), will the minister please provide — 

(a) the reason for service reduction or cancellation; 
(b) the length of time for which the service was reduced; and 
(c) whether services have returned to normal operations? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I just make the point as an aside that this would 
require a search across the WA Country Health Service, not just for where services have been reduced or cancelled, 
but the reasons for each time and the length of time. It would not be possible to collect that information within 
four hours. Therefore, the minister’s answer is as follows. 
To allow for a fulsome and accurate answer, may I please request that the honourable member place the question 
on notice. 

FOREST PRODUCTS COMMISSION — LAND ACQUISITION 
914. Hon STEVE MARTIN to the minister representing the Minister for Forestry: 
I refer to the government’s commitment to invest $350 million into a softwood plantation. 
(1) How many hectares of land has the Forest Products Commission purchased as part of the $350 million 

softwood plantation commitment? 
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(2) What is the price per hectare for any land purchased? 
(3) How many hectares has the FPC secured with a sharefarming or lease agreement as part of the plantation? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The answer that has been provided to me by the Minister for Forestry is that 
the answer cannot be produced in the time available, but it will be provided to the member as soon as possible. 
I will undertake to seek clarification to see whether we can get that next week. 

GOVERNMENT ADVERTISING EXPENDITURE 
915. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the 2021–22 annual report tabled by the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the $18.1 million 
declared in accordance with section 175ZE of the Electoral Act 1907 for expenditure in relation to advertising agencies, 
market research organisations, polling organisations, direct mail organisations and media advertising organisations. 
(1) What did the $4.8 million in 2020–21 and the $13.8 million in 2021–22 paid to Initiative Media Australia 

Pty Ltd for media advertising provide, and will the Premier table a breakdown of these costs? 
(2) Why has $18.4 million been paid to an advertising agency based in New South Wales when the 

Western Australian Jobs Bill was introduced to enhance local industry participation in the supply of goods 
and services to or for agencies of the state? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The Department of the Premier and Cabinet engaged Initiative Media in response to the COVID-19 

pandemic for the planning, booking and buying of advertising media for public health messaging such as 
newspaper, television and radio advertising. 
A breakdown of expenditure in 2020–21 and 2021–22 has been provided in tabular form. I seek leave to 
have this part of the answer incorporated into Hansard. 

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

Campaign  2020–21 2021–22 

COVID-19 Response 

Communicated changing public health and social measures, based on relevant health advice, 
including mask wearing, isolation requirements, capacity limits, and contact tracing requirements. 
Encouraged COVID-safe behaviours and healthy hygiene habits to keep the community safe. 

 1,066,700 2,770,000 

Emergency Outbreak Response 

Communicated emergency protocols and public health and social measures, based on relevant 
health advice, related to lockdowns. 

 1,500,000 1,450,000 

WA Safe Transition Plan 

Communicated changing public health and social measures, based on relevant health advice, related 
to border controls. 

 470,000 900,000 

Vaccination Communications 

Encouraged uptake of COVID-19 vaccinations through the “Roll Up for WA” and “We’re on a Roll” 
campaigns. 

 700,000 5,500,000 

WA Workforce Recruitment 

Workforce recruitment campaigns to support industries affected by skill shortages during COVID-19, 
including the construction, manufacturing, hospitality and tourism industries. 

 1,054,000 3,260,000 

Evaluation, Digital Messaging and Small Business 

Campaign to encourage the public to support local businesses with the Small Business Needs your 
Business campaign. Business as usual costs relating to evaluation and digital messaging on COVID. 

 9,300 – 

Total 4,800,000 13,880,000 
 

(2) The premise of the question is incorrect. Initiative Media and its employees are located locally in 
Leederville, Western Australia. 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (COST RECOVERY) REGULATIONS 2021 — FEES 

916. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the answer provided yesterday that advised that the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation 
had halted issuing invoices for conducting part IV environmental assessments “in response to the unprecedented 
number of environmental assessments needed to facilitate the state’s booming economic growth and the staffing 
challenges faced across the public and private sectors”. 
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(1) How many environmental assessments are being, or are due to be, actioned by the department? 
(2) Please list the individual project proposals against which the environmental assessments are being, or are 

due to be, conducted. 
(3) Regarding (2), how long in calendar days has each relevant proposal been under assessment? 
(4) How many staff, including FTE departmental officers and contractors, are allocated to conduct these 

environmental assessments? 
(5) How long will it take to clear the backlog? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The member will note that it was a long question requiring lots of information in the answer. As a result, the answer 
is that the production of this information will divert staff resources from their usual work and it is not possible to 
provide the information requested in the time frame. I request that the member place this question on notice. 

CASE LOAD MANAGEMENT REPORTS 
917. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the point-in-time case load management reporting that is run on the first Friday of every month. 
(1) On what dates in August, September and October were the case load reporting data generated? 
(2) Further to (1), on what dates were those three point-in-time report results finalised? 
(3) Will the minister table those three reports? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
I am advised that additional time is required to respond to the question. The minister therefore undertakes to 
provide a response to this question as soon as it is available. 

WA COUNTRY HEALTH SERVICE — CHILD DEVELOPMENT SERVICES — AUDIOLOGISTS 
918. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to child development services delivered by the WA Country Health Service throughout regional 
Western Australia. How many children are currently on the waiting list to access an audiologist via the WA Country 
Health Service? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
There are 803 children. 

BALDIVIS POLICE STATION — CONSTRUCTION 
919. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer the minister to his comment “I am pleased to advise that the project is underway and construction is anticipated 
to commence in 2023” in his response to question without notice 769 in relation to the new police station in Baldivis, 
asked on Wednesday, 31 August 2022. 
(1) Has any land been secured for the project? 
(2) Has a construction tender been awarded for the project? 
(3) When is the project expected to be completed? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for the question. The Western Australia Police Force advises — 
(1) The Western Australia Police Force is currently engaged in negotiations over suitable land. 
(2) The tender process will progress once the site has been finalised. 
(3) An indicative schedule anticipates practical completion in 2024–25. 

ALBEMARLE — WORKERS CAMP — BINNINGUP 
920. Hon JAMES HAYWARD to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to plans by Albemarle to construct an accommodation camp in Binningup. 
(1) Does the minister support the construction of an accommodation camp for an industrial operation that is 

located approximately 150 kilometres from Perth and 20 kilometres from Bunbury? 
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(2) Will construction of a workers’ camp near Binningup result in fewer families moving to the Bunbury region? 
(3) What actions has the minister taken to ensure more housing is available in the greater Bunbury region to 

accommodate the workforce required for new industries and their families? 
(4) Has any analysis been conducted by the minister on potential social and behavioural problems that may 

develop as a result of housing approximately 1 500 workers in a camp within a small town of fewer than 
1 500 people? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
(1)–(4) It would be inappropriate for the minister to comment at this time, as a proposal for workers’ accommodation 

at Binningup is currently being considered by the independent regional joint development assessment panel. 
CLIMATE ACTION FUND 

921. Hon Dr BRAD PETTITT to the minister representing the Treasurer: 
I refer to the government’s $1.25 billion climate action fund for Western Australia’s low-carbon future. 
(1) How much of the $1.25 billion has the government already committed to spend? 
(2) Could the minister please provide a list of committed funding broken down into projects? 
(3) How much of the committed funding in (2) has the government actually expended to date? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) This information has been provided in tabular form. It has a description and the allocated amount. I seek 

leave to have this information incorporated into Hansard. 
[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 

Description Allocated 

Softwood Plantation Expansion $350 million 

Standalone Power Systems $150 million 

Clean Energy in Schools $35.2 million 

Denham Power Station $11.8 million 

Wind Turbine Manufacturing $8 million 

Local Green Steel Industry $1 million 

CoastWA Grants $15 million 

Carbon Innovation Grants Program $10.6 million 

Renewable Hydrogen Initiatives $50 million 

Native Forest Just Transition Plan $80 million 

Collie Transition Package $247.4 million 

Future climate action related initiatives across nine agencies $31 million 

Total $990 million 
 

(3) Revised expenditure will be published in the 2023–24 budget papers. 
WYNDHAM HOSPITAL 

922. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the reduction in operating hours at Wyndham Hospital in October 2021, from 24-hour coverage to 12 hours 
a day, which was described by the WA Country Health Service as a temporary change in response to staff shortages. 
(1) Noting the service reduction has been in place for a year, has a date been set to resume normal operating 

hours at Wyndham Hospital? 
(2) Does WACHS still consider this reduction in services to be temporary or has it now become permanent? 
(3) What measures is the state government taking to address staff shortages and resume normal operating 

hours at Wyndham Hospital? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) The change in operating hours is temporary. Wyndham Hospital will return to its regular operating model 

when long-term staffing can be secured. An on-call service remains available for emergency out-of-hours 
care. 
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(3) Like most hospitals and health services, the WA Country Health Service is working in the context of 
state, national and international health workforce shortages. Several strategies are being employed to ensure 
additional staff can be deployed to maintain a safe service, including at Wyndham Hospital. These include 
securing priority deployment of nursing staff by NurseWest and working directly with other recruitment 
agencies, providing incentive payments for staff deployed to priority areas and the deployment of staff 
from country and metropolitan WA Health sites. 

PUBLIC HOUSING — EVICTIONS 
923. Hon STEVE MARTIN to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Housing: 
I refer to a recent news report by ABC Perth that claims vulnerable Western Australians are being left on the street 
after being evicted from their public housing properties. How many public housing tenants were evicted in each 
of the following financial years — 

(a) 2018–19; 
(b) 2019–20; 
(c) 2021–22; and 
(d) 2022 to date? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(a)–(d) The Department of Communities works with tenants to ensure they are given every opportunity 
to rectify the issues impacting their tenancy. This includes making appropriate referrals to supports 
and programs such as Thrive, which provides support to public housing clients. 
When a tenant is at risk of eviction, the Department of Communities will increase its contact 
with the client and link them with relevant support services to help address the issues impacting 
their tenancy. In most cases when engagement occurs, clients can remedy the issues impacting 
their tenancy. Termination proceedings are initiated only when tenants repeatedly or egregiously 
fail to utilise all the opportunities provided to them to resolve tenancy concerns. Eviction is the 
last resort for the department and is often taken to ensure the safety of the community. 
The Department of Communities also works with a range of services and supports, including 
mental health services, community legal centres, Aboriginal medical services, disability support 
providers and domestic violence support services to support tenants. 
Notwithstanding this, evictions have continued to decline significantly under this government 
when compared with the previous Liberal–National government. Information on public housing 
bailiff evictions by financial year is provided in tabular form. I seek leave to have that part of 
the answer incorporated into Hansard. 

[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
Public Housing Bailiff Evictions, by Financial Year: 

2015–16 315 

2016–17 293 

2017–18 159 

2018–19 167 

2019–20 93 

2020–21* 7 

2021–22 43 

2022–23 YTD** 11 

*The 2020–21 financial year reflects a period in which the moratorium on terminations was implemented during the 
initial stages of the COVID-19 pandemic. 

**YTD as at 30 September 2022. 
 

FORESTRY — SOFTWOOD PLANTATIONS 
924. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the Conservation and Parks Commission’s End-of-term review of performance of the forest management 
plan 2014–2023 and the statement on page 59 that states — 

Since 2014 the area of pine plantation on State forest and timber reserves in the plan area has reduced 
from approximately 50,500 hectares to 50,100 hectares. This is due in part to infrastructure projects. 
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(1) Which infrastructure projects have resulted in the loss of pine plantations and, in each case, what area 
was lost? 

(2) What were the other reasons for the reduction in pine plantations? 
(3) What was the reduction of area of pine plantations on state forest and timber reserves since March 2017? 
(4) How much land has been purchased by the government since March 2017 for pine plantations to offset 

the loss of pine plantations on state forests and timber reserves? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. The following information is provided on 
behalf of the Minister for Environment. 
The production of this information will divert staff resources from their usual work, and it is not possible to provide 
the information requested in the time frame. I request that the Leader of the Opposition places this question on notice. 

ENVIRONMENT AGENCIES — STAFF 

925. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the workforce profile of the minister’s environment agencies. 
(1) What is the total number of FTE staff employed in various media, publicity, marketing, promotions and 

communications roles at the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation and the Department of 
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions? 

(2) What is the annual salary cost for the employment of these officers? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. I think there probably is a mistake in this answer, 
so I will get it checked and provide it next week. 

SCHOOLS — CHILDREN WITH HARMFUL SEXUAL BEHAVIOURS 

926. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the answer to question without notice 608, answered on 9 August 2022. 
(1) As at the start of term 4, is the one alleged or convicted offender still at the same school as their victim? 
(2) What is the current total number of alleged or convicted offenders who are attending the same public school 

as their victims? 
(3) Is the minister aware of any offenders attending the same private school as their victims? 
(4) For the calendar year to date, how many police notifications has the department received under the protocol 

to manage safety arrangements for school students? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. 
(1) Yes. 
(2) There are four. 
(3) No. 
(4) There have been 20. 

WA COUNTRY HEALTH SERVICE — CURTIN UNIVERSITY  
RESEARCH AND INNOVATION ALLIANCE 

Question on Notice 793 — Answer Advice 
HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.02 pm]: Pursuant to standing order 108(2), 
I wish to inform the house that the answer to question on notice 793, asked by Hon Martin Aldridge to me, the 
Leader of the House representing the Minister for Health, will be provided on 20 October 2022. 

POLICE — REGIONS — ALLOWANCES 
Question without Notice 898 — Answer 

HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Emergency Services) [5.02 pm]: I would 
like to provide an answer to Hon Peter Collier’s question without notice 898, which was asked yesterday. 
I seek leave to have the response incorporated into Hansard. 
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[Leave granted for the following material to be incorporated.] 
I thank the Honourable Member for the questions. The WA Police Force advise: 

(1) District Allowance; Annual Leave Travel Concession; Additional 40 hours of Annual Leave for North West Employees; Locality 
Allowance; Subsidised Housing; Country Officer in Charge Subsidised Housing; Country Deployment Allowance; Paid time off 
for travel for Bereavement Leave up to maximum of 2 rostered shifts; 40 hours travel time for entitlement to Leave and Allowances 
through Illness or Injury; Additional Shift – 44 hour week arrangement; Country Officer in Charge Salary Allowance; Multi-Functional 
Policing Facility (MFPF) Salary Loading; Remote Community Leave for employees stationed at an MFPF; Remote Community 
Allowance for employees stationed at an MFPF; Free housing, electricity and water for employees stationed at an MFPF; Government 
Regional Officers Housing (GROH); Aircon Subsidy when occupying GROH; Transfer and Removal Allowance; Royalties for 
Regions Attraction and Retention One off payment. 

(2) District Allowance; Annual Leave Travel Concession; Additional 37.5 hours of Annual Leave for North West Employees; 
Travelling time for regional employees for Bereavement Leave up to maximum of 15 hours; Travelling time for regional employees 
for Personal Leave up to maximum of 37.5 hours; Free housing, electricity and water when posted to work in Remote and Isolated 
Locations; Remote Community Allowance; Remote Community Leave. 

 

NATIVE FOREST — LOGGING 
Question on Notice 915 — Answer Advice 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.03 pm]: I wish to inform the house that 
under standing order 108(2), the answer to question on notice 915 asked by Hon Dr Steve Thomas on Tuesday, 
13 September 2022 to the Minister for Regional Development representing the Minister for Forestry will be provided 
on Thursday, 20 October 2022. 

CHARITABLE TRUSTS BILL 2022 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 16 June. 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [5.03 pm]: I rise as the lead speaker for the opposition and as the 
shadow Attorney General as we consider the Charitable Trusts Bill 2022. I draw to members’ attention that this 
43-clause bill is another bar-2 bill. There has been some tinkering. 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn: It has 58 clauses. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, parliamentary secretary. This is a 58-clause bill. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The parliamentary secretary has been resting all week, waiting as twelfth man. He is 
already performing most admirably late on a Thursday, and I thank him for that correction. It is a 58-clause bill. 
I draw to members’ attention, but not to the parliamentary secretary, who will be well across this point, that this is 
a bar-2 bill that had some changes made to it in the other place. We will examine them in due course. I flag with the 
government a request at an early stage, potentially in reply, for it to outline the basis or genesis for those amendments 
made in the other place, as that will facilitate a more speedy Committee of the Whole phase of the bill. 
The purpose of this bill as drafted is to make provision for five key matters. The first is for charitable recreational 
facilities such as a sporting field or community centre. The second is schemes for property held for charitable 
purposes. The third is investigation of charitable trusts by the Attorney General under a newly established 
Western Australian charitable trusts commission that will be constituted by the Ombudsman of Western Australia. 
The fourth is for proceedings in the Supreme Court to be undertaken in relation to charitable trusts. The fifth is to 
deal with gifts by certain trusts for philanthropic purposes. The genesis of the bill before us is this massive report 
by the then Deputy State Counsel—I do not think he is the Deputy State Counsel anymore—Mr Alan Sefton. This 
massive Report on Njamal people’s trust is dated December 2018. 
Members and parliamentary secretary, do not be too concerned that we need to scrutinise each page of this report 
in consideration of this bill, because for reasons that I will outline momentarily, a substantial part of this mammoth 
report deals with issues associated with this particular trust. There are then a series of recommendations that bring 
us to the bill presently before us. Nevertheless, this report by Alan Sefton to which I will be referring to hereon in 
as the Sefton report was dated December 2018. It is the genesis for the legislation before us today. His inquiry 
commenced in May of 2017. It concluded in 2018 and made some 63 recommendations. It is notable that although 
the trust itself was formed in 2003, it was its operation during a five-year period between 2014 and 2018 that became 
the focus of that particular inquiry by Mr Sefton. That inquiry was focused on several key things: the trusteeship 
transition from Abbott to Australian Executor Trustees Ltd to the current trustee Indigenous Services Pty Ltd; the 
financial performance and position of the trust; the internal governance and procedures over the course of the 
trusteeship; and the role of the key personalities involved in the trust. 
When members have an opportunity—or perhaps they will not—to read and consider this mammoth report, they 
will see that Mr Sefton identified five key themes. Those five key themes can be described as follows. The first is 



4502 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 13 October 2022] 

 

the dealing with the issue of control by the Njamal people of their own destiny and control by certain people, both 
Njamal and non-Njamal, of the trust fund. The second theme he identified was that of tension between the desire 
of the Njamal people and the current trustee ISPL to use the trust fund to improve the economic position of the 
Njamal community through the development of commercial enterprise and the structures of the trust deed, the 
rules of equity, and the prescriptions of statute that restrict the way in which the trust fund can be used. The third 
theme identified by Mr Sefton in his report is the theme of change. He specifically speaks of change in how the 
business of the trust has been done since 2003 until the date of the inquiry and change in how the business might 
best be affected in the future, including by way of amendments to the trust deed and the legislation that governs 
this area. It is that latter point that will be particularly exercising the minds of members as we consider the bill 
before us. 
The fourth theme that Mr Sefton covers in his report is outcomes, and specifically how they are defined, measured 
and achieved. The last of the themes he covers is self-interest, making mention that that is an ever-present risk 
to guard against in this area, whether it be the self-interest of those who may operate trusts and seek to profit, the 
self-interest of persons with whom they might contract or the self-interest of individuals and families who may 
understandably seek to encourage decisions that will serve their own rather than collective self-interests. 
As I mentioned earlier this afternoon, the Sefton report provides some 63 recommendations. The first 47 of these 
recommendations are specific to the trust, so I do not intend to address them in my second reading contribution, 
nor, mercifully for the parliamentary secretary, under clause 1 or any other clause during the consideration of the 
bill. However, chapter 13, “Legislative Reform”, provides recommendations 48 through to 61, which are specific 
to amending the Charitable Trusts Act 1962. I recommend that those members who are particularly interested in this 
area familiarise themselves with those 14 recommendations, because they will be the subject of some discussion—
some more than others—as we consider this bill, particularly during the Committee of the Whole stage. In the 
limited time that we have, I want to touch briefly on a couple of those recommendations. I begin with the first 
sub-recommendation in recommendation 55, which reads — 

Section 20 of the Charitable Trusts Act 1962 be amended to: 
• clearly specify the grounds on which a person may refuse to comply with a compulsory request 

to answer questions or produce documents; 
• require that if a person so refuses, they must specify the ground of their objection; 
• expressly abrogate the right to privilege against self-incrimination/exposure to a penalty, with 

certain safeguards to prevent those answers or documentation being used against the person who 
otherwise would have been entitled to assert that claim of privilege. 

The second sub-recommendation in recommendation 55 reads — 
Consideration be given to whether in making any such amendments the right to claim legal professional 
privilege: 

• be abrogated in the case of a trustee where the communication relates to or concerns the 
management and administration of the trust and its property, and what safeguards should be 
imposed in relation to the use of the information or documentation disclosed; 

• be otherwise protected in the event that a person elects not to maintain objections to answering 
a question or producing a document to an inquiry or examination on that ground but indicates 
that they otherwise seek to maintain the benefit of that privilege. 

It appears that this substantial recommendation 55 of the Sefton report is somewhat addressed by the government in 
clause 40 of the bill before us, but it does not necessarily provide the level of specificity set out in recommendation 55. 
I ask the government to advise the house whether it has itself been advised and is satisfied that clause 40 will give 
effect to all of recommendation 55. 
I turn now to recommendation 61, which reads — 

The Charitable Trusts Act 1962 or other relevant legislation be amended to: 
• permit evidence on applications in relation to a charitable trust brought by the Attorney General 

or a person authorised by the Attorney General, or otherwise with leave of the Court, to be given 
other than in accordance with the ordinary rules of evidence, and be based on information or 
belief; and 

• if considered appropriate, make the decisions and findings of other relevant regulatory bodies, such 
as ASIC in deciding to disqualify a person from managing corporations, admissible in evidence 
(albeit not determinative) on such applications. 

We ought to be considering whether recommendation 61 has been addressed in the bill at all. If it has been, I ask 
the parliamentary secretary to identify the provisions that give effect to recommendation 61. 
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In somewhat typical fashion, which is becoming a pattern of behaviour, the opposition has concerns at this time 
about the lack of transparency by the government regarding the consultation process that has been embarked upon 
that has led to the bill before us. The opposition has been briefed by the government on the bill. I posed a number 
of questions at the briefing and they were generally adequately addressed. However, the issue of the lack of 
consultation and transparency most certainly has not been. Unless government members of this place have received 
some special treatment, the Legislative Council at the present time—certainly the opposition—is not aware of any 
express concerns by stakeholders or, more importantly, whether their concerns have been adequately addressed in 
the bill. As part of the briefing process, I asked who was consulted on the bill. We were informed that 14 stakeholders 
were sent a consultation draft of the bill. They are the Department of the Premier and Cabinet Aboriginal Policy 
and Coordination Unit; the Parliamentary commissioner—that is in reference to the Ombudsman—the Australian 
Charities and Not-for-profit Commission; the Office of the Registrar of Indigenous Corporations; the Law Society 
of Western Australia; the Western Australia Police Force; the Information Commissioner; the Chief Justice of 
the Supreme Court of Western Australia; the Public Trustee; the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and 
Safety; the Western Australian Bar Association; the Charity Law Association of Australia and New Zealand; 
Senator Pat Dodson; and Alan Sefton, Senior Counsel, who conducted this inquiry. 
Apart from asking about who was consulted—it was those aforementioned 14 people—I asked how recent this 
consultation was. I was informed that the consultation occurred from May to July last year. I also asked what the 
nature of the concerns raised were, if any, in the consultation. The response was that the consultation process was 
undertaken by the State Solicitor’s Office and the Attorney General’s office on a confidential basis and that 
stakeholder feedback was taken into account during the drafting. Lastly, I asked to what extent this bill has addressed 
these concerns. The response was to refer to the previous response. In other words, it was undertaken on a confidential 
basis. That is not satisfactory. There is no reason why the government cannot go to each of those 14 individuals 
and ask them whether their feedback can be provided. Their concerns can be raised with the opposition and can 
be provided on a de-identified basis. The opposition is not particularly concerned whether the issues were raised 
by Senator Dodson, the Law Society, the Chief Justice or the Public Trustee. We simply want to know what 
these expert stakeholders have said to government about this. Why is it being hidden from the Parliament and 
the opposition? 
As I said, there is a pattern of behaviour here. This seems to happen frequently on bills. Ironically, it is not all bills. 
We just dealt with a bill earlier today and, after some extensive cross-examination by Hon Martin Aldridge and 
me, we eventually managed to extract, albeit from a different agency, a consultation paper that was fundamental and 
important to the consideration and scrutiny of the legislation. In fact, it led to the government moving amendments 
to the bill to change the legislation. There is no good reason why information cannot be provided to Parliament. If 
the consultation was done on a confidential basis, pick up the phone, talk to the stakeholders and ask them whether 
they are happy for their feedback to be provided to the opposition and the Parliament either on an identified or 
a de-identified basis. This simple putting up of shields time and again is unsatisfactory; therefore, I simply ask 
why the government consistently runs and hides behind these shields of secrecy. What is the material that is being 
hidden from the Parliament at the present? I hope that when this bill next comes before us, that information might 
be available. 
I also remain concerned about this bill because it will, once again, give another job to the Ombudsman of 
Western Australia. The Ombudsman of Western Australia already has a very significant range of tasks and functions 
that he must undertake. As a result of this bill, we will add another thing to that pile of functions. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

ENVIRONMENT AGENCIES — PUBLIC ADMINISTRATION 
Statement 

HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [5.20 pm]: In light of the enthusiasm in the chamber for taking 
advantage of this portion of business, I will once again demonstrate my capacity for compassion and keep my 
contribution reasonably short. I want to preface my remarks, very explicitly, by saying that I am not making 
a political or partisan point here. I am drawing attention to issues that concern me about public administration within 
the two environment agencies—the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation and the Department of 
Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions. 
As exemplified over the last two days, but particularly this afternoon in questions without notice, in terms of the 
answers I received, we often lament the kinds of answers that we get, but it is desirable sometimes to get useful 
information in return. The issues are thus. A qualified audit opinion was made by the assistant Auditor General 
about procurement controls within the agency we now know as the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and 
Attractions. The audit identified some problematic weaknesses in the way that procurements are authorised, and it 
noted that there were potential weaknesses in procurement control and the capacity for fraudulent or improper 
activity to take advantage of those design weaknesses. I asked some very basic questions about the length of time that 
those weaknesses had been in place. The answer was, in a way, evaded in a masterful way because it demonstrated 
that it was only when the recent audit took place that they were detected. However, this is a mega-agency that was 
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established after the machinery-of-government changes in 2017. There were problems that the Auditor General 
had previously identified in the transitioning and amalgamation of those agencies, and I think what the assistant 
Auditor General has done is actually detect a systemic weakness that potentially was not discovered until now but 
has been in existence since 2017. If we have had five years of organisational systemic weaknesses, I am not 
necessarily satisfied that no improper fraudulent or otherwise unacceptable transactions have taken place. If I were 
to give some advice—it is not gratuitous advice—to the minister, it would be that even though the accountable 
authority in this circumstance is with the director general and the chief financial officer, it is he as the minister 
who bears ultimate responsibility under our Westminster system. 

Another issue that I would like to take this opportunity to draw to the minister’s attention is the cessation of 
charging fees to conduct part 4 environmental assessments, which was an outcome of the passage of reform to the 
Environmental Protection Act that we dealt with in this chamber some two years ago. The capacity to charge, 
through regulation, has been in place only since January, but it was discovered yesterday that no fees had been charged 
because of an overwhelming volume of work. I sought some departmental advice on the quantity and volume of the 
assessments in the system, how long they are taking to produce and how many staff are allocated to this purpose. 
I was advised today that the production of this information would divert staff resources from their usual work.  

That could be a justifiable answer if there were absolutely no system in place to track this kind of information, but 
for at least the last two or three years, the government has been at pains to tell us how it is revolutionising and 
making more efficient the assessment process in the environmental portfolios. It has red tape reduction schemes 
and is introducing digital platforms such as Environment Online to deal with this kind of work. With these 
frameworks established, I find it absolutely improbable to the point of being almost insulting that there is no capacity 
to provide a simple answer to my question about the number of assessments currently underway, particularly given 
that the minister, in a previous answer, advised that the workload was unprecedented. That descriptor needs to be 
substantiated and quantified in some form. 

I will end here. Through the minister I want to give advance warning to both departments—the Department of 
Water and Environmental Regulation and the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions—that next 
week I will be picking apart the little elements in the answers that they were unable to provide today and I will 
present them next week in a more digestible format in an attempt—hopefully not a vain attempt—to extract some 
measure of transparency and accountability from the government in a key portfolio area. 

SCROOGE McDUCK 
Statement 

HON LORNA HARPER (East Metropolitan) [5.26 pm]: I will not take long because I understand it is late in 
the week. I am quite upset that our colleague Hon Dr Steve Thomas is out of the house on urgent parliamentary 
business, but if he can hear me, that will be really nice. Hon Dr Steve Thomas likes to use the term “Scrooge McDuck” 
a lot, and he knows it irritates me. I am sure he used it numerous times this morning—five or six times—and smiled 
sweetly at me every time. So I thought that instead of getting upset about this, I would do a little research and find 
out how I could actually deal with this without giving him ammunition. 

Scrooge McDuck—also known as Uncle Scrooge—is a Scottish-American cartoon character created in 1947. He 
was originally intended to be used only once, but because he was so popular, he became a major star of Disney. 

Hon Sue Ellery: That sounds familiar! 

Hon LORNA HARPER: Yes! He was named after the character Ebenezer Scrooge from Dickens’ A Christmas 
Carol, and I will point out that Ebenezer Scrooge has an English accent and, we believe, was based in England! 
Uncle Scrooge is a self-proclaimed adventurer, oil tycoon, businessman—it says “businessman” but I would prefer 
to say “business duck”—industrialist, and the owner of the largest mining concerns. But in his later appearances, 
he was portrayed as a thrifty hero, adventurer and explorer. So now every time Hon Dr Steve Thomas refers to 
Scrooge McDuck, I will think about him as a thrifty hero, adventurer and explorer! He worked his way up from 
humble immigrant roots; he was self-educated. He was noted for his drive to set new goals and face new challenges. 
So from now on, any time Hon Dr Steve Thomas wants to refer to anyone on this side as Scrooge McDuck, we will 
think about a thrifty hero, adventurer and explorer who is noted for his drive to set new goals and face new challenges. 

Goodbye old, grumpy Scrooge McDuck; hello our hero, Scrooge McDuck! Thank you. 

DEVELOPMENTAL LANGUAGE DISORDER AWARENESS DAY 

Statement 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [5.28 pm]: Tonight I want to bring the attention of the house 
to the fact that tomorrow is Developmental Language Disorder Awareness Day, or DLD Day. I have spoken 
previously in this house about DLD Day and developmental language disorder, and I will do so again tonight so 
that I can, in some small way, help raise awareness of this disorder that is common but remains relatively unknown 
to many in our community.  
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DLD affects around one in 14 people on average. Two students in every class of 30 have DLD, and it is estimated 
to impact around 38 000 young Western Australians. Despite these figures, developmental language disorder is often 
referred to as a hidden disorder. Many people have not heard of it and it often goes undiagnosed. For those members 
who are not aware, in general terms, DLD causes difficulties in understanding and using language for no known 
reason. It is not something that people grow out of; in fact, it is a lifelong condition. Understandably, DLD can 
create significant challenges and barriers for people, such as the ability to acquire their own language, communicate 
and understand what other people are saying. As members can imagine, this can cause lifelong negative consequences 
and affect a person’s overall emotional, social and health wellbeing. If remained undiagnosed, it can absolutely 
affect a child’s ability to learn and the ability to make friends in the playground is made all that much harder. Sadly, 
it is very much misunderstood because it is mistaken for a child not being focused, lacking attention or having 
poor behaviour. Greater understanding is needed to ensure that these misconceptions are challenged. 
According to the international organisation Raising Awareness of Developmental Language Disorder, people with 
DLD are six times more likely to suffer from anxiety, three times more likely to have clinical depression and are 
at significant risk of struggling with reading, spelling and mathematics. It is for this reason that early identification 
and support is critical. Here in Western Australia we are very fortunate to have five language development centres 
through the Department of Education. They provide specialist language support for students with a primary diagnosis 
of DLD. Enrolled students attend between kindy and year 2 and are supported by highly motivated specialist teams 
of teachers, speech pathologists and other support staff. I take the opportunity tonight to pass on my thanks and 
acknowledge the incredible work they do to support children in our state. These teams work with students and their 
families to ensure that they develop positive learning strategies that they can use at not only the language development 
centre but, equally, as they move into mainstream schools and ultimately beyond the school gate. For my part, 
I would like to see more language development centres because I know that spots are very much sought after. 
Many children continue to go undiagnosed and do not have access to vital supports, whether that is through enrolment 
at an LDC or another service. In addition to the centres, LDCs provide an outreach service, which is fantastic, 
but, unfortunately, it does not provide direct face-to-face support for students on school grounds. Both public and 
private services can assist students but, again, there are waitlists, which we have discussed on numerous occasions 
in this house. 
Recently released research led by Curtin University examined for the first time the prevalence of DLD in Australian 
children aged 10 years and identifies an alarming number of children not getting the support they need. In 
particular, the research highlights concern that a number of girls are not being diagnosed with DLD and identifies 
the need to look out for key signs. I want to quote from an opinion piece that was written by one of the researchers, 
Dr Sam Calder, which appeared in WAtoday. It is titled “Parents beware: Alarming number of girls suffering 
silently at schools”. He writes — 

There are some key signs for parents and teachers to look out for. These include a child struggling to find 
the words to express their ideas; having trouble organising sentences, having conversations or telling 
a story; finding it hard to understand words, follow instructions or answer questions; losing track of what 
someone has said; having difficulty paying attention; and struggling with reading and writing. 
If parents or teachers notice that communication difficulties are impacting a child’s participation at school 
or their ability to play with other children, I would urge them to work together to seek a referral to 
a speech pathologist. 

In calling out the importance of early identification, Dr Calder and the other researchers would like to see speech 
pathology services introduced into our schools as part of an overall early intervention response. That request 
reinforces my continuing call to the government on this matter. I will continue to call on the Minister for Education 
and Training to support the introduction of direct speech pathology services into our schools. It can be done. It is 
done in most other states and territories, and if there is a will, it could be done successfully here in this state. 
But tonight my goal is simply to raise awareness about DLD. Tomorrow I will be attending a community picnic 
organised by the WA branch of Speech Pathology Australia and Raising Awareness of Developmental Language 
Disorder to help recognise that with support through learning development centres, public and private services and 
other related services, children with DLD can thrive and achieve great things. A number of landmarks will also be 
illuminated purple and yellow. Members, if you are passing by Council House, Yagan Square or travelling through 
the Graham Farmer Freeway tunnel or you see another landmark lit purple and yellow, you will now know it relates 
to DLD Awareness Day. Perhaps, President, given the lights here at Parliament House are now working, maybe 
next year we might be able to have Parliament illuminated purple and yellow as well. 
I will end with a little story written by the mum of a boy with DLD called Elwin. According to this, Elwin now 
receives some support, but his mum says — 

… Elwin has huge vocabulary but there’s a huge gulf between the words he understands and being able 
to find in his head the word that he wants to say. It’s like when you’re really tired and that word is on the 
tip of your tongue but for Elwin it’s everyday and all the time. 
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This affects his ability to express himself both orally and on paper; his ability to demonstrate what he 
knows and, more significantly, his social interactions. His social interactions have been more significantly 
affected as he’s got older because play for older children is more language based. 
DLD also affects understanding. 

She goes on to say — 
I’d like to make it so that Elwin doesn’t struggle with language—so that school and friendships would be 
the joy they are to most 10 year old boys but I can’t change these things. One struggle I can change is the 
struggle with a lack of awareness. 
DLD is as prevalent as autism and yet lots of you won’t even have heard about DLD before you read this. 
If you are talking to someone and they are finding it difficult to follow you then it might be they have 
DLD. If someone is getting frustrated when they’re struggling to express themselves then it might be they 
have DLD. Many teachers are not aware of DLD. That child who appeared to be listening to what you were 
saying but then doesn’t seem to know what you’ve just asked them to do might have DLD. Awareness is 
so lacking that they may never have received a diagnosis … 

She ends on this point — 
We can all help children and adults with DLD by being kind and patient with everyone we meet. 

I could not have said it better myself. 
SWAN RIVER CROSSINGS PROJECT 

Statement 
HON DR BRAD PETTITT (South Metropolitan) [5.37 pm]: I want to speak briefly about bridges, local 
government and Main Roads Western Australia. It comes on the back of some debates we have had across our 
communities. It came to a head last night in the City of Fremantle over the new Swan River crossing project, otherwise 
known as the Fremantle Bridge replacement project. It has highlighted a trend that I think needs to be changed. 
A committee of the Fremantle council last night rightfully rejected the proposal put forward by Main Roads for 
the Swan River crossing project. It is another project that is insensitive and will obliterate the heritage of the area, 
a lot of the trees and natural cliffs of the area. The project will look like a freeway design anywhere; it has no sense 
of place. It has been presented without any sense that it has been co-designed with the community. The officers’ 
recommendation to the council was to support it. The council declined to do so. I think that was the right call, as 
much as I like to stay out of local government these days. Council members also expressed their frustration that 
this was not a local government project and it was not something that the City of Fremantle had a final say in; it is 
a project that sits with the state government. Hence, I am speaking about it tonight in this house. 
This is a project in which nothing has been built. I was told in answer to a question I asked earlier this year that 
over $35 million has already been expended. That is pretty extraordinary considering nothing has happened yet. 
That is because it has been around design, going backwards and forwards. When I was mayor, Main Roads spent 
18 months defending an indefensible design of having the bridge to the east of the current bridge, only to finally 
say after 18 months of community pushback that it would move it west. Perhaps that is where some of that $35 million 
has gone. 
Main Roads now wants to spend months and months of community time trying to create a ramp under the old bridge 
and taking Canning Highway, believe it or not, down to the Swan River foreshore. Rightfully, there is a huge amount 
of community outrage because of the impact that would have on the local road network and the like. I received 
a briefing by Main Roads last week and one of the most bizarre bits of it was that it wants to reduce Canning Highway 
and Beach Street from six lanes to two, and run it along the river foreshore. I asked how that was going to work. 
I was told that it was all right, that the traffic numbers that I thought used those roads were actually much lower. 
I said, “The traffic numbers are on your website.” Apparently they are wrong. The traffic numbers on Main Roads’ 
website are not reliable; in fact, according to Main Roads, they are probably out by 50 per cent. I asked Main Roads 
staff what were the numbers, and I was told they did not know. They are redesigning a traffic network on numbers 
that they do not know. 
The heart of the problem I want to highlight is that we have a weird way of driving traffic projects in this state that 
is not in consultation with the community. This is not a Freo-specific thing. At the other end of town, in Midland, 
is the Lloyd Street extension project. The City of Swan said it was not a good project and it needed to change. Many 
months later it was ultimately pressured by Main Roads into supporting the project. I congratulate Minister Saffioti 
who finally did the right thing and said the government would realign the project—again, after Main Roads wasted 
millions of dollars. Surely we can learn from this. There needs to be a process by which the community and 
local governments co-design these projects with Main Roads and the Department of Transport. Putting aside why 
Main Roads is involved in designing urban projects of this kind, it should be a holistic design that is done with the 
departments of planning and transport. For Main Roads, every solution is a bigger road, often even when that is 
not the right solution. We need to get better at this. 
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I raise this matter here because we are wasting tens of millions of dollars in projects that are delayed, kicked down 
the road and changed endlessly because they are not done in consultation with the community. We can do it better, 
we can do it smarter and we can get better outcomes. Unfortunately, although the City of Fremantle was not 
supportive of the Main Roads design, it may still get that design because, ultimately, it is not the city’s call. This 
is why we need a much better process that can do these things—a process that will save money, be linked to place, 
have local knowledge and better outcomes, not just the faster moving of cars. I think there are enough people who 
are frustrated with this. I hope somebody is out there listening—I know local governments are not being heard, 
which is why I raised the issue here—and acknowledges that we need to do this better and smarter and in a way that 
makes our city work, because the current process clearly is not working. 

WITTENOOM CLOSURE 
Statement 

HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [5.43 pm]: On 8 September, the last resident of Wittenoom, 
Lorraine Thomas, was evicted from her home and from the town. I believe we are all familiar with Wittenoom. It 
is considered the largest contamination site in the Southern Hemisphere. The eviction of Lorraine Thomas will not 
come as a surprise for members. We passed the Wittenoom Closure Bill earlier this year, which gives the government 
the ability to acquire the remaining land in Wittenoom with the intent of flattening the town and, therefore, reducing 
some of the appeal of people visiting the town and potentially being exposed to the asbestos tailings and contracting 
mesothelioma as a result. 
I spoke in support of the bill. I am not personally opposed to the destruction of Wittenoom or the eviction of 
Lorraine Thomas; however, I am opposed to how Lorraine Thomas was evicted and the events that led to 
Mrs Thomas’s eviction. As we might expect, there has been a lot of misinformation floating around on social media 
about the events that unfolded and the intention of Mrs Thomas to stay in Wittenoom, so I would like to take this 
opportunity to set the public record straight and clear up some of that misinformation. 
I have spoken to Aileen Thomas, who is Lorraine’s daughter, and she expressed her wish to set the record straight 
and to highlight not only the sequence of events and the time line of communication with the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage, but also the lack of compassion shown by the department over the removal of her mother 
from her home. To date, the minister has not been forthcoming about the time line of communications preceding 
the events of Lorraine’s eviction. Today I want to convey the sequence of events as recorded by Aileen. I am happy 
to clear up the record if the minister comes back with anything that refutes what I am saying today, but so far those 
details have not been forthcoming. 
On 10 May, a notice of eviction was given to Lorraine, with an eviction date set for six weeks in advance, and 
17 June was the date Lorraine was given to vacate her property. Between 10 May and 17 June, Aileen unfortunately 
suffered a number of medical issues. She fell sick with the flu. She contracted COVID, which is something I think 
we can all sympathise with. She also fell out of a work truck and broke her ankle. Aileen works a full-time job and 
is trying to help her mother move house in her spare time, so she requested an extension from the department to 
push back the eviction deadline. On 26 July, a letter was sent to Lorraine from the department of lands, informing 
Lorraine that she had to vacate. Unfortunately, that letter was sent to Lorraine’s Tom Price address. Lorraine was 
the last resident of Wittenoom, but she never actually received that letter. On 29 August, an email was sent to 
Aileen, titled “Vacation of property in Wittenoom by Mrs Lorraine Thomas”, and it basically advised Aileen that 
an extension had not been granted and that Lorraine was to vacate the property by 31 August. Lorraine had originally 
asked for an extension to the end of September. The department came back and said, “No. We’re going to give you 
until the end of August.” The end of August came around. Nothing happened until 5 September. Aileen received 
a missed call from the department of lands in the afternoon. Aileen was in the process of helping her mother move 
out of her home, and she sent text messages and pictures to the department, saying, “Look. The move is underway. 
This is the status. We’ll be out of there in a couple of days.” 
On the night of 7 September, police showed up at Lorraine’s house. I do not believe they went into the house, but 
Lorraine is an 80-year-old lady and she was frightened and confused about why they were there. She called Aileen, 
who rang the police station at 8.00 pm to find out what was going on. The police confirmed that something was 
happening and said they would ring the next day. On 8 September, Lorraine was evicted. At around 2.00 pm, 
four government employees showed up—two sheriffs and two Lands employees. I want to quickly state that 
I have heard some conflicting accounts about the number of government employees who attended. There was 
a media statement by the minister. There was also a response to a question I asked. I am not sure whether the 
police are included in the number of government employees. Let us say there were two sheriffs, two police officers, 
six contractors and some paramedics, so between 12 and 14 people showed up on Lorraine’s doorstep wearing 
hazmat suits. At the same time, two police officers showed up at Aileen’s place in Port Hedland to advise her that 
her mother was currently being evicted and asking her to tell her mother, Lorraine, that if she did not comply she 
would be forcibly removed from her home. Aileen called Lorraine in Wittenoom and the sheriff was put on the 
line. She spoke to Lorraine briefly, who was audibly upset and frightened. Aileen then instructed Lorraine to comply 
with their directions and leave the property. Lorraine promptly did. She packed up her valuables. The contractors 
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were there to board up the house. She grabbed her medication and she was put into a car and driven to Port Hedland. 
Two days later, on 10 September, Aileen and Lorraine drove back from Port Hedland to Wittenoom—it is a big 
drive—to finish packing and allow for Lorraine to pay her last respects to her late husband, who is buried at 
Wittenoom. That is the time line that I have been given. 
A number of issues have arisen from these events and certainly the government’s handling of this situation. I want 
to state that Lorraine always intended to go. The bill had passed. The writing was on the wall. She was never intending 
to stage a protest. She was willing to leave that town peacefully. All she was asking for was a little bit more time 
to do that with the dignity and grace that she should be afforded, given that she has been there for 40 years and she 
is 80 years old. 
In the end, Aileen and Lorraine were able to move out Lorraine’s possessions in two days. They asked for an extension 
of one more week. They were not given that by the department. Instead, they had to pack up everything and move 
out of there in two days. Roughly 12 to 14 people showing up at the doorstep in order to move this one 80-year-old 
lady was entirely inappropriate and unnecessary. I could understand if there were conflicting interests surrounding 
the town of Wittenoom. That is what a minister does; they look at the various circumstances that are presented to 
them and make a judgement call. My understanding is that there is a Wittenoom steering committee and it is debating 
what to do with the town of Wittenoom. Step 1 is to get rid of the last resident—Lorraine. Step 2 is to level the 
town. Step 3 is to figure out what step 4 is. There are no competing interests here. There is no reason that 12 people 
had to turn up on Lorraine’s doorstep and evict an 80-year-old lady without any compassion or any understanding 
of her situation or her age. 
Noting the time, there are a few more points that I would like to raise, but I think I will do that when I resume my 
comments at a later stage. 

COLIN BUTCHER — TRIBUTE 
Statement 

HON STEVE MARTIN (Agricultural) [5.52 pm]: I offer my sincere condolences to the Butcher family of 
Brookton on the very sudden passing of their husband, father and grandfather, Colin, on Monday, 3 October. He 
was only 68 years old and died very suddenly at his property in Brookton. 
Colin was an outstanding, sensible and optimistic voice for agriculture in Western Australia. Everyone who knew 
him was impressed with, first of all, his ability, but also his willingness to share the knowledge that he gained as 
a farmer. He served on the Co-operative Bulk Handling Ltd board from 2004 to 2007. He was involved with the 
Western Australian Farmers Federation for a number of years and previously hosted Meat and Livestock Australia’s 
pasture and livestock update to share his knowledge with ag students from WA universities. He was truly a wonderful 
advocate for the sector. Those who knew him—I got to know Colin in those roles—know that he was also worth 
listening to. He was a very capable individual. We spoke earlier in this place about the role of women in agriculture, 
and it is fair to say that Colin and his wife, Anna, were an absolute team. Everything they achieved on that property 
in Brookton they achieved together. 
I also got to know Colin a little better perhaps as a cyclist. Colin and I share a love of cycling. You get to know 
a little bit about someone when you ride a bike for hours and hours with them, and Colin’s attitude to cycling pretty 
much summed up his attitude to farming and life. He never complained on the way up a hill but he would enjoy 
himself very much on the way down. To the Butcher family, again, I would like to pass on my condolences. 
Rest in peace.  

House adjourned at 5.54 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

FIRE AND EMERGENCY SERVICES — VOLUNTEERS — PAID LEAVE ARRANGEMENTS 

865. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Health; Mental Health: 

I refer to the Department of Productivity and Labor Reform Circular to Departments and Authorities No. 2 of 2001 
titled Paid Leave for Emergency Service Volunteers. For each Department, Agency or Government Trading Entity 
under your portfolio, I ask: 

(a) how do you inform your employees of this policy; and 

(b) for the past two financial years: 

(i) how many employees have requested paid leave as an emergency service volunteer; 

(ii) how many employees have had a request refused; 

(iii) how many total hours were granted; and 

(iv) how many total hours were refused? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a) Availability of Paid Leave for Emergency Service Volunteers is detailed in all industrial agreements that 
regulate employment for public service employees within the Mental Health Commission (MHC), Mental 
Health Advocacy Service (MHAS), Mental Health Tribunal (MHT), Office of the Chief Psychiatrist (OCP) 
and WA Health, with the exception of the Medical Practitioners AMA Industrial Agreement. 

Healthway and Health and Disability Services Complaints Office (HaDSCO) employees are informed of 
Paid Leave for Emergency Service Volunteers through their respective Leave Management Policies. 

(b) (i)–(iv) This detailed information is not readily available and would require considerable time to collate 
and prepare, which would divert staff away from their normal duties. It is not considered to be 
a reasonable or appropriate use of government resources to provide this information, noting that 
this question has been asked to all Ministers for all Government Departments, Agencies and 
Government Trading Enterprises. 

HEALTH — AMBULANCES — ALBANY HIGHWAY 

884. Hon Dr Steve Thomas to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Health: 

I refer to ambulance coverage along the Albany Highway between Perth and Albany, and I ask: 

(a) which ambulance substations service Albany Highway in response to road accidents; 

(b) which of those substations are staffed by paid ambulance officers and which are staffed by volunteers; 

(c) what distance does each substation cover as primary service providers along the highway; 

(d) are any areas of Albany Highway more than one hour’s response time from an ambulance substation, and, 
if so, which areas; 

(e) what is the average response time for accidents on Albany Highway; 

(f) what is the Government’s management plan for ambulance services along Albany Highway; and 

(g) have any changes been made to ambulance management along Albany Highway, and, if so, what are 
those changes? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a) The following sub-stations service Albany Highway; Narrogin, Williams, Darken, Wagin, Katanning, 
Kojonup, Tambellup, Cranbrook, Mount Barker and Albany. 

(b) Narrogin and Albany sub-stations are staffed by Paid Ambulance Officers (partnered with Volunteer 
Ambulance Officers). Williams, Darken, Wagin, Katanning, Kojonup, Tambellup, Cranbrook and 
Mount Barker sub-stations are staffed by Volunteer Ambulance Officers. 

(c) There is no specified coverage area for each sub-station. In the case of an incident, the State Operations 
Centre (SOC) would dispatch the closest available resource to respond. 

(d) No. 
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(e) St John Ambulance (SJA) WA’s average response time to motor vehicle accidents where the patient scene 
location was Albany Highway, from 1 July 2021 to 30 June 2022 was 15 minutes and 34 seconds. 

(f) The Government is currently in contract negotiation with SJA and will aim to better define the level of 
services available to country communities. 

(g) No changes have been made to ambulance management along Albany Highway by SJA. 
__________ 
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