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THE SPEAKER (Mrs M.H. Roberts) took the chair at 12 noon, acknowledged country and read prayers. 

MINING AMENDMENT BILL 2021 

Returned 

Bill returned from the Council without amendment. 

PARLIAMENTARY DEPARTMENTAL ANNUAL REPORTS 
Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mrs M.H. Roberts) [12.01 pm]: Members, I advise that I have received letters from the Clerk 
of the Legislative Assembly, the Clerk of the Legislative Council and the Executive Manager Parliamentary 
Services advising me that they will not be able to present their department’s 2021–22 annual reports within the 
prescribed 90-day period after the end of the 2021–22 financial year as required under section 64(1) of the 
Financial Management Act. This is because the Office of the Auditor General is unable to provide its audit opinions 
within the usual time frame. It is anticipated that the annual reports will be tabled in both houses of Parliament on 
15 November 2022. 

I now table a copy of the letters from each Clerk and the Executive Manager Parliamentary Services. 

[See papers 1480 to 1482.] 

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

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND JUSTICE STANDING COMMITTEE 

Second Report — ‘Enough is enough’: Sexual harassment against women in the FIFO mining industry — 
Government Response — Tabling — Statement by Minister for Industrial Relations 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Industrial Relations) [12.04 pm]: Following extensive 
consultation with government agencies, industry and union representatives, the Minister for Women’s Interests 
and I table the government’s response to the parliamentary inquiry into the fly-in fly-out mining industry. 

[See paper 1438.] 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I begin by acknowledging the bravery and resilience of the women who shared their 
stories with the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee. The McGowan government is 
committed to providing safe, healthy and inclusive workplaces for all Western Australians regardless of what 
sector they work in. The committee’s report identified a number of issues in Western Australia’s mining sector, 
and the government will continue to use proactive measures to prevent sexual harassment and violence. However, 
a cultural change within the mining industry cannot happen in isolation. 

The McGowan government accepts all the committee’s recommendations for government. Our response outlines 
the plans that will be implemented across primary prevention, data and research, a refocused regulatory framework, 
and better support and advocacy for victims of workplace sexual harassment. A new code of practice will be 
developed, through the Work Health and Safety Commission and the Mining and Petroleum Advisory Committee, 
to improve security measures for workers staying at mining and construction accommodation. The McGowan 
government has also committed to funding a community legal and advocacy service centre to provide free guidance 
and advice to affected Western Australians in the mining sector. We recognise the importance of providing 
victims of workplace sexual harassment with the opportunity to share their experiences, receive support and 
promote healing. 

The McGowan government has already committed to implementing the Law Reform Commission’s recommendation 
to change the law to bring WA’s definition of what constitutes sexual harassment into line with other Australian 
jurisdictions and to remove the disadvantage test for complainants. In line with recommendation 24, the government 
is already establishing a culturally appropriate and highly skilled group within WorkSafe WA to investigate, assess 
and deal with reports of sexual harassment and assault in the sector. This work will be further enhanced by the 
findings of the regulatory review being undertaken by Elizabeth Shaw. 

Conscious of the landmark study being conducted by the Centre for Transformative Work Design and the regulatory 
review of the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety, the McGowan government will report back 
to Parliament before the end of the year. We must ensure that industry is accountable and responsive to community 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4111480a7d451a881f127031482588c40026b87d/$file/tp+1480+(2022)+la+late+tabling.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4111482a6030e4f259bea6e6482588c40026b8ae/$file/tp+1482+(2022)+psd+late+tabling.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4111438ac3cae88dd836f217482588c40026bfe7/$file/tp+1438+(2022)+enough+is+enough+government+response+20+sep.pdf
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standards. It is essential that industry demonstrates its commitment to creating a culture of inclusivity, respect and 
safety for all employees. I look forward to working with industry and the community to deliver the changes needed 
to make WA’s resources industry a safe place for women to work. 

Second Report — ‘Enough is enough’: Sexual harassment against women in the FIFO mining industry — 
Government Response — Tabling — Statement by Minister for Women’s Interests 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Women’s Interests) [12.07 pm]: I rise in support of the tabling 
of the Western Australian government response to the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee 
report 2: ‘Enough is enough’: Sexual harassment against women in the FIFO mining industry. As the Minister for 
Women’s Interests, I am keenly aware of the impacts of sexual harassment and violence on women in the workplace. 
I would like to acknowledge the courage of women who spoke to the inquiry about their experiences. We believe 
you. We support you. 
Sexual violence is unacceptable anywhere, especially in the workplace, and these shocking incidents have laid 
bare how prevalent this issue is in the mining industry. Sadly, for many women, this comes as no surprise. This is 
an industry that prides itself on safety as a core priority, but for far too long the issue of women’s safety has been 
overlooked. We are accepting all the recommendations for government, building on work already underway to 
stop sexual violence before it starts. Currently, we are in a vicious cycle in which women are not attracted to work 
in the industry, let alone stay in it, because of inappropriate behaviour and a disregard for women’s experiences. 
That must change. We need more women to work in this industry and we need them to be treated with respect. 
Changing entrenched attitudes will not be easy, but it must be done. When women are safe and supported at work, 
it is better for business and better for the entire community. 
This is not just an issue for mining. This is a problem that exists in every workplace in every industry, but the 
make-up of the resources sector with its male-dominated workforce and fly-in fly-out arrangements has amplified 
this issue and that is why a tailored response for this sector is needed. The initiatives outlined in our response today 
build on work already underway, such as the $8.4 million Mental Awareness Respect and Safety program to boost 
responses to mental health, workplace culture and safety in the sector. We are making it easier for victims to make 
complaints, raise concerns and access support, and we are scrutinising sexual assault laws to ensure that justice is 
served. Our government has also agreed to implement all 18 recommendations in the commonwealth government’s 
Respect@Work: Sexual harassment national inquiry report that apply to the state government. 
We know that sexual violence is a problem in not only our workplaces, but also our communities and our homes. 
That is why we commissioned the first sexual violence prevention and response strategy. The strategy will focus 
on making sure that we have the right supports in place for victims, identify potential barriers to reporting and hold 
perpetrators to account. The Department of Justice, through the Office of the Commissioner for Victims of Crime, 
is also looking at the criminal justice process for victims of sexual offending from the reporting of an offence to the 
release from custody of the offender. These projects together will ensure that our sexual offence laws are appropriate 
and that the experience of victims who interact with the criminal justice system is as respectful, compassionate 
and empowering as possible. 
Again, I thank the women who spoke to the inquiry about their experiences: your courage will help make the 
industry safer for future generations. 

ANNUAL REPORTS — TABLING 
Statement by Leader of the House 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.10 pm]: I rise on behalf of the Treasurer, 
who is travelling to the national memorial service for Her Majesty Queen Elizabeth II, to inform the house about 
the late tabling of some 2021–22 annual reports. A number of agencies are unable to table their 2021–22 annual 
reports within the time frame required by the Financial Management Act 2006. Section 64 of the act requires ministers 
to table an agency’s annual report, and the Auditor General’s opinion, if applicable, within 90 days of the financial 
year’s end, being 28 September. If a minister is unable to table an agency’s annual report within the 90-day period, 
under section 65 of the act they are required to inform Parliament on or before the expiry of the 90 days with regard 
to the minister’s inability to do so, the reasons for that inability and the anticipated date on which the annual report 
will be tabled. 
Following precedent set in 2017, these accountability requirements can be administratively achieved by way of 
tabling individual ministerial notifications in Parliament through one minister—the Treasurer in the Legislative 
Assembly, and the minister representing the Treasurer in the Legislative Council—on behalf of other ministers. 
Ministers have notified the Treasurer in writing of the agencies within their portfolios that are unable to table their 
annual report by 28 September, as well as the reasons for that inability and the anticipated date on which the annual 
report will be tabled. Therefore, in accordance with section 65 of the act, I now table the notifications provided by 
affected ministers. 
[See papers 1483 to 1509 and 1511 to 1517.] 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4111483a42357c34f33e31ea482588c40026c02a/$file/tp+1483+(2022).pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4111509a23637506d1ea0b09482588c40026c42e/$file/tp+1509+(2022).pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4111511a2195d958061d5a33482588c40026c444/$file/tp+1511+(2022).pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4111517adaf677069666d758482588c40026c536/$file/tp+1517+(2022).pdf
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ALY MAY — TRIBUTE 
Statement by Minister for Culture and the Arts 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Minister for Culture and the Arts) [12.12 pm]: I rise today to reflect 
on the achievements of Aly May to the Western Australian fashion and creative industries. Aly May was involved 
in the fashion industry for over 30 years, as a stylist, event producer, fashion lecturer and show choreographer. 
Aly was also dedicated to charity work, creating and developing the very successful fashion presentation of 
STYLEAID, an annual charity fashion event that raised funds for the Western Australian Aids Council. This 
fashion-focused ball was best known for its runway show, launching the careers of countless Western Australian 
models, designers and other creatives. WA-born internationally acclaimed models Gemma Ward, Nicole Trunfio and 
Tom Bull all had their first walk on the STYLEAID stage. Aly May was also instrumental in creating the famed 
runway showcase Boobalicious ball, which raised money for Breast Cancer Care WA. 
Aly joined the then Department of Culture and the Arts in 2005. Continuing her impact in the fashion and creative 
industries in WA, her key role in the department was delivering the designer fashion grants program. For over 
a decade, this program provided support for applicants to participate in national and international fashion events, 
market their product, source business contacts, and develop new creative and entrepreneurial skills. Designers 
receiving support included Aurelio Costarella, Megan Salmon, One Fell Swoop and Ruth Tarvydas. Aly was also 
responsible for creating and producing the prestigious State Arts and Culture Partnership Honours, which ran for 
two years The honours acknowledged the outstanding contributions of individual philanthropists and businesses 
who participated in and partnered with arts and cultural organisations across WA. 
Aly May produced the Connect and Create Creative Industries forum, managed the arts U-15k and 15k-plus grant 
programs and a team of project officers, and was instrumental in the successful delivery of the Getting the Show 
Back on the Road initiative. I met Aly on a number of occasions. Her commitment to her work, her team and the 
creative industries sector was second to none. 
Aly passed away recently. I offer my sincere condolences to her family, her friends and her work colleagues in the 
department. She will be deeply and sadly missed. 

RUAH COMMUNITY SERVICES 
Statement by Minister for Planning 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [12.15 pm]: I rise to inform the house about my recent 
decision to call in a change-of-use application for Ruah Community Services for a property in Northbridge after it 
was refused by the City of Perth. Ruah is an experienced and trusted provider of services to the most vulnerable 
in our community, including people experiencing homelessness. For more than 50 years, Ruah has provided access 
to an extensive range of support services from its drop-in centre on Shenton Street, Northbridge. 
Earlier this year, approval was given by the City of Perth development assessment panel for the redevelopment 
of the Shenton Street site into a seven-storey, purpose-built centre for women and children. Subsequently, Ruah 
commenced its search for a new alternative site for its drop-in centre. Ruah entered into a lease for an existing 
building at 247–249 James Street, Northbridge, 280 metres, or a three-minute walk, from its existing centre. Despite 
Ruah’s plans to change the use of the site being consistent with the local planning scheme, and despite there being 
provisions for the City of Perth to exempt such an application from planning approval, the City of Perth elected 
members resolved to refuse Ruah’s application. This was against the officers’ recommendation. 
Given the circumstances, I have invoked the powers afforded to me under the Planning and Development Act to 
give due consideration to Ruah’s proposal. In administering this process, I received detailed submissions from 
both the city and Ruah. I also received submissions in reply to the position of each of the parties. Fifty submissions 
were also received from residents and business owners outlining their support or concerns about the proposal. 
I have thoroughly reviewed all the submissions and the viewpoints raised. I have decided to approve this application, 
as I have come to the view that this proposal should be exempt from the need for development approval; or, 
alternatively, warrants approval based on planning merits. However, and most importantly, I cannot in good 
conscience refuse a proposal so clearly in the public interest. I reject the contention made by the City of Perth that 
persons experiencing homelessness are not “living” in a locality but rather merely “existing” in a locality. I also 
disagree with the argument that people experiencing homelessness cannot share a connection with a locality 
because they have more vulnerable living arrangements. This is not consistent with general planning principles or 
community standards. To remove essential services from a neighbourhood in which they have been provided for 
over 50 years would be detrimental in many ways. 
To address concerns raised in submissions, I have reviewed the proposed management plan and have imposed 
additional conditions to ensure the safe and effective operation of this centre. Ruah is to be congratulated on its 
commitment to supporting some of the most disadvantaged members of our community and empowering them to 
make meaningful change in their lives. I look forward to seeing Ruah’s new centre for women and children flourish 
and change lives for many years to come. 
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I now table a copy of this decision and annexure in accordance with section 247(4)(b) of the Planning and 
Development Act 2005. 
[See paper 1518.] 

SALIM YOUSSEF — TRIBUTE 
Statement by Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests 

DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale — Minister for Citizenship and Multicultural Interests) [12.18 pm]: I was deeply 
saddened to learn of the passing of Mr Salim Youssef on 31 August 2022. Salim, known as Sam to many, was 
a key member of my Multicultural Advisory Council, a respected leader and a valued adviser. 
Salim came to Australia in 1991, fleeing the war in Lebanon. He arrived in Perth in 1998, where he immediately 
began to work with, and for, the community, sitting on several boards and advisory committees and becoming the 
first Muslim president of a Rotary Club in Western Australia. Salim also served the Western Australian community 
as a justice of the peace, a member of the community advisory council at Armadale–Kelmscott Memorial Hospital 
and a board member of the United Nations Association of Australia’s Young Professionals Network. He was also 
a great businessman, and many benefited from not only his marketing and media skills, but also his commitment 
to motivating people to achieve their goals. Although Salim recognised that this could be challenging, he also 
found it inspirational.  
Salim was the founder and president of the Australian Arab Association, and it was my pleasure to attend with 
Salim the many festivals and events that this association hosted for all Western Australians to enjoy. Many in this 
house would have enjoyed the Multicultural Eid Festivals, or the Arab festivals, that take place each year in 
Burswood Park. These events are a highlight on our multicultural calendar and attract Western Australians of 
every creed. 
His legacy and great strength was to find ways to unite different communities and create understanding across 
diverse cultures. He was committed to the vision of a multicultural society. He recognised the importance of diverse 
voices and points of view being heard, and he always led by example. In recognition of his work, Salim was much 
awarded, receiving the 2016 City of Gosnells Community Citizen of the Year Award and the 2012 Western Australian 
Multicultural Community Service Individual Excellence Award. Salim was appointed a People of Australia 
Ambassador in 2012 and 2014. His commitment to the Western Australian community was unwavering and he 
will be greatly missed. 
I acknowledge the presence of his wife, Amal, his brother Raif, his children, Natasha and Aicha, and nephew 
Salim Jr in the Speaker’s gallery this afternoon. On behalf of the state government and members of Parliament, 
I offer our sincere condolences to Mr Salim Youssef’s family, colleagues and friends. 
Vale, Salim Youssef. 

ABORIGINAL CULTURAL HERITAGE COUNCIL 
Statement by Minister for Aboriginal Affairs 

DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale — Minister for Aboriginal Affairs) [12.21 pm]: I rise to update the house on the 
implementation of the Aboriginal Cultural Heritage Act 2021. 
Today, I announce the appointment of the seven inaugural members to Western Australia’s Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Council. As the state’s peak strategic body on Aboriginal cultural heritage matters, the council will 
provide advice to the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs, designate local Aboriginal cultural heritage services, and 
approve permits and management plans. It will work to promote public awareness and appreciation of Aboriginal 
cultural heritage and the role of Aboriginal people in its protection and management. The Aboriginal Cultural 
Heritage Act requires the council to have male and female Aboriginal co-chairs and a majority Aboriginal 
membership. In addition to knowledge or experience relating to Aboriginal cultural heritage, relevant skill sets 
considered include anthropology, engineering, archaeology, governance, law, and land and environmental management 
and planning. Seventy applications were received, which is reflective of the strong interest, delivering a very 
competitive field. 
I am pleased to advise who the inaugural council members are. Co-chairperson Dr Mark Bin Bakar is an advocate 
of Aboriginal culture and an experienced board director. Co-chairperson Ms Irene Stainton has experience in 
industry, government and consultancy and is a former trustee of the Western Australian Museum Boola Bardip 
and chairperson of its Aboriginal advisory committee. Ms Merle Carter has been chairperson of the Kimberley 
Aboriginal Law and Culture Centre and is an experienced board member and director of Aboriginal corporations. 
Mr Graham Castledine is an experienced barrister and mediator in Aboriginal heritage, native title and environment 
matters. Dr Debbie Fletcher is a former senior public servant with experience in native title matters, state agreements 
and land access. Ms Belinda Moharich is a lawyer with expertise in governance and administrative law and is 
a former State Administrative Tribunal member. Mr Kevin Walley is a qualified conservation land manager with 
experience on both Aboriginal and government boards. These seven members have been appointed for an initial 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4111518aeb060b60c31a17fd482588c40026c56a/$file/tp+1518+(2022)+-+ruah+community.pdf
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term of two years. Their first task will be to review the key documents and draft regulations of the act, subject to the 
government’s third co-design phase, and are expected to commence next month. I look forward to working alongside 
the council as the act becomes fully operational. 

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

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.24 pm]: I move — 
That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable private members’ business to 
have precedence from 4.00 pm to 8.00 pm on Wednesday, 21 September 2022. 

Members, this motion allows the normal three-hour period for private members’ business to be taken today as we 
are expected to sit after 7.00 pm. That means, of course, that there will be a dinner break from 6.00 to 7.00 pm, and 
private members’ business will continue from 7.00 to 8.00 pm so that the three hours that is set down for private 
members’ business can be accommodated. 
Question put and passed. 

HUMAN TISSUE AND TRANSPLANT AMENDMENT BILL 2022 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Ms A. Sanderson (Minister for Health), and read a first time. 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 
MS A. SANDERSON (Morley — Minister for Health) [12.25 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
The Human Tissue and Transplant Act 1982, the act, provides for the removal of human tissue for transplantation, 
for other therapeutic purposes, for medical and scientific purposes and for post-mortem examinations. Since the 
introduction of this act, there have been revolutionary changes in biological technologies and substantial growth 
in the range of medical products derived from human tissue. These therapeutic goods supplied through local, national 
and international trade arrangements have been essential in the practice of modern medicine. The act’s current 
general prohibition for trading of human tissue products is based on proposals that were adopted from the 1977 
Australian Law Reform Commission’s seventh report, Human tissue transplants, and is no longer fit for purpose. 
The bill I present today will provide a refreshed regulatory framework for a broad range of existing tissue supply 
contracts and arrangements, and will support access to future advancements in biological medicines and technologies. 
The bill will align with the existing national and state processes for tissue supply to reduce the regulatory burden 
on industry and government. 
I now turn to the key elements of the bill. The bill is broken up into three parts. Part 1 provides for the short title 
and commencement of the bill. As some of the bill’s provisions will require regulations to be brought into effect, 
part 2, divisions 1 and 2, and part 3 of the bill will come into effect on the day after royal assent. The rest of the 
bill will come into effect on a date set by proclamation, and different days may be fixed for different provisions. 
It is anticipated that work on these regulations will commence following the bill’s passage through Parliament. 
Part 2 provides for the amendments to the Human Tissue and Transplant Act 1982. This is the substantive part of 
the bill. Part 3 provides for minor consequential amendments to the Anatomy Act 1930 and the Health Legislation 
Administration Act 1984. 
Firstly, the bill will expand on the types of tissues that may be removed by non-medical practitioners. The bill will 
allow, in addition to medical practitioners, other authorised and appropriately trained technicians to remove skin 
and musculoskeletal tissue in addition to ocular tissue from deceased donors for transplantation or other specified 
purposes. Removal of these tissues from deceased donors can be performed safely by appropriately trained 
technicians in the absence of a medical practitioner, and is usual practice in a number of other jurisdictions. This 
change supports the safe, timely and efficient removal of tissue and reduces the loss of potential donor tissue, 
which may occur when a medical practitioner is not available. 
Secondly, the bill will allow certain authorised suppliers to recover the costs involved in supplying a human tissue 
product for specified purposes when the human tissue has been first provided or supplied through altruistic 
donation—that is not for valuable consideration—and has been subject to processing and treatment. The term 
“authorised supplier’ is defined in the bill to mean a person who supplies therapeutic goods that comprise, contain 
or are derived from tissue and are included in the register or are registered goods under the commonwealth 
Therapeutic Goods Act 1989, the TGA; or a person who owns or controls a tissue bank prescribed in the regulations. 
For example, as donor human milk is considered a human tissue under the act, this will allow costs to be recovered by 
prescribed tissue banks supplying pasteurised donor human milk for vulnerable preterm infants in Western Australia. 
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Thirdly, the bill will allow for other important supply arrangements for human tissue products that may not necessarily 
meet the requirements set out for authorised suppliers, but are essential human tissue supply arrangements for modern 
medical practice. For example, some international human tissue products may not be processed from altruistically 
donated tissue or limited to a cost-recovery amount. These types of sale and supply arrangements include: contracts 
or arrangements for the supply of blood products, including fresh blood products and plasma-derived products, 
and including a number of products sourced from overseas, on the National Product Price List; contracts or 
arrangements for the sale or supply of tissue by an exempt entity, where the sale or supply is carried out by or with 
an exempt entity or the commonwealth government for the benefit of an exempt entity, and the tissue is the subject 
of an agreement between the exempt entity and the commonwealth or state—an “exempt entity” is defined in the 
bill as an entity prescribed by the regulations that is a party to an agreement with the commonwealth or the state 
for the sale or supply of tissue; and contracts or arrangements for the sale or supply of therapeutic goods that 
comprise, contain or are derived from tissue—biologicals, biological medicines and combination products—that 
has been authorised or approved under the Therapeutic Goods Administration, the special access scheme and the 
clinical trials scheme. 

Fourthly, the bill will allow authorised schools of anatomy, as defined in the Anatomy Act 1930, to recover costs 
involved with the supply of donated cadaveric material within WA and in relation to interjurisdictional transfers 
within Australia that are authorised under the Anatomy Act 1930. This is essential for anatomical teaching, 
specialist surgical training and medical research in WA. 

Fifthly, the bill provides new powers for the Minister for Health to ensure proper oversight of these new trading 
arrangements. These include, firstly, where special circumstances exist, the ability for the minister to approve certain 
contracts or arrangements that would otherwise be void under the new regulatory framework. The minister’s 
approval in this regard will be contingent upon the recommendations of a new advisory body, known as the human 
tissue advisory body. This approval power does not, however, extend to contracts or arrangements for the retrieval 
or use of fresh, viable organs for donor-to-host organ transplantation. It will remain an offence to trade fresh, 
viable organs for monetary payment or reward. 

The new human tissue advisory body will also provide recommendations to the minister regarding the prescribing 
of tissue banks as authorised suppliers in the regulations. Secondly, the bill also provides a new power for the 
Minister for Health to make an order declaring that a specified contract or arrangement, or class of contract or 
arrangement, that may otherwise fall within one of the permissible sale and supply arrangements under the new 
regulatory framework to be void. 

This power to veto an otherwise authorised contract or arrangement recognises that, although national regulatory 
processes such as those provided through the TGA are robust, these processes are generally focused on product safety 
and quality; national assessment of supply arrangements may not extend to the provenance of tissue. Breaches of 
international legislation, and ethical concerns relating to live and deceased human tissue donation practices outside 
Australia have arisen from time to time, and this new power will offer an additional safeguard. 

Other components of the bill include updates to the terms used in sections 3 and 6 of the act to ensure consistency 
with the Human Reproductive Technology Act 1991; updates to include gender-neutral terminology throughout the 
act; amendments to clarify that tissue may be removed and used for education, training and quality assurance relating 
to a therapeutic, medical or scientific purpose; provision for the Minister for Health to approve certain advertisements 
or classes of advertisements relating to the buying in Australia of human tissue or of the right to take tissue from the 
bodies of persons; provision for delegation of the minister’s powers or duties under the act; provision for regulations 
to adopt, in whole or with modification, other regulatory instructions such as codes or other subsidiary regulation; 
increases to the penalties for trading and advertising relating to trading in human tissue; and amendments to clarify 
that part 3 of the act does not apply to the removal of tissue for the purposes of the practice of anatomy under the 
Anatomy Act 1930. 

The sale and supply of human tissue is a sensitive and complex issue. It is important to stress that the need to 
uphold ethical principles ensuring donors are not exploited, that respect is shown for both living and deceased 
individuals, and that the human body is not treated as a commodity to be sold for profit, has underpinned the 
development of the bill. The bill therefore aims to support access to lifesaving and life-enhancing human tissue 
and tissue products for patients in need, whilst ensuring the sale and supply of human tissue is ethical and 
appropriately regulated. 

Pursuant to Legislative Council standing order 126(1), I advise that this bill is not a uniform legislation bill. It does 
not ratify or give effect to an intergovernmental or multilateral agreement to which the government of the state is 
a party; nor does this bill, by reason of its subject matter, introduce a uniform scheme or uniform laws throughout 
the commonwealth. 

I commend the bill to the house. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr P.J. Rundle. 
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LAND TAX ASSESSMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2022 
Introduction and First Reading 

Bill introduced, on motion by Dr A.D. Buti (Minister for Finance), and read a first time. 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 
DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale — Minister for Finance) [12.35 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
The bill seeks to amend the Land Tax Assessment Act 2002 to resolve issues with the caravan park land tax 
exemption and introduce a new land tax exemption for home owners in full-time care. Caravan parks and camping 
grounds provide important, low-cost permanent and holiday accommodation throughout our state. To support these 
businesses, these parks receive an exemption from land tax. A decision by the State Administrative Tribunal in 
2018 created uncertainty in the industry and meant that the exemption could not apply to new parks which contain 
relocatable homes that are not vehicles. These types of relocatable homes in a caravan park are often owned and 
lived in by permanent residents, commonly seniors. The bill will address the impacts of the tribunal decision and 
maintains the integrity of the exemption while ensuring that caravan parks can still access the exemption. 
The new exemption will provide tax relief for parks containing owner-occupied relocatable homes. These parks 
will be fully exempt from land tax if at least 75 per cent of their accommodation sites are owner-occupied relocatable 
homes. As most relocatable homes are owner-occupied, it is expected that a full exemption will apply to most parks. 
A partial exemption will apply if owner-occupied sites comprise less than 75 per cent of the park’s accommodation. 
This change will create a formal land tax exemption for residential parks containing owner-occupied homes. It will 
ensure that owner-occupiers in parks, who are often older or on lower fixed incomes, will not be indirectly charged 
land tax. 
The new exemption also will continue to provide land tax relief for parks which provide low-cost holiday 
accommodation. These parks will be fully exempt from land tax if at least 75 per cent of their accommodation 
sites are caravan and camp sites. A partial exemption will apply if caravan and camp sites comprise less than 
75 per cent of the sites in a park. This continues the intent of the current caravan park exemption and provides 
a full exemption for parks that provide sufficient low-cost holiday accommodation. The exemption will also apply 
to parks that provide a mixture of short-stay holiday accommodation and long-term accommodation for permanent 
residents. Park owners will need to provide information about the sites in their park and the uses of the various 
areas in their park. From this, RevenueWA will calculate the land tax exemption. 
The government, through RevenueWA, provided opportunities for feedback from caravan and park home industry 
groups during the drafting of the bill to ensure that the legislative amendments will achieve the intended policy 
outcomes and be practical to administer. These changes were announced on 30 June 2020. They will benefit taxpayers 
and apply retrospectively from the 2020–21 financial year. A park will not be disadvantaged by the retrospective 
amendments. If a park will be exempt to a lesser extent under the amendments, the current exemption will continue 
to apply and the proposed exemption will apply from the financial year following royal assent to the bill. 
This bill could also be said to recognise the well-known truism that nothing can be said to be certain except death—
or, put a little more sensitively, ageing—and taxes. Importantly, for many Western Australians, given our ageing 
population and the incidence of living with significant disability, the bill will also provide a new land tax exemption 
for home owners in full-time care. Land tax is not charged on a person’s principal place of residence. However, when 
an individual stops living in their home as a result of moving into full-time care, such as a nursing home or hospital, 
the land tax exemption no longer applies to their home. This is an unfair result that can put financial pressure on 
members of our community. The bill provides that a property will be exempt from land tax if its owner has moved 
into full-time care and the property is not rented. This is a commonsense legislative change to assist members of our 
community who move into full-time care and can no longer live in their home, as well as their families or carers. 
These changes were announced on 11 May 2020 and will apply from 1 July 2020, to provide an exemption for people 
who have moved into care since that date. 
The bill will also update the notification requirements that apply to taxpayers who receive certain land tax exemptions. 
Under a notification requirement, a landowner must notify the commissioner of any event or circumstance that 
could cause an exemption to no longer apply. Currently, the Land Tax Assessment Act creates specific notification 
requirements for particular exemptions. The bill will remove these specific requirements and introduce a general 
notification requirement for landowners who receive any land tax exemption or concession. This change will ensure 
that landowners do not receive tax reductions to which they are not entitled. The amendments include protections 
to ensure that owners will be informed of their obligation. A detailed explanatory memorandum has been prepared 
to provide further details on the amendments and assist with understanding the legislation. 
I commend the bill to the house. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Mr P.J. Rundle. 
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EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT 
(TEMPORARY COVID-19 PROVISIONS) BILL 2022 

All Stages — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [12.42 pm]: I move — 

That so much of the standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the Emergency Management 
Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022 to proceed through all stages without delay 
between the stages. 

Obviously, the intention of the government is to pass the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary 
COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022 through this place and enable it to be transferred to the other place for it to be 
debated as soon as practicable and to pass. I will explain the reasons for the urgency of this bill. The government has 
for some time been operating under COVID response arrangements. Of course, those arrangements have fared us 
well as a state in terms of securing and encouraging a strong and enduring economy, with record low unemployment 
levels, participation rates that are above those of any other state in the nation, and a range of very positive outcomes 
for the people of Western Australia. We have been operating under the Emergency Management Act arrangements 
on a three-monthly rolling basis. The proposal before the house is to pass all stages of the bill today. The bill will 
allow a temporary fit-for-purpose legal framework for the ongoing management of COVID-19. As members are 
aware, COVID-19 still exists amongst us, but how we deal with COVID-19 has been modified. The framework is 
outlined in the bill. The reason it is important for the bill to be dealt with as quickly as possible is that it will allow 
COVID-19 to be managed outside of a state of emergency, with these arrangements to expire after two years. 
Under the legislation, the State Emergency Coordinator will be able to make COVID-19 declarations to keep WA 
safe. The bill will draw on the arrangements that have contributed to our success in managing the pandemic to date. 
There has been much criticism by the opposition of the existing emergency management arrangements. Indeed, there 
are numerous examples of the opposition calling for an end to the existing state of emergency provisions. As members 
are aware, the requirement to have this legislation in place as soon as possible is why the bill is being introduced today. 
We have just been through a period in which some sitting days were curtailed due to the death of Her Majesty Queen 
Elizabeth II, and we are about to go into a three-week recess in which the Parliament will not sit. We want the new 
arrangements to be in place as soon as practicable, and we seek the support of the opposition in this. As I said, if we pass 
the bill today—the last day before a three-week period in which the Parliament will not sit—it will allow the bill to be 
considered by the other place at its earliest opportunity in October, and then hopefully passed as soon as practicable. It 
will hopefully be in place and operational by late October or November. To me, that is a reasonable outcome, particularly 
given the opposition itself has been seeking—in fact, demanding—an end to the current arrangements under the state of 
emergency provisions of the Emergency Management Act. I could go through a range of quotes from various members 
opposite regarding the intentions of this act, but, again, I think it is important that the house considers this motion. 
We have made arrangements to sit later into the evening if required to enable the bill to be debated and all stages 
to be considered. As I said, the expectation is that we will be able to pass this bill later today or this evening in 
order for it to be in the other place for consideration and then made law as soon as practicable. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.48 pm]: I rise to speak against this motion. 
In doing so, I want to run through a couple of things the Leader of the House has just outlined. He gave the background 
of the current situation in this state and an understanding of what the arrangements in the bill seek to do. The 
Leader of the House failed to outline any reason to debate this bill at this time, with three sitting weeks in October 
remaining for the Legislative Council to consider legislation properly. It is not until 4 January next year that the 
current arrangements come to an end. The Leader of the House made an error when he said that the current 
arrangements are on a three-month rolling basis, because I understand that is what this bill proposes to put in place. 
At the moment, the minister is maintaining the state of emergency on a fortnightly basis. The opposition is not arguing 
for the retention of the state of emergency; in fact, we have called for the state of emergency to be replaced with 
a better set of arrangements. The government has presented the opposition with a bill, and we have been diligently 
applying ourselves throughout the night to understand what it contains. Now, the government expects us to debate 
this bill tonight. That is not a fit way to consider such an important piece of legislation. The minister has failed to 
outline the reason for the urgency. The Legislative Council would have plenty of time to debate this matter if we 
were given sufficient time to digest all the information and properly deal with it in this house. 
This current session of Parliament is less than two years old and, so far, 12 pieces of legislation have been introduced 
without notice or with a day’s notice, requiring a suspension of standing orders to consider those bills. Examples 
are the Planning and Development Amendment Bill 2022, which the Minister for Planning put through this place; 
the COVID-19 Response Legislation Amendment (Extension of Expiring Provisions) Bill 2022, which was another 
rushed bill; the Treasurer’s Advance Authorisation Bill 2022, which was another rushed bill; and the Small Business 
Development Corporation Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2022, which the Minister for Small Business 
brought to this place. The opposition supported the suspension of standing orders to consider that bill because 
there was a degree of urgency involved and the need to adequately deal with arrangements for the Small Business 
Development Corporation to distribute money to those small businesses. We saw a genuine need for that and the 



4260 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 21 September 2022] 

 

opposition supported that, just as it supported many, many pieces of legislation in the previous Parliament, some of 
which were brought in under the then existing COVID temporary suspension orders that were in place throughout 
the last Parliament. The opposition is not opposed to every piece of legislation that the government brings to this 
place being dealt with urgently if it sees a genuine need for that. It is opposed to the practice that has begun to be the 
norm with this government, giving insufficient notice and insufficient time to the opposition to digest the information. 
We received a briefing last night during the dinner break, which was only an hour long. I could not go to the whole 
briefing because I had business to deal with in the house immediately following the cessation of the dinner break. 
The briefing went for about an hour and 20 minutes. A remark was made by the advisers that it had been going 
a very long time. I am sorry, but it is a significant bill and members want to understand as much as they can to 
properly debate this bill. Can members imagine being presented with a bill of this complexity and with a number 
of implications for Western Australians going forward? To be given a briefing at dinner time last night and be 
expected to contribute to the debate properly throughout the rest of the day is, I think, disrespectful to the Parliament. 
It is not only disrespectful to the opposition; it is disrespectful to the Parliament and the processes it represents. The 
government may have its reasons to make this bill urgent, but the Leader of the House failed to outline those. 
I will not waste the time of the house by going through the rest of those bills that were declared to be urgent, which 
were not urgent, but there are many. At the other end of the process, we see bills that were introduced into this 
place that have been sitting on the notice paper for so long that they have fallen off the notice paper because they 
have not been discussed in a whole year. On Tuesday I think it was, the Motor Vehicle Repairers and Dealers 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2021 fell off the notice paper and I do not believe it has been restored to the notice 
paper. The Iron Ore Agreements Legislation Amendment Bill 2021 fell off the notice paper; and, previously, the 
Animal Welfare and Trespass Legislation Amendment Bill 2021 fell off the notice paper and had to be restored in 
this current year. We see a pattern of disrespect for the processes of Parliament and an inability to provide proper 
notice or to give us the information we need to be able to properly digest legislation. 
I also point out that last night we were given a slide show and then this morning, I think it was, the slides were 
sent to us. The opposition was briefed yesterday, 20 September, but I see here that the State Parliamentary Labor 
Party briefing took place the day before. Why could not we have been offered a briefing on the same day—that is, 
19 September? At least we would have had some time to digest the information and to ask questions. This morning 
we received supplementary information on a number of questions. There has been no opportunity for us to go 
through that amount of information, given the amount of time we have had. 
I voice my opposition to this suspension of standing orders, not because I want to prolong a state of emergency in 
the state, but it is important that the processes of Parliament are respected and that proper notice is given, where 
possible. The Leader of the House could have given us at least another day, which would have enabled us to do 
more research and discuss the issues with the parties around this bill. We have not had an opportunity as a whole 
to have our parties examine these bills and come to positions that have been agreed amongst all members of the 
party, because we have not had time to brief them and get all their views. That is not a good position to be in when 
we are dealing with such an important piece of legislation. I am suggesting that this has now become the norm for 
the government to disrespect the Parliament and to run through pieces of legislation without due processes being 
in place for us to properly assess them. Again, as I did on many occasions, including the Treasurer’s Advance 
Authorisation Bill, I put on the record that we are very disappointed and dismayed with this government and the 
way it is treating the Parliament. It shows a lack of respect to not only the people we represent but also the people 
that government backbenchers represent, because I wonder what input they have had into this. 
I will conclude on that. I do not want to hold us up forever. I do not know whether anybody else will speak to this 
matter, but I am certainly opposed to this suspension of standing orders. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [12.58 pm]: I want to make some closing remarks. 
The suspension of standing orders will enable the government to deliver exactly what the opposition has been calling 
for. The opposition has been calling for a new way to manage the COVID rules and what happens in the community. 
The opposition has called for it time and again. Members opposite have resisted and criticised the state of emergency 
powers. They have said some extreme things in the community about the state of emergency. They said we should 
have a step-down provision, and here it is. This bill will provide a step-down provision. The government finds it 
a bit rich that members opposite have time to go to the media to do full-on interviews and then say they do not have 
time to get across the legislation. The opposition should concentrate on what it needs to do to get across the legislation 
and be ready for the debate. 
Mr R.S. Love: How dare you! You brought the legislation in at dinner time last night. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If members opposite took this place seriously, they would be here to attend parliamentary sittings. 
On a normal day when we look across the chamber towards the opposition benches, we see that at least two or 
three opposition members are not there. If members opposite took Parliament seriously, they would be here; they 
would rock up to question time and for debates. The Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 
Provisions) Bill 2022 will deliver exactly what the opposition has called for. As I said, every time we have had 
a state of emergency, members opposite went out there and called the Premier and the minister names and talked 
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about regimes and so forth. This will provide the step-down approach to allow for the introduction of rules to help 
manage things such as mask wearing in certain facilities. Some of those rules still need to be in place but without 
the requirement of a full declaration of a state of emergency. That is why the bill will be introduced. 
In relation to parliamentary proceedings, last week we had an unprecedented week off. We did not know that we 
would be having a week off. Those things have thrown the government’s ability to manage some legislation. 
Tomorrow is a public holiday. None of us thought that tomorrow would be a public holiday. All these things have 
required us to manage the legislation in this way. Opposition members should not argue for something only to 
argue against it when we introduce it. As I said, this opposition wants to be offended every day. Every day that the 
government does something, it is offended. It is offended that we not do not have a step-down process, but when 
we bring in a step-down process, it is offended by that. Opposition members are constantly offended and after 
a while, because they are constantly offended, no-one takes them seriously and this continues to be the case. 
We on this side of the house support the suspension of standing orders because we want to get on and create a new 
way of handling the COVID pandemic. It is important that we transition away from the state of emergency to a new 
way of managing COVID in the community. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [1.01 pm]: I was not going to contribute to this debate, 
but after the Minister for Transport’s delusional presentation, I feel compelled to do so. I say that because if the minister 
believes that the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022 will end the state 
of emergency, she is delusional. The bill will not end the state of emergency; it will continue the state of emergency. 
The only thing that will change is the name. I seriously doubt that when the Minister for Transport was in opposition 
during previous Parliaments that she would have accepted this as a reasonable process for such an important bill. 
Minister, the reality is that the government has until November to deal with this bill. That is the requirement because, in 
fact, the powers that exist in the Emergency Management Act 2005 and the extension carry through to early next year. 
That is the time the government has. The way the government is handling this bill is an absolute disgrace and an absolute 
abuse of Parliament. It is a complex bill with the most serious provisions, which I will go through during my contribution 
in this place. The way this has been done is a disgrace. The fact that the minister responsible, the Premier, has delegated 
the bill to the Leader of the House and is not even bothered to be in Parliament during the debate is an absolute 
disgrace. If the Premier could not be here, there is no reason that the bill could not have been delayed. If the Premier — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mrs L.A. Munday): Ministers! 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Ministers, the member is on his feet! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: If the Premier were serious about this bill and did not treat us with contempt, he would have 
readily delayed debating the bill until he could be in the chamber. This is utterly inappropriate. To say that the 
opposition should not alert the public through the media about the government’s disgraceful behaviour or the 
content of this bill again goes against all the democratic principles of this place. Government members know that 
it is our role as the opposition to be informed and to inform the public about what is happening in this place. When 
we think the government is doing something egregious, as it is now, it is our duty to inform the public. On top of 
all the other things that we were preparing for today, we did not have adequate time to properly review the bill. 
That is disgraceful and there is no need for it. I will go through that further in my contribution. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mrs L.A. Munday) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (44) 

Mr S.N. Aubrey Ms M.J. Hammat Mr K.J.J. Michel Mr D.A.E. Scaife 
Mr G. Baker Mr T.J. Healy Mr S.A. Millman Ms J.J. Shaw 
Ms H.M. Beazley Mr W.J. Johnston Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms R.S. Stephens 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr H.T. Jones Ms L.A. Munday Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr D.J. Kelly Mrs L.M. O’Malley Dr K. Stratton 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Ms E.J. Kelsbie Mr S.J. Price Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Ms C.M. Collins Ms A.E. Kent Mr D.T. Punch Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr R.H. Cook Dr J. Krishnan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr P. Lilburne Ms M.M. Quirk Ms C.M. Tonkin 
Ms K.E. Giddens Ms S.F. McGurk Ms R. Saffioti Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr D.R. Michael Ms A. Sanderson Ms C.M. Rowe (Teller) 

 
Noes (5) 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr R.S. Love Mr P.J. Rundle (Teller)  
Dr D.J. Honey Ms L. Mettam  

Question thus passed. 
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Introduction and First Reading 
Bill introduced, on motion by Mr R.R. Whitby (Minister for Environment), and read a first time. 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the minister. 

Second Reading 
MR R.R. WHITBY (Baldivis — Minister for Environment) [1.10 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
The bill before the house today seeks to amend the Emergency Management Act 2005 and other acts to provide 
a temporary legislative framework for the ongoing management of COVID-19 after current state of emergency 
declarations end. 
Western Australia has earned an enviable reputation for its strong management of COVID-19. While other 
countries and states dealt with the toll of widespread outbreaks through 2020 and 2021, we successfully supressed 
and eliminated community transmission of the virus for almost two years, while maintaining our strong economy. 
As noted in the 2022–23 state budget, Western Australia’s domestic economy has grown by 7.2 per cent since the 
start of the pandemic—the strongest of all the states. 
Although some Australian states endured long lockdowns and harsh restrictions, and lived through the devastating 
impacts of the Delta variant, WA spent only 12 days in lockdown outside the first few months of the pandemic. 
To avoid the conditions impacting other states and enjoy our open, largely COVID-19-free lifestyle, thousands of 
people moved to Western Australia. Our borders were closed while other states battled major Omicron outbreaks 
at the start of the year, providing the opportunity for Western Australians to better protect themselves with a third 
dose of a COVID-19 vaccination. We then opened the borders in March, with the highest third-dose vaccination 
coverage in the country. This added level of protection, coupled with sensible public health and social measures, 
meant that we were able to avoid the full extent of Western Australians losing their lives that we might otherwise 
have witnessed. 
Since our first Omicron peak, we have gradually stepped down public health and social measures and testing and 
isolation protocols based on health advice. Baseline measures, such as isolation for positive cases and masks in 
certain settings, remain in place to protect vulnerable cohorts. We have moved towards living with COVID-19 and 
emphasising personal responsibility for doing the right thing—practising hand hygiene, staying home if we are sick 
and wearing masks as required. We achieved our soft landing and, on behalf of the Western Australian government, 
I would like to thank each and every Western Australian for their efforts to keep us safe. The last two and a half years 
have been challenging, and I acknowledge the sacrifices that many Western Australians have needed to make for 
the benefit of our community. 
Although we have entered a new phase, the pandemic is by no means over. The recent Omicron wave presented 
new challenges throughout winter, particularly due to the emergence of new sub-variants. Our experience of 
effectively managing the previous waves has prepared us to minimise the impact of the new sub-variants. COVID-19 is 
continuously evolving and we must remain prepared. Therefore, at a minimum, there is a need to maintain some 
baseline public health and social measures and testing and isolation requirements, primarily to protect the vulnerable 
population and minimise hospitalisations. In addition, we need to be prepared for the possibility that severe or 
vaccine-resistant variants may emerge and require a prompt escalation in response. 
Our strong response to COVID-19 has been enabled by our emergency management frameworks under the 
Emergency Management Act and the Public Health Act. However, as we move into this new phase of living with 
COVID-19, it is important that our legislative frameworks also evolve as needed. The amendments before the house 
propose a temporary, fit-for-purpose legal framework for the ongoing management of COVID-19 for two years, 
outside of a state of emergency. Under the new framework, the State Emergency Coordinator can make a COVID-19 
declaration for up to three months at a time when a specific threshold is met, and the declaration must be revoked 
when it is no longer necessary. The Chief Health Officer must be consulted in making, extending and revoking the 
declaration. When a COVID-19 declaration is in place, the State Emergency Coordinator and authorised COVID-19 
officers can exercise a range of COVID-19 powers to manage the pandemic. The COVID-19 powers include those 
that have been regularly relied on to manage COVID-19 to date, and will allow directions to be made and actions 
to be taken to prevent, control or abate the risks associated with COVID-19. 
Certain powers that are available only in a state of emergency will not be available under the COVID-19 declaration, 
including the ability to close the interstate border. However, if there is an escalation in infections and there was 
a need for a significant and coordinated response and extraordinary measures to control the spread of COVID-19, 
such as implementation of a controlled interstate border, a state of emergency for COVID-19 may also be declared. 
The bill will amend section 72A of the Emergency Management Act to restrict it so that it may be relied on only 
if a state of emergency declaration is in force in relation to COVID-19. Section 72A will no longer expire on 
4 January 2023 and will be available during the same two-year period that the temporary COVID-19 provisions 
are in place for. 
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The amendments also specify that the State Emergency Coordinator may take into account social and economic 
considerations, as well as public health considerations, when making, amending or revoking directions. These 
considerations are important and appropriate in a prolonged pandemic with potential for widespread community 
impacts. The bill retains existing requirements to publish declarations and directions, while also introducing 
a requirement for the publication of health advice related to a COVID-19 declaration. The bill will also make 
consequential amendments to other legislation to account for the COVID-19 declaration and COVID-19 powers. 
Our approach in bringing in this bill is consistent with the actions of a number of other states and territories that have 
introduced legislative amendments to enable their ongoing COVID-19 response outside of emergency declarations. 
The amendments before the house are for the temporary management of COVID-19 and will expire after two years. 
COVID-19 has been a significant test of Western Australia’s emergency management frameworks, with state of 
emergency provisions being used for the first time. The pandemic has highlighted that existing frameworks were 
not designed for prolonged events of this magnitude. After the states of emergency end, work can commence to 
examine the suitability of relevant legislation and incorporate lessons learnt from the past two years to futureproof 
arrangements on a long-term basis for COVID-19 and other pandemics that may arise. 
The bill retains the arrangements that have contributed to our success in managing the pandemic to date, while 
incorporating elements that are fit for purpose and appropriate for the medium term. The new framework is sensible and 
necessary in continuing to protect the community from the ongoing impacts and challenges presented by COVID-19. 
I commend the bill to the house. 

Appropriations 
Message from the Governor received and read recommending appropriations for the purposes of the bill. 

Second Reading Resumed 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [1.20 pm]: Normally, when I am dealing with 
legislation, I like to look at the speech that the minister made when reading the bill into the house. In this case, of 
course, because we have not had the opportunity to analyse what the minister has said in detail, I have taken some 
notes and made some scribblings as we have gone through. 
We have already discussed the very flimsy pretext for the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary 
COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022 to be brought on as a matter of urgency. The message from the Governor that 
has just been read recommending appropriations for the purposes of this bill has come as a complete surprise to 
me. I guess that explains why the bill is coming to this house and not to the house where the Minister for Emergency 
Services is actually seated. That is the first I had heard that this is an appropriation bill. The message from the 
Governor was read after the minister’s second reading speech, in fact. That just goes to show the lack of detail that 
we are dealing with here as we try to go through this bill. 
As I said, I find second reading speeches to be good guides of what is in the mind of the government, so I will try 
to briefly pick up a few points that I scribbled down as the minister was reading his speech. 
At the end of the very first page, the minister outlined the background of the performance of the state over the last 
two years. He went on to say that we have entered a new phase, with the pandemic by no means being over, and 
pointed out that there may be other variants to come. The opposition understands that. We understand that there is 
a need for some continuing ability for the government to deal with fresh variants. We are not suggesting for a moment 
that that is not the case. We do not necessarily agree that they will need to be dealt with to quite the same level and 
in the way that the minister is proposing. 
The minister’s speech continued — 

Therefore, at a minimum, there is a need to maintain some baseline public health and social measures 
and testing and isolation requirements, primarily to protect the vulnerable population and minimise 
hospitalisations. In addition, we need to be prepared for the possibility that severe or vaccine-resistant 
variants may emerge and require a prompt escalation in response. 

I suppose there would be a re-declaration of a state of emergency if such an issue were to arise. But the minister 
said that “at a minimum, there is a need to maintain some baseline public health and social measures”. I think the 
bill before us is more than a minimum. The only real difference will be the suspension of the powers under 
section 72A of the Emergency Management Act, including the provisions to prevent people from crossing the 
state border. Otherwise, it seems that all the powers that exist in the Emergency Management Act will still reside 
under a COVID-19 declaration, so to describe it as a “minimum” or a “baseline” is perhaps a little bit rich, I would 
have thought. 
The minister continued — 

Our strong response to COVID-19 has been enabled by our emergency management frameworks under 
the Emergency Management Act and the Public Health Act. However, as we move into this new phase 
of living with COVID-19, it is important that our legislative frameworks also evolve as needed. 
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That is the case in other states, and I will go through some of those situations later, but those states have made 
dramatically different decisions from this government about these measures and the way they have gone about 
moving to the next phase. I hope that the government does not jump up and make some cheap shot and say, “See how 
they manage everything else.” It is now managing a situation going forward of not only the public expectation for 
the government to have reasonable levers at its disposal, but also the need for transparency and for people to return 
to normal life as much as possible. In other states, we see different provisions being taken. 
The minister continued — 

Under the new framework, the State Emergency Coordinator can make a COVID-19 declaration for up 
to three months at a time when a specific threshold is met, … 

I have to say, the threshold test that I have seen is anything but specific. It is basically lifted straight from the existing 
legislation. A threshold test already exists in the Emergency Management Act for the declaration of a state of 
emergency, and the wording in this bill is exactly the same as in that legislation, so there is not really a very specific 
threshold that will need to be met. In fact, we know that it is only for the three-month declaration, when there will be 
advice and some level of transparency of the reasons for the decision being made. That is different from other states. 
I skip through to other matters that the minister raised. He said — 

The amendments also specify that the State Emergency Coordinator may take into account social and 
economic considerations, as well as public health considerations, when making, amending or revoking 
directions. 

Again, I would ask what level of guidance there is for the State Emergency Coordinator in such a weak provision. 
The minister says “may take into account” without there being any understanding of what that actually means, 
how those considerations would be judged and what weight should be given to each of those considerations. 
As I understand, in normal circumstances, the State Emergency Coordinator is the Commissioner of Police. I want 
to say from the outset that none of this is intended to be in any way a slight on the person who holds the position 
of police commissioner. We are talking about the position, not the person. I, and we, are not in any way seeking to 
denigrate either the police commissioner or his predecessor, who is now the Governor. I make the point very strongly 
that this is about the process that is being put in place; it is not about the people involved. But I would ask that 
there be an explanation of how the State Emergency Coordinator could possibly be skilled enough to be able to give 
a detailed examination of all these factors without specific indications of how they are to be judged and any sort 
of guidance on what the threshold will look like. 
I take the point that in the past, the threshold has been judged, if you like, by a minister of the Crown—an elected 
person—with some level of oversight, I would imagine, from the cabinet and the Parliament. There will not be 
that level of oversight under the system that the minister is seeking to bring in. 
The minister’s speech continues — 

Our approach in bringing in this bill is consistent with the actions of a number of other states and territories 
that have introduced legislative amendments to enable their ongoing COVID-19 response outside of 
emergency declarations. 

A little bit later in this discussion, I am going to discuss at some level two Labor states and demonstrate that, actually, 
our approach is far from consistent with those other Labor states’ responses to the very similar situations now faced 
by all jurisdictions in Australia. There are no state boundaries being put up anywhere at the moment, so the whole 
country is in a similar position in the pandemic; each jurisdiction is experiencing very much the same number of 
infections and level of response required. 
The minister continued — 

The amendments before the house are for the temporary management of COVID-19 and will expire after 
two years. 

Given the experience that we have had with the continuing six-monthly rollover of the powers of section 72A of 
the Emergency Management Act, which is frequently just dragooned through this house without any real discussion 
and without a demonstration of the need for that length of time to be taken, the likelihood that the government is 
not going to move to further amend the legislation before the expiration of two years is very low, in my view. I am 
not confident that this measure will drop away in two years. Other states have taken steps that will have measures 
that they can call on if required going forward, but they have been quite explicit about that. I think it is disingenuous 
to say that this will drop off in two years. Past experience would suggest that, as likely as not, a case would be 
made to continue it, just in case the disease comes back. I have no confidence that that will be the case. 
Having just briefly critiqued the second reading speech that the minister representing the Minister for Emergency 
Services has given, I will go back to general discussion around the bill. From the outset, for the reasons that opposition 
members will outline, we will not be supporting this bill. We will be opposing this bill. We are opposed to this bill 
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for a number of reasons. Rather than accuse us of wanting to prolong the state of emergency, I think the minister 
should look at what he is doing. Rather than letting that state of emergency lapse, he has instead effectively introduced 
a bill, most of which will continue for at least the next two years. As I said, there is no guarantee that the minister 
will not simply amend legislation towards the end of those two years if he thinks it is convenient to do so. 

Further consideration that makes us very wary about this—again, I reiterate that this is not about the person; it is 
about the position and process—is that the legislation appears to outsource the responsibility for decisions and 
oversight from the elected minister of the cabinet, presumably discussing that with the minister when these situations 
are decided, and replacing that instead with a process under which the State Emergency Coordinator will make 
that decision. Only at the declaration of the three-month period, not through the provision of any directions or powers, 
do the reasons and the advice informing that decision need to be published. That is starkly different from what 
some other states are doing. 

Again, I hasten to say that these are Labor states of the government’s own political persuasion that are seeing the 
need to have more transparency and a better way of ensuring that there is confidence in all the processes. I reiterate 
that I am not expressing any lack of confidence in either the previous commissioner or the current commissioner, 
who happens to be the State Emergency Coordinator, but simply that this person is not under the same amount of 
oversight as is the case in other jurisdictions. 

I am the lead speaker on this debate in this house. I expect that the shadow Minister for Emergency Services, 
Hon Martin Aldridge, who is in the other place, will prosecute the discussions around this bill with a great deal of 
vigour when it gets up to the Legislative Council. We know that in Western Australia the Legislative Council is under 
the control of the government. I think I heard somewhere the other day that no amendments have been accepted 
by the government in the time that has transpired since the last election. I would suggest that when this debate is 
addressed in the other place, it would be a very good time to listen carefully to those other members of Parliament, 
take on board their concerns and try to provide for the necessary transparency and democratic processes to be kept 
in place, as has happened in some other jurisdictions. 

I will talk very briefly about what this bill does because it is important to know that it adds a new part into the 
Emergency Management Act 2005—part 6A—which will effectively remove the minister’s responsibility to keep 
signing a declaration for a state of emergency for the powers required to provide some of the directions that have 
been made under the state of emergency. It will be replaced with a three-monthly declaration made by the State 
Emergency Coordinator. As I have said, there is very little oversight of that and very little guidance to the State 
Emergency Coordinator about exactly how to weigh up all the various competing social, economic and health 
considerations. I am sure he will do his very best, but we contend that removing the minister from that role will take 
away a very important democratic tool for the Parliament and the people of Western Australia to have confidence 
in the process with which the government is seeking to replace the current situation. 

If the government went with an amendment in the other house that involved the minister making that declaration, 
that would be one way it could perhaps engender more confidence in all parties in this place to ensure that 
a whole-of-government decision is being made. It would also ensure that all the reasons for both that declaration 
and also all the directions and invocations of power that follow will be transparent and known to everybody in the 
state. That would explain the reasons something is being done, and would exactly outline those considerations. We 
do not see that in this bill. Other states have moved to make this more of a Public Health Act matter rather than an 
Emergency Management Act matter. This state has decided to retain the Emergency Management Act approach. 
When we asked the question last night of the advisers, we were told that it has worked thus far. Perhaps, but the whole 
idea is that we are trying to transition out of that approach and find a different path. Yet the government has stayed 
down that one path, albeit with one provision being different—the removal of the right to impose a border lockdown 
under these COVID declarations as opposed to a state emergency declaration. Again, as I have said, we have 
a concern about the removal of the minister from that process. 

The Premier is on the record as saying that this would be a lighter touch approach, but if members looked at the 
bill, proposed section 77L, for instance, states that a COVID-19 officer may — 

… direct the evacuation and removal of persons from the declaration area or any part of the declaration area; 

In other words, people could be forcibly removed from their homes. These are not trivial powers. Many of the 
powers seem to have just been grabbed from other sections of the Emergency Management Act. Whether they are 
appropriate to the COVID response, they have been put in the legislation word for word. I think the member for 
Cottesloe intends to talk about those powers, so I will not dwell on that for any extended length of time to allow 
him to put on the record his concerns around that. 

We know that the State Disaster Council will continue to operate. I wonder whether the deliberations of that council 
will be public or will they be shrouded in cabinet-in-confidence or some other confidentiality? Will there be an 
understanding of exactly what is being discussed at the State Disaster Council and any of the other committees that 
are set up around the management of these new provisions? 
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As I said, the opposition has called for the end of the state of emergency, but we would prefer to see a public health 
response rather than an emergency management response. The Emergency Management Act works very well when 
there is a bushfire or other incidents, and it has worked to some extent throughout the most virulent aspects of the 
COVID pandemic, but we are attempting to move away from the rigid regime to a more health-based approach. 
At least the opposition believes that is the way that we should be moving. 
The government bill is nothing more than the continuation of most of the conditions of the current state of 
emergency by another name—a COVID-19 declaration. The bill will extend the powers in the act under section 72A, 
albeit some of them are laid aside for two years instead of the six-month expiration that this house agreed to the 
last time it was discussed. The opposition remains concerned with the conduct of the government as it tries to push 
this legislation through so quickly. I hope the government gives the other place time to properly consider these matters 
and takes on board its concerns and tries to address them, because members in that place represent a significant 
number of people in Western Australia. Believe it or not, there are people who are concerned about these matters. 
It is now 900 days, or thereabouts, since the first declaration of the state of emergency and the government has had 
plenty of time to consider the best way forward. Other jurisdictions have looked at ways to deal with this and have 
allowed independent reviews of COVID-19 management and the need for certain powers. Hon Martin Aldridge 
asked a question only on Tuesday about one of these matters. The uncorrected Hansard states — 

817. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to the state government’s G2G PASS system which was required for all entry into WA while 
border restrictions were in place. 
(1) Will the state government commit to an independent review into the G2G PASS system to ensure 

the fairness and integrity of the system? 
(2) If no to (1), why not? 
(3) Has any internal review, report, or inquiry into the G2G PASS system been requested or actioned 

by any state government agency? 
(4) If yes to (3), please provide details. 

The answer was simply — 
The state government is committed to undertaking a review of all pandemic settings at an appropriate 
time, in consultation with the commonwealth government, which has indicated that a national review is 
under consideration. 

Well, that is kicking the can down the road, is it not? Other states have taken the initiative to do the review themselves 
and have an understanding of the effect of the legislation that they have had in place, and I do not see any reason 
Western Australia should be dragging the chain on this very important matter. The Chief Health Officer has been 
integral to the government’s decision-making, providing advice to the government all the way through. As the most 
senior public health official in our state, he is best placed to lead a response that is, after all, now a health response 
rather than a police response. It seems to the opposition that the Chief Health Officer’s position, at least under the 
current bill, will be somewhat lessened in importance in the consideration of some of the matters, certainly around 
the need for directions and the publication of advice as directions and decisions are made, after the three-month 
period has been enacted for the COVID declaration.  
This bill will amend the Emergency Management Act to provide for a supposedly temporary scheme. I have said 
that I am not sure that there will not be a move to renew this again in two years. I return to the opposition’s other 
concern—that is, the lack of oversight by not having a minister or Parliament around the decision to call a COVID 
declaration, and the lack of oversight into other matters that would be decided following that. 
I contrast that with other states I have spoken about, one of which is Victoria. Victoria has a chequered history in 
dealing with the pandemic when it was in full flight, but since then has taken stock of a lot of the decisions that were 
made and has gone a long way towards ensuring transparency and process around decisions of government in the 
pandemic going forward. It has chosen not to have time-limited legislation. It has legislation that will endure and will 
be able to be called upon in the event of a pandemic, not necessarily COVID-19. That legislation contains a number 
of safeguards that we do not see in Western Australia’s act and it has a different approach—more of a health-based 
approach rather than an emergency services–based approach. 
I will read from an online publication titled Victoria’s pandemic management framework. It is labelled “official” 
and sets out to provide an understanding of how the framework manages the pandemic in Victoria. The state of 
emergency framework in Victoria is managed under the Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008. The act sets a limit 
on the time that Victoria can be in a state of emergency. The time limit has been extended by the Parliament multiple 
times over the course of the pandemic and it ended on 15 December 2021. Victoria has put in place changes that 
will move it out of that situation, and a pandemic, rather than a state of emergency, has been declared. That took 
place on 10 December 2021. 
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How does this work? The Premier can make a pandemic declaration if satisfied on reasonable grounds that there 
is a serious risk to public health arising from a disease that is, or has the potential to be, a pandemic disease. The 
Premier of the state—not a public servant—can make a pandemic declaration after considering the advice of the 
Chief Health Officer and the Minister for Health. The Premier, after consulting the Chief Health Officer and his or 
her Minister for Health, can then make the declaration. The Premier is responsible for making pandemic declarations. 
The Premier can do this only if satisfied on reasonable grounds that there is a serious risk to public health resulting 
from a disease that is or could be a pandemic disease. A declaration can be in place for no more than four weeks 
initially, but can be extended for three months at a time. I am reading selectively from this because it is quite 
a lengthy document. The document states — 

When making a pandemic declaration, the Premier will need to: 
1. Report to Parliament, and therefore all Victorians, why the Premier has made 

a pandemic declaration. 
2. Include the advice given by the Chief Health Officer and the Minister for Health that 

informed the decision to make a pandemic declaration in the report to Parliament. 
In other words, that report has to go to Parliament. The Premier will make that report to Parliament. The pandemic 
directions or orders are put in place as a result of the declaration. The Minister for Health can make pandemic 
orders to protect public health if the pandemic declaration has been made by the Premier. The Minister for Health, 
a member of the government, will make the decisions in Victoria. Before the Minister for Health can make any 
orders, the minister must consider—must, not may—the advice of the Chief Health Officer. They can also consider 
additional advice. This means that the minister can listen to others and consider social and economic factors before 
making a pandemic order. I suggest that the whole of government is better placed to do that consideration than the 
state emergency coordinator acting on their own, as it is in Western Australia. 
Other matters of note that stand out on accountability around the pandemic measures in Victoria are — 

Accountability measures for pandemic orders 
When making a pandemic order, the Minister for Health will need to: 

1. Publish a statement of reasons explaining why the pandemic order was reasonably 
necessary to protect public health. 

2. Release the Chief Health Officer’s advice. 
3. Publish an assessment of any human rights that are limited by the pandemic orders. 

There is none of that in the legislation the government has brought to the house. It continues — 
A copy of pandemic orders and the material required to be published is available on the Pandemic Order 
Register. 

A register is kept of all the orders and all the advice — 
In addition, the Independent Pandemic Management Advisory Committee will be able to review pandemic 
orders and provide advice to the Minister for Health. They will also provide advice to the joint Parliamentary 
investigative committee on request, which can also review pandemic orders. 

Victoria has a Pandemic Declaration Accountability and Oversight Committee. As I mentioned — 
A joint Parliamentary investigative committee will be established called the Pandemic Declaration 
Accountability and Oversight Committee. This Committee can review and make recommendations to 
Parliament about a pandemic order. 

Ms C.M. Rowe: Member, you know that the Victorian Parliament had to shut down for months. If you are talking 
about accountability, we did not have to shut down. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Belmont! 
Mr R.S. LOVE: You will have your chance. 
The document continues — 

To further strengthen accountability and Parliamentary oversight, this Committee can recommend that 
a pandemic order be ‘disallowed’ (that is, stopped) under certain circumstances. They can report to 
Parliament and recommend disallowance if the Committee is of the view that the pandemic orders are 
incompatible with human rights or if they appear to have improper legal authority. 

The Parliament itself has an oversight committee, which is charged with ensuring that the orders are correct and 
necessary. Also, the Independent Pandemic Management Advisory Committee has been set up outside of that as 
an independent committee. It was established to review, provide advice and report on the new pandemic management 
framework, including the pandemic orders being made by the Minister for Health. Victoria has two levels of oversight 
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in place. Again, I point out that Victoria is a Labor state, so perhaps the government could talk to its colleagues 
over there to see why they have gone down that path instead of blindly going down the path that our government 
has chosen. 
The other matter I would like to touch on is the situation in South Australia, where this kind of legislation has been 
brought in. South Australia had a change of government, as members know. Their pandemic legislation has been 
enacted by the new Labor government, and I will read excerpts from the second reading speech of Hon Chris Picton, 
Minister for Health and Wellbeing, on the South Australian Public Health (COVID-19) Amendment Bill 2022. 
Similarly to the stated objectives of this bill, the legislation will enable a transition from a state of emergency to 
a more public health–based approach to the management of the pandemic. He said — 

The objects of the South Australian Public Health Act 2011 are to protect individuals and communities 
from risks of public health. 

He goes on to say that the act itself has limitations, and we know that our Public Health Act has limitations. 
South Australia is addressing those limitations. Instead of carrying on with the Emergency Management Act 2004, 
which it had been using, its government is moving to make its Public Health Act fit for purpose to provide the tools 
necessary to protect individuals and communities from public health risks. 
The South Australian government understood the Public Health Act had — 

… limited applicability during the course of the pandemic. This Public Health Act (COVID-19) Amendment 
Bill 2022 has been developed to address the current limitations of the act to deal with COVID-19, as 
well as provide for the ability to transition a limited number of current requirements made under the 
Emergency Management Act 2004 … 
The bill ensures that oversight of the issuing of directions requiring isolation of cases or quarantine or 
other mitigation measures for close contacts is by the elected government through the Governor. The 
government has announced its policy of utilising the Emergency Management Council of cabinet that 
includes key ministers, as well as the Chief Public Health Officer and the State Coordinator, who is also 
the police commissioner. 

The government is sitting down with the commissioner and the Chief Public Health Officer. It is making decisions, 
and that is being conducted through the Governor. 

The bill will ensure that specific requirements for high-risk settings are retained to effectively protect 
more vulnerable members of the community, including mandatory vaccination, contact tracing, mask 
wearing and other infection control measures. This includes areas such as hospitals, health care, aged care 
and disability. 

I suggest that that mirrors very well the current situation in Western Australia. We have a Public Health Act. The 
opposition has consistently said that the Public Health Act provides many of the powers required for the management 
of COVID-19. If that is deficient, we would be very supportive of changes to that act to ensure that it is fit for 
purpose and can be used as a public health measure to ensure that the community is protected. We think that act is 
much more fit for purpose than the Emergency Management Act. 
Almost at the end of the speech, he said — 

Importantly, this bill is limited in scope and will not allow for the imposition of restrictions, such as 
lockdowns, hospitality restrictions and general mask-wearing provisions, except if there was a declaration 
of another emergency either under this act or under the Emergency Management Act. 

It is looking at a very light touch situation, which is where we are at, at the moment. There is a need to protect nursing 
homes, a need to protect hospitals and a need to ensure appropriate vaccination requirements in workplaces where 
people are highly vulnerable. It continues — 

Health is the number one priority of the new Malinauskas Labor government, and ensuring that we have 
important measures in place to respond to the transmission of COVID-19 throughout our community 
forms a key part of the government’s health plan. 

At the very end, he said — 
… making sure that we keep these baseline restrictions in place and that we are able to transition away 
from the continued use of the Emergency Management Act. 

The South Australian government is in a position in which it is similarly trying to move away from the current 
state of emergency, but it has chosen a much softer path. It has chosen an act that, by the sound of it, does very 
similar things to our Public Health Act. I know they are enormous pieces of legislation, but one would expect that 
some amendments to our Public Health Act could easily be made to provide for the types of powers and types of 
ongoing measures that may be necessary to deal with a pandemic. Its legislation does not seem to be end-dated. It 
is putting in place powers that could be used if another pandemic comes along at some point. Two Labor governments 
have gone down very different paths from the government’s here. 
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The current situation is one in which we are using the Emergency Management Act. We are bringing provisions 
from that act into the proposed part 6A to deal with a so-called transition from a state of emergency, but it will actually 
leave us in a state of emergency for the next two years. It is on that basis that the opposition opposes the legislation. 
It is not on the basis that we do not want to move from a state of emergency. We actually do, but we do not believe 
that what the government is doing will achieve that. We believe that what the government is doing will prolong it 
and ensure that Western Australians endure another two years of extraordinary powers being granted under the 
Emergency Management Act. This is without people having any clear understanding of the reasons that some of 
the measures were put into place; without any real oversight by Parliament, or perhaps even by the government, of 
some of the decisions that have been made; with a lack of the transparency that we see in other jurisdictions; and 
with a lack of the oversight that we see in other jurisdictions. 

We cannot forget that these extraordinary powers do need to have oversight. We only have to look back at the 
situation in which information from the SafeWA app was used for an unintended purpose and Parliament enabled 
the collection of that information. That had to be dealt with by another bill in the house to amend the law to prevent 
inappropriate uses of the SafeWA app information. There was a time when the Premier and the then State Emergency 
Coordinator were in a stand-off on the appropriateness or otherwise of the use of that information. It is obvious 
that we need oversight of the use of that information because very sensitive information on people is collected.  

I also note that the Auditor General expressed concern in a report that she did on the control measures for the 
information that is being held by the state in the SafeWA app. That is a matter of record. It is not my report; the 
Auditor General raised concerns that there needs to be continued oversight of the operation of all the provisions as 
they will continue for the next two years. We simply do not see that in this legislation. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 4279.] 

VISITORS — ANNA STEWART MEMORIAL PROJECT PARTICIPANTS 
AND SAFETY BAY SENIOR HIGH SCHOOL STUDENTS 

Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mrs M.H. Roberts) [2.00 pm]: I would like to acknowledge some guests, particularly the women 
from the Anna Stewart Memorial Project who are upstairs in the public gallery today. Welcome to Parliament House. 
I think Minister Buti had guests here earlier, but we will check on those as we go along. If the Safety Bay Senior 
High School students are still here, welcome. 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT (TEMPORARY COVID-19 PROVISIONS) BILL 2022 

559. Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Deputy Premier: 

I refer to the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022. 

(1) Why has the government chosen to temporarily amend the Emergency Management Act instead of the 
Public Health Act to provide fit-for-purpose legislation to respond to the COVID-19 pandemic and any 
future pandemics? 

(2) Why has the government chosen to have no ministerial or parliamentary oversight of decisions of the 
State Emergency Coordinator as empowered by the proposed bill? 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 

I thank the member for the question. For the sake of the record, I am, of course, answering the question as the Premier’s 
representative because he is travelling to Canberra to attend the national service of mourning for Her Majesty 
Queen Elizabeth II. I also add, I am not the Acting Premier, but am very happy to receive the question from the 
Leader of the Opposition. 

(1)–(2) The purpose of the legislation brings into stark reality that the COVID-19 pandemic is not over. We are 
still facing a potential that some of the policies that were brought into being as a result of our dealing with 
the emergency that was the COVID-19 pandemic may need to be implemented in some form at some 
point in the future. 

The WA government, like governments across Australia—although perhaps with the exception of 
Victoria—has decided to implement legislation that will provide the necessary powers to respond to any 
emerging issues in relation to a global pandemic when they arise from time to time. I think the reality is 
that as the world’s population continues to grow and as we continue to encroach upon natural environments, 
there will come a time when there is another episode associated with some form of cross-species 
communicable disease. Therefore, from that perspective, it makes sense that we have in place the measures 
that we need to ensure that we can respond when the time arises. 
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The opposition, like many other people in the community, has been calling on us to move beyond the 
state of emergency and that is what this legislation will do. It will put in place appropriate powers for the 
emergency management controller to respond as the need arises and take us beyond the Emergency 
Management Act, which as everyone knows is not fit for purpose. The Emergency Management Act is 
primarily a piece of legislation around things such as floods, cyclones, fires and other disasters and not 
for a prolonged campaign that something like a global pandemic represents. The bill is an appropriate 
response to the need to move beyond the Emergency Management Act, but will ensure that we will have 
the necessary powers to respond as required. 
The member’s question also goes to the point of why are we not just enlivening the Public Health Act or 
other aspects, or doing some version of that legislation. As we saw during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
a whole-of-government response, not simply a health response, is required. That goes to the issue, obviously, 
of the health factors that are associated with it, but also to the issue that we must be able if required to 
manage the population and population movements to ensure that people are kept safe. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT (TEMPORARY COVID-19 PROVISIONS) BILL 2022 
560. Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Deputy Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Is it not true that this legislation will just facilitate a continuation of the state of 
emergency under a different name? 
Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
No. 

SOCIAL HOUSING — UNDERUSED GOVERNMENT LAND 
561. Ms C.M. ROWE to the Minister for Housing: 
Before I ask my question, on behalf the member for Swan Hills I wish to acknowledge the student leaders from 
Herne Hill Primary School. Welcome to Parliament. 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to deliver more social housing, including its $2.4 billion 
investment in social housing and homelessness measures. 
(1) Can the minister update the house on this government’s efforts in unlocking underused state government 

land across Western Australia? 
(2) Can the minister outline to the house how these efforts will help to deliver more social and affordable 

housing opportunities for Western Australians? 
Mr J.N. CAREY replied: 
I thank the member for her question. 
(1)–(2) I have said in this house many times that our government is using every lever it can to accelerate the 

delivery of social housing and housing in general in Western Australia. Of course, in our most recent budget, 
we announced new reforms for boosting housing supply. Those reforms are on top of our $2.4 billion 
program in housing and homelessness, which includes the delivery of 3 300 homes. Those reforms include 
a 50 per cent concession for build to rent, to encourage the build-to-rent sector in Western Australia, 
particularly encouraging not only rentals for workers’ accommodation, but also affordable rentals. We 
announced a 100 per cent rebate for stamp duty for affordable apartments. We also created an urban infill 
product with Keystart to encourage new buyers into the infill market. Those reforms and that work also 
builds on our planning reforms, because we know that there have been more recent reports about local 
government being a hurdle to developing housing supply. 
Another key area is utilising lazy government land. Our government has been working hard to identify 
landholdings that could be used to boost affordable housing, workers’ accommodation and social housing. 
As a result, we have created the housing diversity pipeline, which will identify key locations and sites in 
both regional Western Australia and metropolitan Perth. We are now moving through to the next stage. 
Recently, the Minister for Planning and I were in Mt Lawley where we are moving to the next stage of 
nine sites—eight in the city and one in Busselton. These sites offer a real opportunity to deliver a dividend, 
whether it is for ground leases, build to rent or discounted land. There are plenty of flexible opportunities 
to deliver housing. 
I want to say that it is fantastic to see both the social housing sector and the construction and housing 
sector welcome this new pipeline. Kieran Wong from Shelter WA said, in particular, that the minimum 
of 20 per cent social housing is fantastic. The Urban Development Institute of Australia said that the 
development industry likes the plan and that we need projects that can be delivered over the medium to long 
term. The Master Builders Association said that what is most important to the MBA in the pipeline will 
be a major contributor for delivering social housing. 
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We are thinking beyond this boom. We are doing the work now. We are doing the planning reform and 
getting these sites ready to create a pipeline of work. Therefore, it was very disappointing to hear one lone 
voice attacking the measure. 

Several members interjected. 
Mr J.N. CAREY: The one lone voice was not the construction and housing sector or the social housing welfare 
sector; it was Hon Steve “Policy-free Zone” Martin, who offers not one solution from the opposition. The opposition 
attacks, attacks and attacks, but what is interesting is that it is a lone voice. The social housing sector, the community 
housing sector and the construction housing sector tell us that we need these reforms and this pipeline of work. 
Although the opposition will continue to attack and have no policy solutions—we cannot find any on its website—
our government will not only continue to pursue taxation and planning reform, but also identify lazy land to boost 
housing supply in Western Australia. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT (TEMPORARY COVID-19 PROVISIONS) BILL 2022 

562. Dr D.J. HONEY to the Deputy Premier: 
My question is to the Deputy Premier representing the Premier. I refer to the Emergency Management Amendment 
(Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022 that is currently being debated, which will allow police officers to 
exercise what the Premier has described as draconian powers, including taking control of personal vehicles and 
buildings. Can the Premier explain why his government is embedding such draconian powers for the ongoing 
management of COVID-19? 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
I have had a bit of experience with COVID-19. We all remember the journey we have been on since around 
March 2020. One of the constants during that whole time — 
Ms S.F. McGurk: The virus changed; they didn’t. 
Mr R.H. COOK: Thank you, Minister McGurk; I could not have put it better myself! 
One of the great constants has been the carping, undermining and whingeing from those opposite. When the 
Western Australian community was pulling together and trying to get through one of the most challenging historical 
experiences we will ever confront, one group of people was pulling the other way. At every step of the way, the 
opposition took the opportunity to undermine the consensus and efforts of everyone who wanted to do the right thing. 
Every time opposition members would stand up and say they wanted something else, whether it was by supporting 
Clive Palmer, supporting the Morrison government, which was supporting Clive Palmer, or trying to second-guess 
the great scientists, police officers and hotel quarantine workers who were all working together to try to get us through 
this difficult time. The one thing that was constant was the carping, whingeing and undermining by the opposition.  
That continued through the course of this year, when those opposite joined others in saying that we should dismantle 
the Emergency Management Act rules that we are working under and move on like all the other states are doing. 
They demanded that we bring into this place legislation in a similar vein to legislation introduced by other state 
governments to make sure that we could continue to have the appropriate measures in place while moving beyond 
the Emergency Management Act. It is perhaps one of the few suggestions from those opposite that we have 
implemented. Here we are, on the cusp of the opposition actually having something go right for it once during the 
entire global pandemic, and it cannot even take this win! What we are doing is precisely what is happening in other 
states; that is, we are putting in place appropriate measures so that we can continue to address the dangers the 
COVID-19 pandemic represents. Not even you get that! 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT (TEMPORARY COVID-19 PROVISIONS) BILL 2022 

563. Dr D.J. HONEY to the Deputy Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. How can the Deputy Premier possibly contend that police officers need such 
extreme powers when any remaining COVID-19 health issues can be adequately managed by the Public Health Act? 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
I am very pleased to see that the Leader of the Liberal Party is now a convert to the Public Health Act. I have always 
thought it is a great piece of legislation, but it clearly was not to the member’s taste during COVID-19. Let us look at 
some of the measures associated with the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) 
Bill 2022. The bill includes the ability to control or use property for the purpose of managing COVID-19 at a particular 
point in time. We can see the reasonable, commonsense approach associated with that. For example, it would allow 
WA police to quickly set up accommodation and establish an operation centre, such as the successful Operation Tide, 
which was initially based at Optus Stadium. The powers concerning movement and evacuation exist under a state of 
emergency. However, COVID-19 declarations give the ability to impose restrictions on access to remote communities 
to protect more vulnerable people. This was successfully applied during the pandemic. Just like with other natural 
disasters, authorities will have the ability to move people out of communities for their safety. The bill will also ensure 
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that necessary temporary powers will be available to support the state’s ongoing management of COVID-19 for 
the next two years if required. However, they will fall away after two years if not required. These are all measures 
that we would expect any government to have in its control in order to respond to an emergency associated with 
COVID-19. These are all measures that other state governments are embracing in a similar fashion. We are all moving 
beyond the Emergency Management Act provisions, which require ongoing triggering as the situation requires. This 
is a sensible, commonsense approach to the ongoing vigilance that we need to have in relation to COVID-19 over 
the next two years. It is sensible and common sense. That is why the other side just do not get it. 

HEALTHCARE WORKFORCE — RECRUITMENT 

564. Ms H.M. BEAZLEY to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s record investment in our health system. Can the minister update the 
house on the initiatives this government has implemented to attract more healthcare workers to Western Australia 
and outline how this is supporting our hospitals? 

Ms A. SANDERSON replied: 
I thank the member for her question. In fact, I got to meet the latest group of nursing and midwifery staff who have 
joined the East Metropolitan Health Service in the last 12 months. I met the 1000th nurse to be recruited in 12 months 
by East Metropolitan. It was a delight to meet that group of women. Aires Jamalul was the 1000th nurse to be recruited. 
That mix of nurses and midwives are now working across Armadale and Royal Perth Hospital, which is fantastic. 
Our public healthcare workers are incredibly dedicated and hardworking. The great thing about our public system 
is that it sees every person who walks through the door. No matter their income or their circumstances, they all get 
access to a world-class health system. That is what draws people to public health. We are doing everything we can 
in a globally competitive market to make sure that we are recruiting the healthcare workers that are needed now and 
in the future.  
A number of initiatives that were launched before my tenure as minister under the former Minister for Health, as 
well as new initiatives, are helping to secure the kind of healthcare workforce that we need, including the refresher 
program, which was launched in August last year, and for the future graduate workforce. The refresher program 
supports AHPRA-registered enrolled nurses, registered nurses and midwives who require recency of practice to get 
back into the workforce. This calendar year, 865 nursing scholarships have been allocated, and in 2021, 1 276 newly 
qualified midwives were offered contracts. In order to support our primary care partners in aged care, we also 
extended the GradConnect recruitment process to aged care to support Amana Living, Baptistcare, Brightwater Care 
Group, Hall and Prior Aged Care, Juniper and Southern Cross Care. Our investment in mental health graduates is 
also picking up, with a total of 81 newly qualified nursing midwives participating in the mental health program 
last year. This year, 62 nursing midwives participated in the mental health program. 
We are also looking at new models of care, in particular for nurse practitioners. We know that nurse practitioners 
are highly skilled practitioners. We need more of them, particularly in regional areas, and we need to support them. 
We are also looking at nurse practitioner–led emergency department models of care and nurse practitioner candidacy 
to support cancer services across Western Australia. We are looking at transition-to-practice programs focused on 
increasing the number of newly qualified registered nurses within the workforce and supporting upskilling into key 
specialties. A public health transition-to-practice program for 190 FTE newly qualified registered nurses supports 
the WA Health COVID response and is a pathway for undergraduate nursing students to seek employment in 
Assistant in Nursing positions, particularly around the provision of vaccinations. We are upskilling to support nurses 
to transition into perioperative services, including sponsored postgraduate education and extensive skills acquisition. 
The Belong campaign has recruited hundreds of health workers into our state over the last 12 months that it has 
been running, including significant incentive payments. 
We know that this is a global and national issue. We need a coordinated national response or we will continue to 
be poaching staff from other jurisdictions, which is why I am so pleased that the commonwealth government has 
established the health workforce task force, which will look at aged care as well as mental health and our broader 
health systems. It is nice to finally have a partner in this space rather than a Liberal coalition government that 
denied anything was wrong. 

PERTH CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL — EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT — RESUSCITATION TEAM 

565. Ms L. METTAM to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the minister’s confirmation in The West Australian yesterday that a dedicated resuscitation team at 
Perth Children’s Hospital’s emergency department has not been established despite it being a key commitment 
following a review into Aishwarya Aswath’s death. 
(1) Why has this dedicated resuscitation team not been prioritised as a matter of urgency? 
(2) How many senior nurses have been employed at Perth Children’s Hospital in the last 17 months since 

this incident, and why have not any of them been assigned to the dedicated resuscitation team? 
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Ms A. SANDERSON replied: 
(1)–(2) I want to step out this issue around “designated” versus “dedicated” and explain in plain English—certainly 

to the member for Vasse—about the difference and what the commitment was. The commitment was 
for a designated resuscitation team. The reason that the government made that commitment was because 
it was part of 10-point plan that the Australian Nursing Federation put forward. Its words were that 
a supernumerary resuscitation team of four nurses for the resuscitation team would also be available to 
assist floor staff with category 2 patients and patients with behavioural problems. The ANF requested 
a designated resuscitation team—a team of skilled nurses who are highly skilled in resuscitation, who are 
not sitting idle in a room on the side waiting for a resuscitation but whose skills are also used on the floor. 
So, it was a minimum staffing requirement of that. That is exactly what we have delivered—a designated 
resuscitation team. I have looked back on the records and I cannot see anywhere a commitment that says 
“dedicated” resuscitation team. There has been some obfuscation and confusion thrown in there; and 
I suspect that is probably the opposition’s doing, because that is what it does, particularly around this issue. 
We have delivered what was requested by the ANF—that is, a designated or a supernumerary resuscitation 
team in the emergency department. 

PERTH CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL — EMERGENCY DEPARTMENT — RESUSCITATION TEAM 
566. Ms L. METTAM to the Minister for Health: 
I have a supplementary question. Given the ongoing concerns raised during the coronial inquest, why are there 
still issues regarding the capacity at the Perth Children Hospital’s emergency department, and these weasel words? 
Ms A. SANDERSON replied: 
I have just outlined our clear commitment that we delivered on a request from the ANF and you call that weasel 
words. That is what you call it. Honestly, grubby does not even begin to describe your ambulance chasing and 
your shameless exploitation! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, please! 
Ms A. SANDERSON: The shameless ambulance chasing and exploitation that occurs from the member for Vasse 
is embarrassing. 
Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
Ms A. SANDERSON: You embarrass all of us! 
Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order! Member for Vasse, you asked the question, please listen to the answer. 
Ms A. SANDERSON: The willingness to exploit tragic and difficult circumstances beyond accountability purely 
for self-promotion is appalling and embarrassing. It brings embarrassment to everyone in this chamber and the 
community sees right through it. 

McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — ENERGY POLICY 
567. Mr P. LILBURNE to the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 
I refer to the record of successive Labor governments in delivering low gas and energy prices, including its historic 
and nation-leading gas reservation policy. 
(1) Can the minister advise the house on what global industry experts have had to say about Western Australia’s 

low energy prices and outline what this means for cost-of-living pressures here in WA? 
(2) Can the minister advise the house how this government is maximising WA’s position as a low-cost energy 

provider to grow our economy and drive development across the state? 
Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
I thank the member for the question because it is a very important one. 
(1)–(2) The strong economic management by the McGowan government, particularly over the last two and 

a half years, has allowed us to repeatedly deliver stronger economic results across the country. Figures 
from the Australian Bureau of Statistics earlier in the year showed that Western Australia’s state final 
demand, which is a measure of domestic economic activity, grew by 7.2 per cent over the last two years. 
I want members to reflect on that for just a moment. When the rest of the world’s economies were being 
decimated by the COVID-19 pandemic, the Western Australian economy grew by 7.2 per cent. Across 
2021, WA also enjoyed a net interstate migration increase of 11 423 people while other states endured 
extended lockdowns and significant net losses of their populations. In July this year, a comparative analysis 
by Deloitte highlighted the significantly lower cost of living and higher average household income relative 
to other parts of the country. This is a truly remarkable achievement in the context of the pandemic. 
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On top of all that, analysis delivered this month by consultancy EnergyQuest shows that Western Australia 
has some of the lowest natural gas prices in the OECD. In the second quarter of this year, the Santos average 
WA gas price was $5.73 per gigajoule, while over the same period in the US, the average price was 
$A9.48 per gigajoule, and in the UK it was $A28.93 per gigajoule. There is a significantly lower price 
for gas in Western Australia. Our electricity prices are also lower compared with the national electricity 
market on the east coast. For example, Western Australia has an electricity price of around $64 per megawatt 
hour versus the east coast, which is $284 per megawatt hour. It is worth noting that our power generation 
is also less emissions intensive, with coal powering only 38 per cent of generation in WA compared with 
59 per cent on the east coast. This looks to me like we must have an extremely good Minister for Energy! 
I point out an article in The Australian Financial Review that recently highlighted the significance of the 
results from EnergyQuest. It says that previous criticisms of the state government’s domestic gas policies — 

… including that it could deter investment in new gas supply and push up electricity prices by 
prioritising supply security over efficiency—do not appear to have been borne out by experience 
in Western Australia, a market that is transitioning to low-carbon power. 

Madam Speaker, you could not ask for more positive signs that we are on the right track as we continue 
our efforts to reconnect Western Australia with the rest of the world. 
With the lowest unemployment rates of all states, we now have the foundation to reap the benefits of our 
strong economic management. The McGowan government’s $100 million investment attraction fund and 
the $195 million Reconnect WA strategy are all about doing just that—taking the state forward from 
a position of strength through COVID-19 to launching into overdrive in a post-COVID-19 period. We 
are attracting the right range of diversified skills to capitalise on our comparative advantages and help 
industry deliver the jobs of the future for all Western Australians. As the Minister for State Development, 
Jobs and Trade, I could not be more proud of the efforts of the state economic community in continuing 
to take us forward. It has been resilient during the COVID-19 pandemic and now, through a diversified 
Western Australian economy, we are moving forward with deliberate and positive signs that we are 
making progress. 

GOLD CORPORATION — AUSTRAC AUDIT 
568. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
I refer to the AUSTRAC review into Perth Mint and suspicions that Gold Corporation has breached federal law, 
and to delays in implementing the one-future program, which Gold Corp documents show left Perth Mint without 
a clear line of sight for transactions. 
(1) When was the minister personally briefed by Gold Corporation about the risks of falling foul of AUSTRAC 

and the risk of a protracted delivery of the one-future program; and, if the minister was not briefed, 
why not? 

(2) How long did Gold Corp operate with a registration failure regarding remittance advice? 
(3) Will the Western Australian taxpayer be responsible for any fine liability? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON replied: 
(1)–(3) Again, I want to point out to the Deputy Leader of the Opposition that he is talking about two separate 

questions. The question of the registration was resolved by Gold Corporation during the caretaker period 
in March 2021, and ever since that occurred, that portion of its obligations under the federal legislation 
has been complete. I understand that that is not what was reflected in the article in The West Australian, 
but I make it clear that from March 2021, Gold Corporation exercised its obligations in respect of that 
particular aspect of its registration. That is a separate question to what AUSTRAC is currently reviewing—
that is, whether any of the counterparties that Gold Corp has dealt with are involved in either money 
laundering or other improper conduct. That is not about the registration. Again, I want to emphasise that. 
It is exactly what I said yesterday, but I want to make it clear to the member. He is actually asking about 
two separate issues. 
In respect of the time line for dealing with the question of anti-money laundering and counterterrorism 
financing—that is the money laundering question—I met with the Auditor General on 6 May. It was our 
introductory meeting, if you like, and we covered issues across Gold Corporation. The Auditor General 
and I shared a number of challenges about the way that Gold Corp had been conducting its business up 
to that date. On 26 May, OAG staff briefed my staff. On 28 June, as the member knows because I gave 
him a copy of the letter yesterday, AUSTRAC formally declined my request for a briefing about what it 
was doing in respect of Gold Corporation. On 13 September, the Auditor General wrote to me to provide 
a copy of the management letter for Gold Corporation for that year. I accepted the Auditor General’s offer 
for a personal briefing. On 23 September, the Attorney General reissued the management letter following 
feedback from Gold Corp. On 14 October 2021, I was briefed by the Auditor General on the OAG’s 
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financial audit of Gold Corp. Ms Spencer, the Auditor General, indicated in that meeting that issues 
around the AML/CTF were “Not going to blow up” and it was suggested that the CEO of AUSTRAC 
had acknowledged the Auditor General’s rigorous interrogation of Gold Corporation. On 11 September 
this year, the Auditor General wrote to me to provide Gold Corp’s management letter for the 2021–22 
financial year. 
I want to emphasise that the Auditor General’s responsibility is to make sure that all the entities for which 
Parliament is responsible comply with their obligations. That is the point I tried to make to the member 
yesterday. Of course, we have been challenged in this matter. I cannot say to the member that there are 
not people who have used Gold Corporation for money laundering. That is why we want—this is exactly 
what I said to the member in estimates—AUSTRAC to review the behaviour of Gold Corporation to make 
sure that it is complying with its obligations under AML/CTF rules. If not, we need to know that because 
we need to improve. 
It is true that when we came to government, Gold Corporation was a complete shambles. It had no proper 
computer system to allow it to manage its customers. That was the purpose of the computer program. 
That is what it was intended to do. Yes, the management of the implementation of that program was 
suboptimal. I have never tried to defend the suboptimal performance of the leadership of Gold Corporation 
in badly managing the implementation of that program. But the point I have made to the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition previously, including in estimates this year, is that that computer system has been 
implemented and is being used and, as the member was told by Jason Waters in estimates, it is now 
performing the duties for which it was created. I accept that it took us too long to fix the shambles left to 
us by your side, but the whole point here is that at every step of the way, when the Premier was the 
minister and since I have taken over, we have been trying to get to the bottom of the chaos that the former 
Liberal–National government left us. We appointed a new chair and we are changing out the board over 
time. There is now a Treasury official on the board. We have a highly efficient new chief executive who 
is determined to get to the bottom of these matters. For the first time, we are starting to get to the bottom 
of it, and that is why the Auditor General told me last week that she thinks that it is a breath of fresh air 
having Jason Waters running the organisation. I do not apologise for trying to clean up the mess that was 
left to us by you. 

The SPEAKER: Just before I take the supplementary, minister, that was an incredibly comprehensive answer; it 
just took a tiny bit too long. 

GOLD CORPORATION — AUSTRAC AUDIT 
569. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the minister confirm on what date the one-future program finally became 
fully operational? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON replied: 
I suggest that the member read the Hansard from May when he asked the chief executive and he answered that question. 

DRIVING ACCESS AND EQUITY PROGRAM — REGIONS 
570. Ms A.E. KENT to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s efforts to support disadvantaged Western Australians who are living 
in regional parts of the state to obtain their driver’s licence. 
Can the minister please update the house on the driving access and equity program and outline how it is helping 
people facing disadvantage in regional WA to overcome the barriers that are preventing them from gaining 
their licence? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
I thank the member for Kalgoorlie for that question. 
This is a very, very good program being delivered currently in regional WA. Last year as part of understanding 
how we need to try to get more employment and more training opportunities in Western Australia, we identified 
the need for more people in remote and regional WA to get their driver’s licence. We know that access to vehicles 
is hard and access to instructors is very difficult. There are simply not the support structures to enable people to 
get their required hours of training and access to vehicles, and that is why we embarked on the driving access and 
equity program. We have already allocated $3.5 million to 12 organisations across the Kimberley and the Pilbara. 
We have made 21 vehicles available to 12 projects. We have doubled the number of remote officers undertaking 
the assessments through the Kimberley, Pilbara and midwest. As a result, there has been an 80 per cent increase 
in the number of instructors in the Kimberley and Pilbara, with 34 having completed their certificate IV training. 
More instructors mean that more people can access their driver’s licence. Over the past two weeks, an additional 
10 people have received their driver’s licence. In fact, in the Kimberley, 86 driver’s licences were issued between 
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January and June this year, a 40 per cent increase from the same time last year. In addition, 108 learner’s permits 
have been issued, which is a 26 per cent increase. This is an incredible program that is delivering and we want to 
continue to expand the program. We are already seeing success in the Kimberley and the Pilbara and we are expanding 
it through the Gascoyne and the midwest. We have also funded and soon take in consultation through Kalgoorlie 
and the goldfields. 

This is about practical initiatives supporting regional WA. We know that WA Labor delivers for regional WA. We 
have never played this regional country divide card like the Nationals WA. Every day we hear members opposite 
try to create a division between metropolitan and regional WA, but now we know that their policy has shifted. 
Now they are going after densely populated areas; they are developing policies to target densely populated areas. 
I think people in densely populated areas would understand that members opposite would be a threat to people in 
the suburbs of WA. They have spent their entire existence saying that people in the suburbs deserve nothing, but 
now they are trying to attract them to try to save some votes at the next election. In WA, there is one party that 
delivers for all Western Australians, and that is the Labor Party. Regional or metropolitan areas, densely populated 
areas or not densely populated areas, we deliver for everybody, and we will continue to do so through proven 
programs like this. 

WESTERN POWER — SUPPLY ALLOCATION 

571. Mr P.J. RUNDLE to the Minister for Energy: 

I think this is an appropriate question following that answer. I refer to the review into Western Power’s supply allocation 
for single-phase rural residential properties in WA, which treats people in rural WA like second-class citizens. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Order, please! Members! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I ask — 

The SPEAKER: Wait for quiet, please. We have had the joke. I would now like to hear the question from the 
member without interruption. 

Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Thank you, Madam Speaker. I will continue. 

(1) As the purported government of renewables and electric vehicles, how does the minister’s comment that 
“Western Power’s network will be the backbone that supports decarbonisation” reconcile with the fact that 
solar power providers, small businesses and rural residential customers are shut out of the renewable market? 

(2) When will the review into supply allocation be completed and will this be tabled in Parliament? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON replied: 
Thank you for the question. 

(1)–(2) There is a lot of confusion about this particular issue. One part of the confusion is that the tripping of safety 
switches that occurs inside the residence of the person with the power system is about the Western Power 
network. I make it clear that it has been nearly 20 years since EnergySafety WA required the installation 
of safety switches in residences in Western Australia. The point at which they are installed is when any 
work is done on the home owner’s side of the meter. If a home owner gets a solar panel installed, they are 
required by law—not by Western Power, but by EnergySafety WA—to install a safety switch, and the safety 
switch has the same capacity as their connection to the network. In the metropolitan area, where the normal 
connection is 62 amps, it is a 62-amp safety switch. In a regional area of Western Australia, where the 
home owner paid for a 32-amp connection, the switch is 32 amps. Unfortunately, because houses now use 
a lot more electricity than they did in the past, these safety switches are tripping more often in regional 
Western Australia. There is a fundamental misunderstanding by the member and others that this is somehow 
about city versus country. Everybody pays for their own connection; they pay 100 per cent of the cost of 
the installation of their connection. In the 1960s and 1970s when these installations were done, they were 
done at a 32-amp capacity. It is not new. There is no change here. The only change is the installation of 
the 32-amp safety switch. There is a tip in the term—“safety switch”. I do not understand why people are 
making this a political issue. 

Some parts of the regional community get three-phase 20-amp power. Because there needs to be a 20-amp 
switch on each circuit, Western Power is looking at whether it is possible to give a 60-amp supply, because 
there are three 20-amp switches. That is what it is reviewing. It is not a political review; it is a technical 
engineering review. 

Let us say that somebody sets up a bed and breakfast. If their residence is now moving to a business, 
they can pay for the upgrade of the connection. If they want 62 amps, they can pay for it, but of course it 
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might cost them tens of thousands of dollars. What are we supposed to do? Let us assume that there are 
50 000 32-amp connections and each one costs $10 000 to install. That is $500 million. Is the member 
actually asking the taxpayers of Western Australia to pay one-third of the cost of the children’s hospital 
to upgrade these installations, not for the benefit of the community, but for the benefit of the person with 
the 32-amp connection? 
I understand the challenge here. Solar panels can be installed on a 32-amp connection. The reason that 
the installers do not want to do it is that they do not want to put the safety switch in because then they will 
be blamed for the safety switch. It is not the Western Power network that is causing the trouble; it is the 
fact that people have been drawing beyond the 32-amp connection. Why is that a problem? It is because 
it can lead to problems on both the customer side and, as importantly, the Western Power side. If there was 
an easy solution, it would be implemented. The idea that somehow this is a choice is the sort of behaviour 
that we get from members of the National Party. They say that it is unfair and we are choosing to do this, 
when it is just a fact that that is the size of the connection. I cannot use a wand to change any of these 
installations that were done when I was not even in Western Australia. 

WESTERN POWER — SUPPLY ALLOCATION 

572. Mr P.J. RUNDLE to the Minister for Energy: 
I have a supplementary question. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, please! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Ministers! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: How is it fair that households in my electorate are expected to shut down air conditioners and 
heaters to avoid tripping the circuit breaker under these rules because the network is not up to twenty-first century 
requirements? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON replied: 
This is the problem when a member reads out another question without understanding the first answer. I never said 
that there is a choice in this and nobody ever said that the capacity cannot be increased. I said that it would cost 
a very large amount of money for those residents to increase their capacity, and I imagine that they do not want to 
pay for that. The point I keep making is that Byford residents in the member for Darling Range’s electorate are 
probably paying $20 000 for their 62-amp connection. They do not get it for free; they pay for it, but it is in the 
price of the land when they buy it. The problem is that 50 years ago when whoever was there at the time paid for the 
connection, they paid for only a 32-amp connection. They can upgrade it now if they want to pay for it, in exactly 
the same way as every single member in this chamber paid for their own connection without a subsidy. The problem 
is that it is really expensive and people do not want to pay for the upgrade. I understand that, but let us get away 
from the idea that this is about the quality of the network, which it is not, or that it is about some secular argument 
between country and city, because it is not about that either. 

PEOPLE WITH DISABILITY — EMPLOYMENT 

573. Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE to the Minister for Disability Services: 
I refer to WA’s nation-leading job figures and the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to creating more 
employment opportunities for Western Australians. Can the minister outline to the house how the government is 
helping people with a disability connect with employers and employment opportunities? 

Mr D.T. PUNCH replied: 
I thank the member for the question. Before I answer, I would like to acknowledge Mrs Gwen Bott, who celebrated 
her 100th birthday in the parliamentary dining room today as a guest of the member for Hillarys. 
The SPEAKER: Congratulations! 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: Congratulations to Mrs Bott, who also received a card from the Queen, which I suspect is 
one of the last cards that the Queen signed. 
As Minister for Disability Services, I am so pleased with the outline of Western Australia’s economy that the 
Deputy Premier provided earlier, because it provides opportunities for people with disability who want a chance to 
work. For too long, too many people with disability have not been able to access the employment market. 
Unfortunately, it is a truism that people with disability are twice as likely to be unemployed as people without 
disability. As the Minister for Small Business, I have met with many small businesses who talk about the skills 
and worker shortage and who want to employ people with disability but are not certain about the pathways forward. 
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To help address this, the McGowan government is supporting the Disability Jobs Connect initiative. Disability Jobs 
Connect is a new online platform that was launched on 10 August 2022 and is funded by Lotterywest. It links people 
with disability to employment pathways of their choosing. The platform facilitates a process whereby employers 
from across Western Australia can source talent and benefit from the expertise and skills that many people with 
disability have, but may not have been able to connect up with employers appropriately in the past. It brings the 
opportunity for people with disability to join the workforce and have the opportunity to not only obtain a living 
wage to lift themselves out of poverty, but also engage in connection and have meaningful employment relationships, 
which is such an important part of the disability journey. Simplifying that process through this online platform 
will increase employment opportunities for this very under-utilised pool of talent, and these opportunities will 
benefit employers and employees alike. Disability Jobs Connect was developed by National Disability Services WA, 
a great organisation, in partnership with WA technology company Studium. It is based in Western Australia. That 
is the kind of problem-solving that the McGowan government looks to pursue. We are facilitating solutions such 
as these, as well as supporting local Western Australian businesses like Studium. A critical part of the development 
was co-design sessions with people with disability, and I met many of the people who participated in that co-design 
process. That in itself was an incredibly engaging process for both Studium and the people with lived experience. 
Expanding employment opportunities for people with disability is one of the 13 actions in Western Australia’s 
state disability strategy for 2020–30. Whether it be through open employment or supported employment through 
Australian Disability Enterprises, this government is committed to facilitating employment opportunities for people 
with disability in our state. I encourage all members to have a look at Disability Jobs Connect and to use their own 
networks, particularly the small businesses in their electorates, and encourage constituents, both people with disability 
seeking employment and businesses looking for employees, to sign up to the platform. I congratulate everyone 
involved in this incredibly innovative solution. 
The SPEAKER: The Deputy Leader of the Opposition with the last question. 

FORRESTFIELD–AIRPORT LINK — FIREFIGHTING 

574. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to reported concerns of the United Firefighters Union of WA claiming that not enough firefighters have 
been trained to respond in the event of an accident or fire emergency on the Forrestfield–Airport Link. What has 
the minister done in response to those concerns, and is she recklessly disregarding the risks posed by the long 
tunnel sections of the Forrestfield–Airport Link? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
The answer to the second part of the question is no. The answer to the first part is that the Public Transport Authority 
has been working very constructively with the Department of Fire and Emergency Services in training firefighters 
and ensuring that everything is ready to go on 9 October. 
We know that the opposition does not like Metronet. We know that members opposite have talked it down day 
upon day upon day. They walk around wanting to be offended, wanting to hate things, and we know that they hate 
Metronet; they hate the rail line to the airport. Member, we have been working very hard across — 
Dr D.J. Honey: It was our project! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is your project now! The Leader of the Liberal Party should go and talk to the firefighters if 
it is his project. Honestly—it is your project now! I get confused. One day it is a bad project; on another day, it is 
a good project. 
Dr D.J. Honey: It’s badly managed. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is an oppositional Liberal Party. What did it do? It promised rail projects and never delivered. 
The Liberal Party actually promised a rail line to the airport in 2012. That is what it did—it promised a rail line to 
the airport in 2012. By the time we won the election in 2017, the tunnel boring machine had not even arrived. We 
started the project; we got on with it. The Liberal Party promised the Metro Area Express light rail and it never 
delivered, and it promised the Ellenbrook rail line twice. Now members opposite want to undermine one of the best 
projects that the state has ever delivered. They have constantly been in here, undermining the workers on our projects 
and the teams that are delivering complex projects across the state. I remember you walked across Matagarup Bridge 
and said that the work was shoddy. You criticised the workers of WA. 
The Public Transport Authority and the Department of Fire and Emergency Services have been working very 
closely to make sure that everything is ready to go, and I have full confidence in my agencies to deliver. 

FORRESTFIELD–AIRPORT LINK — FIREFIGHTING 

575. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Minister for Transport: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the minister explain why the firefighters themselves are expressing concerns 
about the safety aspects of the soon to be open Forrestfield–Airport Link? 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
As I said, we are working very constructively with the Department of Fire and Emergency Services. There have 
been significant training exercises and there continue to be exercises to make sure that we are ready to go. As 
I said, if the member wants to undermine it, he can do it. He has undermined every part of Metronet. He comes in 
here today to move a motion to criticise it again. He tries to say that he wants to appeal to densely populated areas, 
but he has undermined every project and he continues to do so. The Nationals WA is offended by everything. It 
plays the country–city divide on everything. I am proud of the work that is undertaken by those people across the 
state. Over 10 000 workers are currently delivering Metronet. Members opposite insult every road project, they 
insult the workers and the teams and the contracting companies, and then they wonder why no-one wants to talk 
to them. They insult them all! This is a truly magnificent project. Already I know that other states will be jealous 
of the quality of this project. It will be a grand statement and something that all Western Australians will be proud 
of. When we open on that community day, we are going to have a lot of activities. There will be a sausage sizzle, 
there will be rides, there will be a lot of activities to show all Western Australians—families living in the area 
and families across the suburbs—that this is the project. We will be inviting people from densely populated areas. 
The member might want to come along so that he can appeal to them! They will be proud of the project that we 
have delivered. 
The SPEAKER: Members, that concludes question time. I remind members that there will be a dinner break 
between 6.00 and 7.00 this evening. 

PAPER TABLED 
A paper was tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT 
(TEMPORARY COVID-19 PROVISIONS) BILL 2022 

Second Reading 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Opposition) [2.59 pm]: I rise to speak on the 
Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022 and thank the Deputy Leader 
of the Opposition for his comments and assessment in his second reading contribution. We will have more questions 
during consideration in detail. I do not intend to spend significant time on the second reading, but it is important 
to put some context around the legislation that we have been asked to debate today, having been given since only 
6.00 last night the opportunity to lay eyes on the legislation and the briefing materials that were provided by the 
government. I reiterate our concern with the way this legislation has been brought to the Parliament and the disregard 
for parliamentary process that has become a hallmark of this government on such serious matters. It is too cute by 
half for the Premier and the Deputy Premier and others who are responding to our concerns to say that this legislation 
is delivering what we have been asking for, because, quite frankly, it does not. The opposition has been on the record 
for some time calling for the end of a state of emergency in Western Australia. Clearly, the period when we required 
legislation and powers through the Commissioner of Police and the State Emergency Coordinator passed some 
time ago. Repeated offers have been made by the shadow Minister for Emergency Services and the opposition for 
a bipartisan approach to amend the Public Health Act 2016 to allow us to transition from that peak of emergency 
management into a more appropriate way of dealing with not only the challenges that still exist while COVID-19 
is in our community, but also any future pandemic that we may need to address as a state. What we have instead is 
a temporary amendment to the Emergency Management Act 2005. It does not provide a framework for the ongoing 
management of future pandemics and devolves decision-making to a public servant, albeit a senior public servant, 
without any oversight from the government, the executive or this Parliament. What we have ended up with is almost 
more draconian than what we had during the peak of the pandemic. 
Mr M.J. Folkard interjected. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I am speaking and I am not taking interjections. 
When we were asked by the media and others — 
Several members interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M.J. Folkard interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, member for Burns Beach! 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Deputy Speaker, I am not taking interjections. Given that there has been such callous disregard 
for the processes of this Parliament by government, I would think that some respect for the opposition with the 
small time we have to deal with this legislation could be afforded by those who will not stand, I am quite certain. 
I do not want their interjections and I do not appreciate them. Thank you. 
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The questions that have been asked of us as an opposition about why we oppose this legislation when we have 
called for the end of the state of emergency are well considered. However, the fact is that when we saw the detail 
of the legislation last night, it became apparent that this is not bringing the state of emergency to an end. 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I thought I was pretty clear. 
The opposition concedes that we have been living under a state of emergency for 900 days, or thereabouts. In those 
very early days a raft of measures were brought in. Despite everyone on the government side saying that we opposed 
them, we came to this place with very short notice and assisted in considering and passing legislation that gave 
powers and enabled the government to respond to what was a very challenging and concerning time in the globe’s 
history, and in Western Australia’s history. I will stand by the fact that our opposition, diminished in numbers as it 
is, came to this place and at the peak of the COVID-19 pandemic assisted in passing legislation to ensure that there 
were powers that could be afforded to the chief of police. 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: The Leader of the Opposition has made it clear. However, there seems to be a continual stream 
of interjections coming. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Thank you. I will not uphold that point of order; however, members, the Leader of the 
Opposition has made it very clear that she is not seeking nor taking interjections. In line with addressing this as 
quickly as possible, if anyone starts to interject, I will start calling people. Carry on, Leader of the Opposition. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Thank you, Deputy Speaker. 
The opposition did assist at the beginning of the pandemic. However, over the past five years this government has 
brought legislation to this place, outside of COVID legislation, at very short notice, and rammed it through this 
Parliament, contemptuous of the processes that this institution is responsible for. Regardless of what members think 
about the opposition, there is an institution of Parliament and there is a responsibility for the opposition to provide 
some scrutiny. We have been afforded very little time to do that. In the small time that we have been given, we have 
been able to determine that what the government is saying is not what is being delivered by this legislation. There 
will be no end to the state of emergency. In fact, some parts of this amendment are very concerning. 
The opposition will go through the legislation clause by clause, but I am disappointed that four weeks after the 
government and the Premier indicated that legislation would be brought to the house to transition from a state of 
emergency, we have ended up with an amendment to the Emergency Management Act with no concessions from 
the government that the Public Health Act would be the most appropriate vehicle to respond to a public health 
issue now that we are out of the immediacy of the emergency, and thereby give the Chief Health Officer, the most 
senior health public official in the state, the responsibility for managing a health issue instead of giving those 
powers to the Commissioner of Police, regardless of his experience and standing in the community, under the 
Emergency Management Act. At the same time, there is no oversight or ability to overturn any of the decisions 
for the powers that have been afforded the police commissioner in the role of State Emergency Coordinator by the 
government of the day, the executive of the day, the Premier of the day or this Parliament. The Deputy Leader of 
the Opposition pointed out that other mechanisms had been contemplated in other states by which the Parliament 
has the opportunity to oversee and understand some of those decisions, but this government has elected not to go 
down that path. We have the powers that the Premier in his own words described as draconian when they were 
introduced being extended not just to where they sit right now under the current emergency powers in January, but 
for another two years. It is curious to me that the government and the Parliament have been dealt out of any oversight 
or intervention and that the significant powers that exist within the Emergency Management Act have been bestowed 
on the police commissioner. They are the concerns the opposition has. 
In our view, the Chief Health Officer would be best placed to deal with the public health response that is required 
now and into the future. Given that there are some significant powers in the Public Health Act, if it is not fit for 
purpose, there has been an offer from the opposition to work hand in glove with the government to create or amend 
through the Parliament that act to make sure that we do not have just a two-year temporary response, but fit-for-purpose 
legislation that will allow us to deal with any future pandemic as well as those issues that remain for COVID-19. 
It is disappointing that that has been ignored and that at the end of four weeks all we have is a state of emergency 
continuing under another title. 
It was interesting that the Deputy Premier in question time today said that the Emergency Management Act was 
no longer appropriate. I do not have Hansard and I was not fast enough to write it down, and I am happy for the 
Deputy Premier to clarify his comments during question time, but it was clear to me that he made the statement 
that the Emergency Management Act was no longer appropriate for the time we were moving into because we were 
transitioning out of the peak of the emergency, yet we are amending the Emergency Management Act. We are still 
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using those powers. We are still relying on the police commissioner as the emergency management coordinator. It 
does not make any sense. It will not achieve an end to the state of emergency. Frankly, it is lazy legislation. Amending 
the Public Health Act would have set us up so that we could manage pandemics in the future. There is plenty of 
literature around the world that contains evidence to suggest that the number of pandemics will increase and that 
they will have an ongoing impact on the globe. The bill does not provide a legislative framework to deal with future 
pandemics. It is temporary legislation and will not give the Parliament or the executive government oversight over 
the decision-maker who is to be appointed and not elected. They are all red flags and we have raised concerns 
about this. 
I have spoken about the process and the way in which this legislation has been introduced. I was very disappointed 
to hear the Minister for Transport’s contribution to the debate on the urgency motion. The government is aware 
that the opposition has responsibilities that sit outside this legislation and that given our numbers, we are stretched. 
I have been a member of this Parliament since 2008. I take my role as a parliamentarian seriously. 
A member interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Southern River, you are not in your seat. Please refrain from making any 
comments. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I take my role as a parliamentarian, as my colleagues do, seriously. The fact is we are dealing 
with a significant piece of legislation without any compelling reason for it to be brought on urgently. The government 
is using its numbers to ram it through this house. The shadow Minister for Emergency Services last night had a list 
of questions as long as his arm, but he could not get through them. For the minister’s office to very generously offer 
him a second briefing this morning just hours before we were due to debate it in this house, after we have not had 
a chance to go through it in detail, is farcical. There is no other word for it. 
But we can say that on our assessment, the bill will not end the state of emergency. It is not what the opposition 
has been asking for. That is our rationale for not supporting the bill—but it will make no difference because the 
government will do what it likes with its numbers regardless. That is what it has done for the last year and a half. 
It is arrogant and contemptuous of process. Even if I step outside this legislation, we can see that the order of bills 
that were to be debated this week has changed on multiple occasions. We had to reschedule and change the people 
due to be in the house while we were dealing with this legislation. We do not intend to debate an MPI today because 
we want to contribute to this legislation. We have given up that opportunity. We did not have an opportunity do it 
yesterday because of the condolence motion and it was not appropriate. We are trying to be accommodating, but 
I have to say that the way that the house is being managed is somewhat chaotic and it makes it more challenging 
for the opposition to juggle multiple roles and duties. That is disappointing. It is obviously deliberate and unnecessary. 
It is unnecessary because legislation impacts on the lives and livelihoods of people in our community. 
I will now sit down and allow others to make their contribution to the second reading debate. I look forward to the 
minister’s response during consideration in detail, as much of it as we will get through. Given that this bill has been 
declared urgent, I am interested to know whether there is a desire for it to go to the Legislative Council immediately 
so that it can debate the bill at the earliest opportunity. That would mean the bill would need to pass this house and 
be forwarded to the other place before 6.00 pm. Given that this house will debate private members’ business at 
four o’clock, I do not understand how we will be able to do that. Again, I fail to understand why this bill has been 
declared urgent, how that is going to work and why the bill needs to go through this house today. Unless we ask the 
Legislative Council to extend its hours, it will not get there before that house rises for the day. I am certain that by 
the time the other place rises for the day, we will have not got through consideration in detail, if not the second reading 
stage, before private members’ business. The whole thing, once again, has been shambolic and very unnecessary, 
particularly for such serious legislation. 
MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [3.14 pm]: I rise to make a short contribution on the Emergency Management Amendment 
(Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022. I feel as though I have had to stand up here on quite a few occasions 
not to talk about a bill, but to talk about the process that this government undertakes. The Leader of the Opposition 
outlined it very well: a sense of arrogance has crept into this government over the past 12 to 18 months. It is quite 
concerning that the scenario seems to be that the government basically does whatever it likes. It brings in legislation 
whenever it likes and gives us a day or a couple of days’ notice. It has the numbers, so it is not a problem. It wants 
us to leave it to them so that it can ride roughshod not only over the opposition but the public of Western Australia. 
That is what upsets me. The public of Western Australia are barely even getting a chance to understand the bill 
because we are not given that opportunity. 
Provisions were brought in during the state of emergency that at times were necessary. The number one priority is 
that we should be given an opportunity to have a briefing. The same situation arose again late on Monday night. 
I recall that is when we were notified by the leader of opposition business by brief text that said: “It appears there 
is going to be an emergency management amendment bill coming through the ranks. We might get some sort of 
briefing tomorrow but it has to be dealt with this week.” My question is: why does it have to be dealt with this 
week when we have got a three or four-week break before the Legislative Council will be able to deal with it? That 
is the first thing I find upsetting. 
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We have not been given an opportunity to look through the various clauses of the bill or to take our time to try to 
get an understanding of it. What also was quite surprising was that the Deputy Premier today said that it is the same 
in other states, and there is no problem; it is all fit for purpose. I do not think it is. It is quite different from legislation 
in other states. Victoria has the most unpopular Premier in Australia who has more sensible provisions in handling 
the matter through its public health act. As I said, some of the things that Premier has done have been quite amazing, 
but, despite all that, this issue is being handled better in Victoria than in Western Australia. 
As I look through some of the scenarios relating to this bill, the other thing I want to talk about, as the Leader of 
the Opposition pointed out, is that pretty well at all times during the initial stages of the pandemic there was vision 
of Italy and other places in Europe with doctors seeing their patients dying in corridors. I fully understood the need 
to introduce urgent emergency legislation then. Governments around the world were not sure how they were going 
to handle the pandemic. As the Leader of the Opposition pointed out, we supported that situation right from the start. 
We obviously wanted to know what the provisions were. We wanted to know how the State Disaster Council was 
going to work and how the Chief Health Officer was going to have oversight of things. I will make one comment. 
When I look back at the television footage of what happened in the other states, every day their chief health officer 
would come out along with the Premier and, generally, the Commissioner of Police. All those states wheeled out 
their chief health officer, police commissioner, Premier and health minister. All we seemed to get was the health 
minister and, sometimes, the Premier, but the Chief Health Officer, who was supposedly making the decisions, 
was on the backburner. The people of Western Australia did not have the ability to get a real understanding of some 
of the reasons behind the decisions, whether on mask wearing or the intrastate borders, which used the development 
commission borders. Some of those scenarios made it very difficult for people, but, in general, people did the right 
thing and followed the guidelines. It looks like we are through the worst of it, hopefully. What I am getting to is 
that this bill appears to be a continuation of the state of emergency. 
The other thing that really worries me about the bill is that it appears that one public servant will now have all 
those abilities, whereas before we had the oversight of the Premier, who no doubt would talk to cabinet every Monday 
morning about what was going on. We also had oversight of the decision-making by the Public Sector Commissioner, 
the police commissioner and the various members of the State Disaster Council. That is probably my biggest 
concern today—that we have a scenario in which everything will be loaded onto the State Emergency Coordinator. 
I assume that the State Emergency Coordinator will be the police commissioner. 
This bill will do nothing more than continue the state of emergency by another name. That is why we are calling 
for a public health response. The opposition remains concerned about the conduct of the government in just seeking 
to ram significant legislative amendments through the houses of Parliament without justification, notice or, once 
again, giving us the ability to talk to our stakeholders, the Department of Fire and Emergency Services or the police 
commissioner. We do not know how this bill will affect the aged-care sector or the health sector because we have 
not had time to consult with our stakeholders. As the Leader of the Opposition said, it is 900 days since the state of 
emergency was declared and we are no closer to having fit-for-purpose pandemic response legislation; rather, we 
are getting just another temporary measure that will flow into being another state of emergency by another name. 
That is probably the most disappointing thing, from my perspective. 
As I said, the Chief Health Officer is the most senior public health official in the state. He is best placed to lead the 
public health response now and into the future. Similar to what happened with the press conferences at Dumas House 
or on the steps of Parliament, the Chief Health Officer is nowhere to be seen. The Premier used to leave him out 
as he wanted to take the lead—“Here I am. I’m the Premier. I’m in charge.” Okay, we understood that; we saw how 
things flowed on to the 2021 state election. We are now seeing another scenario in which the Chief Health Officer 
is being left out. I do not think that is acceptable. That is one of the things we have picked up in the short time we 
have had to look at this legislation. 
The Premier admitted in question time yesterday that the government was keen to remove the nomenclature referring 
to the state of emergency. He actually referred to that yesterday. He talked about the draconian responses. The 
opposition feels that it is its duty to check this out. 
There are a couple of other things I want to briefly go on with before the Leader of the Liberal Party speaks about 
some of his concerns. I have heard him speak publicly about his concerns about the scenarios that have played out. Some 
of the key questions for us are: How many directions are currently in force under the Emergency Management Act 
and how many will be identified through this legislation? Is it the government’s intention that each of the five existing 
directions will transition to directions issued pursuant to a COVID-19 declaration? I guess another question is: 
when does the government intend to transition from an EM act state of emergency to an EM act COVID-19 
declaration? What we really have with this bill is the continuation of the state of emergency. When will we go 
back to something that is a little more suitable to the scenario that is now playing out, which is certainly a relief to 
the citizens of WA? I know that mask wearing is still very important in aged care and hospitals, but I think we are 
gradually transitioning back to something that is a little more normal and with which the citizens of WA are a little 
more comfortable. People did the right thing and wore masks at Optus Stadium, on public transport or in rideshare 
and taxi services and so forth. 
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A question for the Minister for Emergency Services, whom I suspect will be answering a lot of questions as the 
day goes on, is: why does the Minister for Emergency Services no longer want to exercise ministerial direction 
and decision-making in determining the need for the ongoing exercise of powers, even if it is on a three-monthly 
basis? As I pointed out earlier, we had good oversight by the State Disaster Council. We had a situation in which 
the Chief Health Officer made some sort of directions behind the scenes—we did not really see him in public too 
often—but we had the knowledge that the State Disaster Council was meeting on a regular basis and was confirming 
those decisions. Now, the decisions will be made by the State Emergency Coordinator and will depend on how he 
or she feels at the time. Will there be any oversight of that decision-making? Not from what we can see. 

Another question is: why has the government not contemplated the impact of future pandemic events, preferring 
to limit the bill to a temporary COVID-19 response? Another question from my perspective concerns proposed 
section 77M, which provides for powers to control and use property: is there any requirement to compensate for 
loss or damage arising from the use of this power? That was one of the questions the opposition raised in the 
briefing. Certain powers seem to flow from this legislation and opposition members are certainly keen to investigate 
to the best of our abilities, given the very short time we have had since that briefing. I know the Leader of the 
Liberal Party is anxious to get up and talk about some of his issues. 

The government’s approach is inconsistent. The only thing that is consistent is this government’s arrogance in 
continuing to ram legislation through this place because it has the numbers. We all understand that, but there is 
a parliamentary process and the opposition should have the opportunity not only to look at legislation, but also to 
talk to the stakeholders and get an understanding of how they feel about it. More than anything, I am upset at the way 
this government is riding roughshod over the people of Western Australia. 

DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [3.32 pm]: As has been indicated by our lead speaker 
on the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022, I oppose the bill. I will 
go into some detail to explain why. But first I will cover a little English literature. I know that the minister representing 
the Minister for Emergency Services, being a former journalist, has a keen interest in language and I am sure he 
would have read George Orwell’s dystopian novel Nineteen Eighty-Four. That novel opens with a statement, which 
should seem out of the ordinary. For those keen English literature students, I am quoting this first part from an 
online source CliffsNotes.com, which reads — 

George Orwell’s well-known dystopian novel, Nineteen Eighty-four, opens with the following statement 
that should seem out of the ordinary: 

It was a bright cold day in April and the clocks were striking thirteen. 

The thirteenth stroke here doesn’t refer to military time but to an old saying. References to a thirteenth stroke 
of the clock indicate that some event or discovery calls into question everything previously believed. Put 
any other way, the thirteenth stroke of the clock calls into question not only the credibility of itself but of 
the previous twelve. 

But notice in this opening line it isn’t just one clock malfunctioning, but the clocks. Presumably all of 
them. In this world, the clocks striking thirteen is not an aberration, but a normal way of life. 

In this way, Orwell subtly alerts the reader that statements of truth in this fictional society should be called 
into question. 

The clocks are now striking 13 in Western Australia as in George Orwell’s famous book Nineteen Eighty-Four 
about authoritarianism. This is because the Premier wants Western Australians to believe the state of emergency is 
coming to an end, but the opposite is happening and it is still continuing under the public radar. Democracies are 
rarely crippled in one fell swoop; they are degraded gradually by actions justified as temporal necessities that combine 
to impinge on the democratic rights of citizens. 

I want to make it clear, as the Premier outlined in this place yesterday, that we believe the state of emergency should 
end. I want to make that clear: we believe the state of emergency should end. However, we do not need this bill to 
achieve that outcome. I want to cover first why the government considers this bill urgent. Why is the government 
dealing with this bill in this manner? We have seen this on a number of occasions. There have been 17 occasions 
that the government has used COVID emergency provisions as a reason for putting bills through this place in short 
order. At the start of the COVID pandemic, that was a reasonable thing to do. It was a pandemic; no-one knew 
where it was going to go. There were horror stories from overseas and it was apparent the government had to take 
dramatic action early. This opposition supported the government on every single occasion. If the minister likes, 
I will go through the bills and the time that it took to deal with those bills in this place, but on every occasion, all 
the emergency bills that the government wanted to put through were dealt with in this place and the other place in 
precisely the time that the government required because we appreciated this was an urgent and unusual situation. 
We are not now in an urgent and unusual situation. We are in a relatively normal situation. The COVID pandemic 
is continuing, but there has not been one justification from the minister representing the Minister for Emergency 
Services or the Leader of the House to justify why this bill is being dealt with in this manner. This is a complex bill. 
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Although it might be a relatively short bill, it is a bill that refers to other bills. In the time that we have had, it is 
almost physically impossible for us to even follow those references through and evaluate them. This is a bill that, 
in the Premier’s own words, contains draconian powers. These are serious powers—the most serious powers that 
a government can have; in fact, as this bill continues, it allows people to be directed, to be detained at properties and 
it allows police officers to seize property and to seize premises and occupy premises. Those are all of the things 
that are allowed to be carried on in this bill. 

Yesterday we had a briefing at 6.00 pm and, effectively, at midday today, we started to debate this. Members of 
this chamber were still carrying out business at eight o’clock last night. A significant number of important questions 
could not be answered at the briefing and we received that information only today, when none of us were in a position 
to go through and read that. We received the PowerPoint slides only this morning whilst we were preparing speeches 
to reply to the government on this bill. We have had no meaningful opportunity to consult with anyone. We have 
had no opportunity to consult with the Law Society of Western Australia, which may have concerns about this bill. 
We have had no opportunity to consult with local government, the Western Australian Local Government Association 
or with other departments that are affected by this bill, yet the government expects us to come in here and debate 
that bill. It is an arrogant abuse of Parliament. The Premier is not even here. I have heard some muttering from the 
other side saying the Premier is doing something important. This is a critically important bill. If the Premier were 
treating this opposition and this Parliament with respect, he would have delayed this bill until he could be here. 
There is no reason why he could not have done that. 

The existing state of emergency continues into the early part of the new year. This matter could be dealt with 
any time up to and including November this year. It does not need to be rammed through today. This may be 
a convenience to the government but it is an improper way to deal with such an important matter and to give the 
opposition so little time to prepare and interrogate this important piece of legislation. 

The Premier, the minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services and others have made a number of 
statements that this bill is important to end the state of emergency. Other speakers on this side have made very clear 
that this bill does not end the state of emergency. That could be done simply by declaring that the state of emergency 
is over and allowing existing laws to deal with any remaining issues associated with COVID. This bill is simply 
renaming the state of emergency. That is where the Orwell quote comes in. It is doublethink. It is newspeak. It 
is saying one thing when in fact the other thing is true. This bill continues the state of emergency for the next 
two years. It does not end it. What does that mean?  

If the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022 passes, the State Emergency 
Coordinator will be able, of his own volition, to decide that a COVID emergency should be declared for a three-month 
period; and, if that happens, he can carry out and be responsible for the most extreme actions—all actions that are 
available under what will become the previous arrangements—up to state border closures. He will not be able to 
close the state borders, but he will be able to do everything else. How can anyone in this state in the next two years 
have any certainty that their plans can be carried out without interruption? They will not have any certainty. Will 
someone plan a major concert or event knowing that at any time, the State Emergency Coordinator can, of his own 
volition, in his own mind, form the belief, once he has sought advice from the Chief Health Officer—not a direction, 
only advice, which he is perfectly at liberty to ignore—that those actions need to be taken, then they will be taken? 
As has been made clear here, there will be no possibility of any review or intervention by the minister, the executive 
of government or Parliament itself—none. There will be no guarantee for people planning a wedding or tourists 
planning a trip to the state and wanting to travel to regional areas. If this bill passes, there will be no guarantee that 
they will be able to go ahead. If the bill passes, it will not end the state of emergency; the government will have 
simply renamed it and, at any time, there can be major lockdowns. Intrastate state travel will be able to be banned. 
Community events will be able to be banned. Gatherings of people of a certain number will be able to be banned 
for the next two years. That is what will happen if this bill is allowed to pass. As I will point out, it is a completely 
unnecessary bill. 

I want to know why the government is doing this. Why is this bill a necessity for the government? The Public Health 
Act 2016 can deal with any remaining issues. I have heard mention of, for example, mask mandates in places that 
house vulnerable people, such as aged-care facilities. I can tell members in this place—I am sure they all know—
that when I visited my godmother at Springhaven Lodge in Kojonup before the COVID crisis, I could not enter that 
facility unless I had had the flu injection. If they required me to wear a mask, I would not be able to enter without 
a mask. It required visitors to meet the people living in that establishment outside singly—by themselves—and not 
in group areas. They did all that without any need for regulations, so any contention that an aged-care facility or 
a hospital requires COVID rules to protect vulnerable people using masks is simply wrong and is a false assertion. 

I want to go through the Public Health Act. Why is the opposition saying that the Public Health Act is the appropriate 
vehicle to manage ongoing COVID concerns and issues? I refer to the Public Health Act, part 12, division 3, 
“Public health emergencies”. Section 167 is headed, “Minister may make public health state of emergency 
declaration”. Sections 167(1) and 167(2) empower the Minister for Health to declare a state of emergency over the 
whole or part of the state. The minister must consider advice from the Chief Health Officer after the Chief Health 
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Officer has consulted the State Emergency Coordinator and be satisfied that a public health emergency has occurred, 
is occurring or is imminent and that extraordinary measures are required to prevent or minimise loss of life or 
prejudice to the safety or harm of people. That sounds pretty comprehensive, does it not? The term I note in each 
sentence is “the minister”—someone who is accountable to this place. 
Section 167(3) states that a public health state of emergency declaration must include details of the health emergency 
that is the basis for the declaration, the time and date, whether it applies to the whole state or specific areas, and it 
may limit certain powers that may be exercised during the declaration. 
Section 168 refers to the duration of a public health state of emergency declaration and states that if it not extended, 
it remains in force for six days and can be extended by the Chief Health Officer.  
Section 169 empowers the minister to amend the state of emergency declaration.  
Section 170 deals with an extension of a public health state of emergency declaration. Each extension cannot 
exceed 14 days, which is the current situation under the state of emergency. It is no different and there is no limit 
on how many times an extension can be declared. If it is necessary, the Chief Health Officer can use this declaration 
to deal with any issues that arise and deal with them instantly. Once the minister has declared this, it is dealt with 
and other things can carry on. The Chief Health Officer is empowered to authorise various authorised officers to 
exercise emergency powers during the declaration.  
Section 179 deals with powers to obtain identifying particulars and section 180 deals with powers relating to 
movement and evacuation. An emergency officer may direct or prohibit the movement of persons and so on, direct 
the evacuation and removal of people and so on, close any road or access route or area, and that includes, clearly, 
remote communities or those that are vulnerable. We do not need a state of emergency to do that, which has already 
been stated in this place today. An emergency officer may also direct the closure of any road, access route or area 
of water leading into an emergency area. 
Section 181 provides a power to use vehicles. Under this act, there is the power to appropriate vehicles and premises. 
The power to control or use premises or property is included in the Public Health Act. For emergency management 
purposes, an emergency officer may take control of, or make use of, any premises or property and the premise or 
property may be in or outside the declaration area. An officer may enter if necessary, break into and search any 
premises, open containers and other things, seize anything, direct property owners or occupants to provide reasonable 
assistance and so on. If an emergency officer takes control of a property, they must give written notice after 
seven days.  
Section 183 is “Powers in relation to drugs and vaccines”, which is not included in the new powers, but it is important 
because it relates to taking control of any drugs that may be useful. They can exercise powers to enter properties 
and so on to do that and they can direct the manufacturer, importer, distributor or anyone in possession not to sell 
and so on. There are quarantine procedures. I do not have time to go through all of the act. I encourage members 
and the minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services to read part 12 of the Public Health Act. It has 
all the powers the government needs to manage what remains of the COVID crisis. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr D.J. HONEY: We do not need this special piece of legislation to have the required controls. Everything I have 
heard from members on the other side of the house can be done under the Public Health Act, which we have said 
for some time. We do not know why the government is doing this. 
We heard the member for Moore talk about the approach taken by the Victorian government. What really concerns 
me in all of this, and it has concerned me in this COVID crisis for some time, is whether this is about political 
advantage for the Premier. We know that many leading figures in the business community are deeply concerned 
about the impact that an extended state of emergency has on a range of areas. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not taking any interjections, Deputy Speaker. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Leader of the House! Carry on, Leader of the Liberal Party. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much, Deputy Speaker. 
Is it about political advantage? We saw that COVID was the pre-eminent factor deciding the last state election. 
We know that from our own polling. I have said it before in this place and I say it again: the Labor Party was on 
track to lose a significant number of seats at the start of January 2020. 
Mr D.J. Kelly: Rubbish. Lose government? In your dreams! Wishful thinking. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It was not on track to lose government but to lose a significant number of seats, member. It was 
going to retain government. By July 2020, after the COVID pandemic had struck and the Premier had taken his 
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tough-on-COVID stance, we were likely to win no seats in Parliament. That was the impact of COVID and the 
political impact of the Premier’s approach to COVID. We saw this gamed as the crisis went on. In the first part of 
the pandemic, we agreed that there was an appropriate response to this. 
Mr D.J. Kelly interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not taking interjections. I do not have time, member. I would love to talk to the member 
about it. 
In the federal election, we saw the state Labor Party take control of the campaign. The major plank of that campaign 
was, again, COVID and the way the Labor state government had handled COVID. We know that COVID has been 
a potent political weapon for the Labor Party, and it has used it to within an inch of its life. Are we seeing that again? 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Is that why the Labor Party wants to continue the state of emergency in another name? 
Ms C.M. Rowe interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Member, I am not taking interjections. 
For the next two years, taking us to October 2024 and into the next election campaign, we will have COVID on 
the political agenda so that the Labor Party can rerun its 2021 election campaign. I hope that is not true. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not taking interjections. Thank you very much. 
Ms C.M. Rowe interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Belmont, I call you to order for the first time. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: This two-year period will take us to October 2024, well inside the next election campaign period. 
I am raising this because I am struggling to understand any reason that this bill is before the house at this time. 
Whether the government has done it properly—or as it has done in this case, improperly—it is hard to understand 
why this bill is before the house. This government has had plenty of time to find an acceptable alternative to this 
bill. For a start, there have been over 900 days since the first state of emergency declaration. This government has 
had plenty of time to consider what it needs to do as this crisis tails off. What we hear is, “No, an amount of urgent 
work has had to been done”, because the government suddenly has a desperate need to get rid of the state of 
emergency. The existing provisions extend to 4 January 2023. The last renewal of the Emergency Management Act 
amendments goes through until January, and the government simply has to repeat its two-weekly reaffirmation of 
the state of emergency. 
As we have offered on a number of occasions, we could have had a fit-for-purpose bill. I have just taken members 
through a very brief summary of the Public Health Act. The Public Health Act has enormous powers to deal with all 
the concerns that I have heard members opposite raise about dealing with COVID as we go forward. The government 
could have put up fit-for-purpose minor amendments to that act in this place. We would certainly be supporting 
those amendments in this place, instead of opposing this bill. 
The government could have had an independent review. We have asked for this for some time. What went right? 
Things went right politically for the government, but not everything was done right. Many things were done right, 
and we have congratulated the government for the COVID pandemic outcome, but many things were not done right. 
Many things were not done in a timely manner. Other state governments have carried out reviews. They have 
completed the reviews, and they have the learnings. Where are the learnings from this government? Is this government 
so arrogant that it thinks it is perfect in everything it has done? It could have done a review, and that would have 
fed into a more temperate approach to this bill. 
Is it that the government just likes to have those extreme powers available? Powers will continue—sorry, they will—
but more particularly, pandemics will continue. We know one thing: this is not a one-off. Lots of evidence suggests 
that pandemics are increasing in frequency globally. The government had a golden opportunity to modify part 12 
of the Public Health Act so that in future we would have a simple mechanism and not need special bills rushed through 
Parliament or special acts of Parliament. We could deal with a pandemic under the act. In no other time do we know 
what a global pandemic means for our country. The SARS global pandemic largely bypassed Western Australia. 
We should have had that, so that we could respond quickly and so that we can respond quickly in the future. 
The powers in this bill are draconian. As I have already indicated, the powers in the Public Health Act are also 
quite draconian. Outside of shutting the state borders, the Public Health Act contains most of the powers of this 
bill. As I pointed out before, that part of the act is triggered by the Minister for Health in consultation with the 
Chief Health Officer, who has to refer to others. In this case, we have a power that will be vested in a public servant 
without any review by the minister or this place. I do not know how Labor members can look at this and not see it 
as a major concern. This is not a criticism of the public servant, but when such serious powers are available, they 
should be subject to scrutiny and review. These are extreme powers. I do not have time to go through all the powers 
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individually, but, as I pointed out, under this bill—as it is being presented to Parliament—venues can be shut 
down, events can be cancelled, and people can be compelled to do anything. All those powers are quite remarkable. 
A fundamental concern for anyone in this Parliament who cares about our democratic processes, checks and balances 
should be the delegation of all that control to a public servant. We have no concerns about that particular public 
servant, but we have fundamental concerns about these powers being delegated to someone who is not answerable 
to a minister or to this place. If these were minor powers, such as applying a minor fine or issuing a licence of 
some sort, it would be a reasonable delegation of power. We know that happens. These are substantial and draconian 
powers that will involve directions to people, and there will be no oversight—none from the minister, none from 
the executive of government and none from Parliament. 
The State Emergency Coordinator will not be required whatsoever to explain any decision. The only requirement 
is the publication of the Chief Health Officer’s advice, which the State Emergency Coordinator can choose to ignore. 
The State Emergency Coordinator will have to provide no explanation for what he is doing; he will simply need 
to form an idea in his own mind. We are talking about decisions based on not only health issues, but also economic 
and psychological issues. I am fascinated to understand how the government thinks it appropriate to vest that power 
purely in the State Emergency Coordinator with no requirement to consult with or report to anyone on how decisions 
are made. That is not a proper or democratic process at all. 
I want to make it very clear that I like the police a lot. In my early career, I worked alongside the police as a forensic 
scientist for six and a half years. I like the police a lot, but I do not want the police or the police commissioner 
running the state. I want the Parliament to run the state. I want ministers to run their major portfolios because they 
are answerable, ultimately, to the people of Western Australia. I like the police handling emergencies. If there is 
a terrorist attack, I want to see the police managing it. They will do that fantastically. They do a topnotch job of 
investigating crimes. They do a superb job of protecting the public from crime. I do not want the Premier or ministers 
rushing or blundering around at a crime site, but I want the executive of government, the Premier and ministers, 
to manage complex issues. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 4313.] 

METRONET PROJECTS — TIME FRAME 
Motion 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [4.00 pm]: I move — 
That this house calls on the McGowan Labor government to take responsibility for the cost blowouts and 
lengthy delays besieging the Metronet projects. 

I note the absence of the minister in the house. I hope she will be able to come along and offer some insights about 
why she is allowing these continual time frame and cost blowouts to besiege her pet project, Metronet. We know 
it has been going on for a very long time and that Metronet is a signature project for the Labor government. It is 
choosing to run very hard with it and much of the capacity of the state government is spent on it. Both the financial 
and construction capacity of our state is employed on the Metronet project and one could question whether that is 
the best way to be expending our money when we have critical housing shortages and one of the largest mining 
construction booms that we have seen in 20-odd years. 
It is interesting that at one point we had what was called smoothing of projects. That occurred to enable a slowdown 
of public expenditure and to take some heat out of the market. The Premier announced the projects had been 
smoothed. I asked questions of the Premier around some of those matters and the smoothing of projects. I think at 
least two of the projects that were smoothed were Metronet projects. The Premier on 16 September 2021 confirmed — 

I think around 16 projects have been pushed back, most by around a year or so, including two Metronet 
lines, from memory, and a range of road interchanges and some TAFE upgrades, but it is around 16. 

The two Metronet lines that were pushed back were the Thornlie–Cockburn Link and the Yanchep extension. We 
know that the Yanchep extension had already run into trouble. There were reports in the media and it was common 
knowledge around the area that for some time little work had been done on the project. We saw in the budget there 
was about $100 million of underspend on the project in that one year alone. That indicates a project that is in trouble 
for a range of reasons not only to do with project smoothing. Of course, it was a convenient way to hide what were 
real problems in the delivery of programs, primarily by the Minister for Transport, including some of these signature 
programs for the Labor government. 
Surprisingly enough, in September 2021, we were smoothing projects because there was too much heat in the 
market. What happened between September 2021 and February 2022 to suddenly mean that there was no longer 
excess heat in the market and that there was spare capacity in the market? As far as I know, there was still mega 
construction of projects in the state’s north. These projects are still on the backburner because we do not have the 
capacity to do them, yet in February 2022 the question asked to the Premier was again around his announcement 
that the Armadale line would be closed for 18 months for Metronet works.  
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Here we have an announcement of a project that he went on to justify — 
The Armadale rail line has been in place for 131 years. Over that time, it has had some upgrades—not 
many—for instance … 

He went on to outline what was happening on the Armadale line. Basically a $2 billion project had just been 
announced in the middle of a time we had been told the market was already overheated and we had to slow down. 
When the government was already unable to meet its targets and was already failing to get projects delivered such 
as the Thornlie–Cockburn Link and the Yanchep rail extension, the government announced a $2 billion project in 
a market that was already overheated. We wonder why the inflation rate in Western Australia is the highest in the 
nation. Why is it the most overheated market in the nation? It is because the government is pouring millions of dollars 
into projects that are not time imperative; the money could be better spent when there is an inevitable slowdown 
in the private sector to enable the smoothing, if you like, if we are going to smooth things, of the construction tasks 
for the state. It could smooth out the employment for the workers so that there are projects to go to when things 
inevitably slow down in other areas. 
We are not seeing that happen. We are seeing more and more money being pumped into projects that cannot be 
delivered in the time frames that have already been set down, not only in Metronet but in other major transport 
infrastructure projects. We know the Bunbury Outer Ring Road has been a shemozzle. It has been the most poorly 
costed and delivered project, I think, in Western Australian history. It has gone from a project of less than 
$1 billion to one of $1.5 billion if it was delivered in its appropriate form. It is now just a suburban road instead of 
a freeway. I mean, it is a disgrace. 
In other areas, we know that the Minister for Transport likes to have some very heated and quite colourful answers 
to questions in Parliament here, much to the delight of the pack of Labor backbenchers who carry on and get a rush 
of blood and start baying like wolves. In fact, she does not answer the question. She did not answer the question 
today when I asked about the safety of the rail workers, the firefighters and the passengers on the Metronet 
Forrestfield–Airport Link. That project will be opening very shortly. As with any major project, there is a rush to 
get it done to meet the time lines. She has announced a time line, finally, after years of waiting. I fear that people’s 
safety could be being put at risk. It is not only me. The firefighters are raising this issue. She mentioned she had 
worked with the Department of Fire and Emergency Services and others, but why are the firefighters and the 
unions for the workers who are driving the trains also involved in this? Why are they raising concerns about safety 
in this environment? Who is trained in Western Australia to deal with a fire in a tunnel way down there on a train 
where we know there is very little space? Quite lengthy sections are underground, which is a unique situation in 
Western Australia. We would expect training to be sought from overseas from places in Europe and other places 
that have long tunnels so that we can perhaps gain an understanding. Instead of outlining to Parliament any of that 
or anything sensible, she turned her back to the Speaker and turned her back to me, who was asking the question, 
and played to the audience.  
Anybody who sees that tape will see the disregard and arrogance the Minister for Transport shows to the members 
of this place when legitimate questions are being asked. I do not want to think that anything bad will happen on 
that network, but I would like to know that everything that could be done is being done to ensure the absolute safety 
of passengers and workers on that network, and also the firefighters and emergency workers who may need to respond 
to an incident in that unique environment in Western Australia. It is perhaps not unique in the world; I do not 
know, but I assume there are long sections of tunnels in other countries. Why did the minister not just outline what 
is going on? 
It was similar when I asked her to outline for this Parliament a potential rise in construction costs. I asked her about 
a newspaper article that referred to a suite of Metronet projects and stated that the government’s cost expectations 
had ballooned. I asked how much extra the government expects to spend to complete the suite of projects. She 
refused point blank to give me an answer. She said she is — 

… delivering a … number of infrastructure and projects throughout Western Australia including Metronet. 
What we do is to keep monitoring the projects. 

In terms of reporting to Parliament when asked to put a figure on where she believed those projects are going, she 
refused to do it. This was the best I got out of her. She said — 

… we continually monitor those. If cost pressures materialise and crystallise, we acknowledge that 
through the budget process and through midyear processes. 

Just weeks after that little exchange it was revealed that there were huge cost blowouts because, as we know, the 
budget was brought down. This question was asked on 17 March 2022 when the budget was brought down and showed 
some significant cost blowouts. Instead of coming clean and answering a direct question on the matter, the minister 
once again chose to refuse to do so. I think the art of making theatre is being used as a cover for the lack of a commitment 
to ensure that a proper answer is given and an understanding shared about the situation with these projects. 
The newspaper article I referred to in that question was by Josh Zimmerman on 27 February 2022 in which he 
outlined the cost blowouts he expected to see. He obviously had some sources who were a bit more forthcoming 
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with some of the costs than the minister was herself when I asked questions about these matters. He wrote quite 
a lengthy article that ran right through from the conception of Metronet as a Labor Party policy in 2013 to its iteration 
in 2017 when Labor costed it at considerably less than it is now expected to be delivered. 
Looking back at those times and how these cost blowouts have occurred, we are told that it is not just that costs 
have increased, but also that the scope has increased. That is fair enough. Some new projects are in there but the 
originally announced projects have not been delivered on time and on budget in any way, shape or form. In fact, 
those projects have blown out considerably. In 2017, the original construction costs of the Metronet project were 
around $3 billion. It has been said in this house that we now expect it to be about $10 billion. That is not being 
denied; it is becoming pretty clear to most people that with the current cost escalations, we will easily reach the 
$10 billion mark, which is a 300 per cent blowout on what was originally announced back in 2017. In 2017, it was 
said to be a six-year bill time for a certain number of the projects—the first five projects, I believe. That was 
achievable, if not conservative. We are now five years along from then and none of the projects are yet operational, 
and an awful lot of projects have to come on line next year if the government is to keep to that original commitment. 
This government also does not discuss the fact that the increase in train services and train availability is coming 
into a system that is not making a profit, but is making a loss. The PTA receives a huge subsidy; I think it is about 
$1 billion a year, but I am happy for the minister to correct me on the subsidy if she comes in here. No doubt she 
has those figures to hand. I would like to know what we expect that subsidy will rise to as more services come on 
to the new train lines. Perhaps partly because of the pandemic and partly because of a trend that was emerging 
before the pandemic, passenger numbers on the train system are on the decrease, despite the fact that the government 
has slashed fares. It loudly trumpets that it has slashed fares to the two-zone system. That comes at a cost for the 
government. Multiply that out by the increased services and suddenly we have an uncosted commitment going 
forward that will become a budgetary problem for the government if the falling passenger numbers on the existing 
services do not turn around at some point with a good uptake on the new services. For instance, we know the 
Ellenbrook line has a construction cost in the budget, but the operational costs of that project for the next four or five 
years once it is finally delivered and the trains start to run are not in the budget. What is the long-term expectation 
of the burden that the state will carry in subsidising that service? The state government’s budget processes for 
these matters seem very limited to me. If I were developing a long-term capital asset in a business environment, 
I would expect to know the operational costs and incomes over the lifetime of that asset so that I could understand 
the true project costs. That does not seem to happen with these projects. 
We know that Western Australia has a fairly newly minted body, Infrastructure WA; yet, Infrastructure WA by its 
mandate and its legislation has no real impact on the Metronet program. It has had no involvement in the business 
cases and assessing whether the projects stack up because it does not look at projects that have already been 
announced. I think it would be very wise for the government to ask an independent body such as that to go back and 
look at the cumulative costs for the state going forward as we see this program start to run. We need to understand 
for future governments and future budgets the implications for everybody going forward with these projects. 
One implication that will be very interesting will be when the Armadale line is shut. The expectation is that the 
Armadale line, which has already been delayed, even before it has actually shut, will come into the election period. 
There will be a lot of angry people who cannot get to work very easily because road systems are disrupted and the 
train system is not running. Just as with every other project the government has undertaken, I expect lengthy delays 
and cost overruns. 
We may well see the voters of those southern suburbs having to put up with a commuting nightmare because of 
the government’s incompetence in bringing on a project at a time when the economy was already overheated and 
when the state really did not need another $2 billion spent on a rail project—perhaps $2 billion in housing or in the 
health system, but not $2 billion on a rail project at that moment in time. It will add to the general pressure on the 
construction industry without any immediate, tangible outcomes because there is already a rail line to Armadale. 
I do not quibble with the government’s commitment to put a train station in Byford, but that extension could 
easily have been done using the existing Armadale line at a fraction of the cost. That would have delivered on the 
government’s commitment and spared the economy the pain of adding an extra probably $1.5 billion for the 
remaining sections of the Armadale rail line that the government announced. 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The member will have an opportunity to talk later. 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The member will have his chance. 
We know that this project, like so many other projects in the transport portfolio, has been subject to delay. Already 
it has been delayed by six months, and it has not even commenced; it is still in the planning phase. There is a systemic 
problem in that the projects never seem to meet the original time lines. The Forrestfield–Airport Link was originally 
scheduled to open in late 2020, and it is now late 2022. 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: I do not think it is running at the moment, member. Is the member seeking to interject? He will 
have his opportunity down the track. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): Are you taking interjections? 
Mr R.S. LOVE: No, I am not taking interjections. I have made that very clear. 

Mr T. Healy interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member on his feet is not taking interjections. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Thank you. 

Mr T.J. Healy: Apologies. I was so excited to learn about the business case. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I call you to order. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Thank you. 

The Thornlie–Cockburn Link was originally set down for 2021. We know that has been smoothed, but it is a long 
way from being delivered. I will not put a deadline on it now, because the government cannot, but it is at least 
two years away. Yanchep was originally expected to be delivered in 2021—it was delayed in 2021, rather—but we 
have no idea whether it will meet its operational deadline which was, I believe, to be next year. I do not think there 
is any real chance that the Yanchep extension will be running at that time. 

The Morley–Ellenbrook line was another promise the government made. The government has often made a great 
deal about the failed attempts by previous governments to build a train line to Ellenbrook, but I will go back to the 
reason why there might have been some hesitancy around that. Perhaps it was not the best alternative for the area 
in terms of an immediate transport fix because the Ellenbrook line will not be operational for many years to come. 
There are probably pressures that need to be dealt with more immediately, but that was an election promise that the 
government made. We will simply critique the government on its ability to deliver on that election promise because 
the people have spoken and they have asked for the line. The Byford rail extension has been delayed because of 
the Armadale line. A whole range of other issues and projects have been delayed or cut back in that time. 
Even very small matters seem to be incapable of being delivered. I went to the Caledonian Avenue area where 
I met with the local people some time ago. They are very disgruntled about the closure of the Caledonian Avenue 
level crossing, which was a $15 million project delivered under the Metronet program as a government commitment. 
The plan was to close the level crossing. I understand the need for it, because the number of trains running through 
the area now is much greater than there was previously, and the level crossing gates probably would have been 
down for as much time as they were up. However, the government did not put in place an appropriate plan for dealing 
with the traffic in that area. The government closed the level crossing as a first step, but that should have been the 
final step in the program if it had been properly planned and delivered. Road and pedestrian alternatives should 
have been put in place and then the level crossing should have been closed, but the government did it the opposite 
way. It closed the level crossing and caused mayhem. Very concerning traffic accidents are occurring at some of 
the intersections in the area very regularly. I think there is actually a regular Facebook post now of the latest accidents 
at the Seventh Avenue–Guildford Road intersection. The government failed to plan properly for that project. The 
government closed the level crossing but did nothing about putting in place the treatments required to make that 
situation bearable. 
When the Bellevue railcar facility was put in place, many businesses, locals, shires and members of Parliament, 
including even some Labor members of Parliament, expressed some concern to their constituents about the effect 
of the closure of Robinson Road, which was the road on which the level crossing was closed to facilitate backing 
new trains in and out of the Bellevue train centre. Surely the government could have designed that better. Now it has 
cut out one of the very few places in Midland where people can get across the railway line and has caused even 
more traffic chaos in what is an already congested area. The government took no note of the concerns of the local 
people. It did not try to work around their concerns or think of any innovative solutions. The government rode 
roughshod over those people, and that has left a very bitter taste in people’s mouths and a legacy of poor traffic 
management in Bellevue for years to come. 
While I am talking about the Bellevue project to deliver railcars, it has been said that it is a great job contributor. 
Jobs probably have been developed from building the railcars in the local area, although there is some contention 
over what is building and what is assembling. I think it is probably more correct to say that we are assembling bits 
and building a very small number of the components in Western Australia, but certainly some jobs have come 
from it. I am looking at a publication titled Towards a national local content policy from September 2022 that was 
put out by the Australasian Railway Association. The Australasian Railway Association is made up of all those users 
of the rail who run rail systems and perhaps own and operate the locomotives and rolling stock. They face a fairly 
unique market situation in Australia because pretty well every state has ambitions to have their own train building 
program. The problem is that that leads to having a very small market in each state, except perhaps the larger states 
of New South Wales and Victoria. Certainly for a state like Western Australia, the building of a project like that 
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leads to having a lumpy supply of work because there is a very big commitment in the early part but it then moves 
to a maintenance program. There is no continuity of work when trying to deliver a project such as the railcar project 
within such a quick time line. I will quote from the publication to illustrate the point. It states —  

The Metronet projects in Western Australia provide an example of the impacts of a state-focused LCP — 
That is, local content plan — 

For previous rail procurement under Transperth … train sets were built in Queensland. However, for the 
latest Metronet procurement announced in 2019, a decision was taken by the … Government that content 
had to be sourced locally. The project will deliver 102 new railcars (17 six-car sets) needed for Metronet 
projects and 144 railcars (24 six-car sets) to replace existing rollingstock. 
The Railcar Program was identified as a strategic project under the WA Jobs Act 2017, which included 
requirements for local job creation and 50% local content for the manufacturing of new trains. Manufacturing 
of the trains is being undertaken at a state-owned facility in Perth. The plant was constructed by the state 
and delivery of the rail cars by the private sector is anticipated between 2022 and 2029. 

It took seven years of work to deliver that rail stock. Further on it states — 
To comply with the local content requirements, industry participants were compelled to establish a local 
presence. Due to the relatively limited duration of the project, and the ‘lumpy’ nature of the supply chain, 
the requirement to establish a local presence did not allow for businesses to build a sustainable or efficient 
model unless there was already a presence in the state. Establishing a base in Western Australia for the 
purposes of bidding on this project was cost-prohibitive for many participants, limiting competition for 
the tender process. 

I simply raise that to say that although a facility has been put in place that will undoubtedly create jobs, that document 
speaks of it being an expensive option to deliver railcars, not because it is wrong to deliver railcars locally in 
Western Australia, but because of the small nature of the market and no continuing construction work. The facility 
will be moving to a maintenance role, which will presumably provide it with somewhat less work. 
I mentioned some issues that had been emerging out of Metronet over a while. I have only a few minutes left of 
my half an hour or so of contribution so that others can have a say. I know that other members want to talk about 
the issues that they see here. If we look at what has been reported over time in the press about Metronet, members 
will see a gradual build-up of issues as the project has developed. We expect those pressures to only get worse and 
that delivery of the projects will become more difficult in the future. I do not believe that the minister takes the 
expenditure of public money seriously. She has a cavalier approach to this project: if we can get the money from 
some other source, we will keep doing exactly what we have been doing instead of recasting and thinking about 
the timing and the method of delivery of the projects. That approach is now coming home to roost. I do not think 
that the practices employed by the state in delivering the Metronet program would be acceptable at any level in any 
private organisation. It is only in government, when other people’s money is being spent, that one can get away 
with what this minister has got away with in terms of cost blowouts and a laggard delivery of the programs throughout 
the nearly six years that she has been in charge of them. 
We know that the pressures will increase as we come to the next election. There is arrogance on the part of the minister 
and this government in that they have not yet cottoned onto the fact that things are going to get tighter economically 
with the federal government. It will not be coming over the hill to save this government the next time the costs blow 
out. This state will be picking up the cost and the taxpayers of this state will then see just how woeful the delivery 
of Metronet has been. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [4.34 pm]: This Labor government has had since 
2017 to deliver just one paying passenger to anywhere on a Metronet train and track. The minister has had over 
five years of repeated budget blowouts and excuses for constant delays. As my colleague has just made clear, the 
failures of the Minister for Transport need to be addressed, as called for by the motion before this house. I am going 
to go through in some detail the failures of the government in relation to this because we are hearing lots of glib 
statements from the minister on the other side who is pretending in some way that this program is on track—no pun 
intended. In fact, this major capital project, which amounts to half the government’s capital spend, is a monumental 
disaster. Then we have the minister’s failures. After five years, the minister and this government must own those 
failures. It has overpromised and underdelivered in this portfolio. 
At the 2017 election, Mark McGowan promised that Metronet would cost only $2.9 billion. He denied his figures 
were undercooked when he was challenged on it and he accused the then Liberal government of being shonky for 
suggesting that it would cost much more. Now we see that the overall budget for that project with some relatively 
minor scope changes is at over $10 billion—over three times the original budget. I heard a member talking about 
business cases. I would love to see the reworking of the business cases when the project cost has been blown out 
threefold. As I recall, for example, the Morley–Ellenbrook line had a cost-benefit return of 1.1 and that was at its 
original massively underestimated cost. This is a King Kong-sized failure from a “swamp thing” Labor government. 
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Under Labor, we have a raft of issues across Western Australia. Our health system is near collapse, public hospitals 
are utterly overwhelmed, housing is unavailable—and there is more! Yet the government is spending over 
$10 billion—half of its entire capital project spend—on Metronet. No stations, trains or tracks are available to be 
used by the public. Those funds could have built five new tertiary hospitals. Just one tertiary hospital would have 
made a dramatic difference to the health situation faced by this state. In a joint media release in February 2017, when 
the then opposition was pitching Metronet as an election project, the shadow Minister for Transport, Rita Saffioti, 
said that the Metronet costings process had been thorough and comprehensive and it would be world class and 
affordable. What a farce! The Labor shadow Treasurer, Ben Wyatt, also said WA Labor’s funding sources for Metronet 
had been credible and realistic and that they had used robust modelling. Quite clearly, that is patently untrue. We 
knew then and we see now that McGowan’s labour costings were completely wrong and completely underestimated. 
We only have to look across any Metronet project to see that they all have the same bad characteristics in common: 
they are delayed, over-budget and incomplete. 

Let us look at the Thornlie–Cockburn Link. In 2017, the estimated cost was $474 million. In the 2023 budget 
papers it was $880 million. That is a blowout of $406 million under the Labor government and under this minister. 
In a media statement on 17 December 2019, Labor’s Minister Saffioti said that major construction was due to be 
complete in 2022 with the train services operating in 2023. Not long after, in a media statement of 16 November 2021, 
Minister Saffioti said that completion would be in 2024. Here we are again with a major cost blowout that is 
hundreds of millions of dollars over budget and a two-year delay. 

I move now to the Yanchep line extension. The 2017 election estimate was $386 million. In the 2022–23 budget 
papers, it increased to $607 million. That is a project blowout of $221 million. That project was supposed to be 
completed in 2021 with Metronet trains running in 2022. The media statement on 24 November 2019 said that major 
construction was due to be completed in 2021, with train services operating in 2022. Just one year later, we had 
a delay of another year. A media statement on 17 December 2020 said that construction was expected to be completed 
in late 2022. That has already been pushed out by one year, and clearly that is not going to happen. The most recent 
delay announcement was so embarrassing that the Minister for Transport let the Attorney General confusedly 
announce that the completion date would be changed. He said that the project would be completed at the end of 
2023, but he did not know whether that would be December or January. Patently, January would be 2024, but the 
Attorney General did not appear to realise that at the time. That is another year’s delay, on top of another delay before 
that, so two years in total. Again, under this McGowan Labor government and Minister Saffioti, this project has 
had a huge budget blowout of hundreds of millions of dollars, and a delay of two years. 

For the Morley–Ellenbrook line, the 2017 budget estimate was $863 million. In the 2022–23 budget papers, the 
estimated cost was $1.12 billion. That is a blowout of $260 million on that project. The project was due for completion 
in 2022 but currently is not expected to be operational until the end of 2024. 

Mr T.J. Healy interjected. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: That is another massive blowout in budget and another massive blowout in time. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Cottesloe, are you taking interjections? 

Dr D.J. HONEY: No, I am not, thank you very much, Madam Acting Speaker. There is too much to get through. 

Mr T.J. Healy interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River, I call you to order. Please stop interjecting. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: For the mythical Byford extension, the 2017 budget estimate was $291 million. In the 2022–23 
budget papers, the estimated cost was $797 million. That is a blowout of $506 million on this supposedly robustly 
modelled and costed project. Construction was due to begin in 2021. That has now been pushed out to 2023. I refer 
to a media release from the minister in May 2017, in which one of the dot points is — 

• Building the Byford extension (Expected completion 2023); 

That is another statement that again is completely misleading the public of Western Australian and the people who 
live in Byford, who are desperately keen for that line to open. 

Let us go to the Forrestfield–Airport Link. This project was underway when the government came to power. The 
budget had been done, the equipment had been purchased and all the contracts had been signed. As the minister 
pointed out at the time, the equipment was being assembled for that project. In December 2018, a year and 
three-quarters after the minister had been in power, so she had had plenty of time to look at it, the minister announced 
that the Forrestfield–Airport Link time line has been revised and that the first trains were expected to run on that 
line in the second half of 2021. Maybe they were ghost trains. In that same media release, the minister said — 

“Our primary focus is on safety and quality … 

“While the delay is unfortunate … the time added to the construction schedule is a small price to pay to 
ensure we safely deliver this asset … 
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I will go through that in a bit of detail. Labor needs to remember that the costing and funding for this project was 
approved by the then Liberal government in 2016. Can I say that, clearly, the Liberal government could make 
reasonable cost estimates for a project and provide sufficient contingencies. This is something that members on 
the other side should listen to and take to heart. This is pretty well the only single Metronet project that will come 
in on budget. That budget was prepared not by Labor, but by the former Liberal government. The former Liberal 
government was honest with the people of Western Australia about what projects would cost. 
The original approved completion date under Labor was June 2020. It is now September 2022, more than two years 
on, and still no passengers are able to catch that train. We have heard that that line will open next month. We wait 
for that with bated breath. One of the highest passenger loads at Perth Airport is fly-in fly-out workers who depart 
from terminals 1 and 2. The first train will depart Perth station at 5.12 am and arrive at Airport Central station at 
5.30 am. The proposed operating hours will be the same as for the wider rail network. That means that FIFO workers 
who catch flights at or before 7.00 am will not be able to catch that train to the airport. They may be able to catch 
the train home if they get back to Perth mid-afternoon, but in the mornings they will still have to catch a taxi or drive 
their car to the airport. It is very clear that it was easy for the now Minister for Transport to throw mud when she 
was electioneering, but she has utterly failed to deliver since she has been the minister. 
It is now less than one month before this project is due to open, and what have we read in the paper? We heard those 
statements from the minister about the need to ensure safety. However, we have heard nothing but concerns about 
safety. The secretary of the Rail, Tram and Bus Industry Union WA, Joshua Dekuyer, has said that he fears that the 
Public Transport Authority will not take over from the project builder until potentially just days before the opening, 
and that the opening is being rushing due to political pressure. It is completely unacceptable that this project is 
two years late and the government still cannot get it right. This is not a time to be cutting corners. The government 
needs to listen to the concerns and take appropriate action. 
I will go through some of the problems that have arisen on this line since the minister took it over. In November 2017, 
WorkSafe issued an improvement notice to confirm that all the pipe brackets and frames were fit for purpose. In 
July 2018, a 26-year-old New Zealand man was left in a critical condition after he was struck by a flailing hose. In 
September 2018, the PTA identified multiple safety breaches and failure to take action. On 27 November 2018, 
the CFMEU led a protest outside the Redcliffe offices of Salini Impregilo because of concerns about the project. 
In December 2018, the completion date of the project was pushed back from 2020 to 2021 due to flooding in 
a sinkhole. In March 2019, contaminated sand was found, which cost the project around $300 million. In April 2019, 
a former tunnel worker claimed that he and two colleagues had suffered the bends while in hyperbaric mode beneath 
the ground, and a second former worker confirmed those allegations. 
In May 2019, 500 metres of heavy piping in the airport tunnel collapsed. That had been predicted by the union, 
and it is demanding that all the brackets be replaced, so it has now become a WorkSafe matter. In June 2019, a worker 
stood in water containing a substance that caused burns to his feet. In August 2019, the exasperated Construction, 
Forestry, Maritime, Mining and Energy Union launched a social media campaign to alert people to all the problems 
with the project. In September 2019, there was a stand-off between the state and the federal government over 
contaminated dirt from the project. In November 2021, Salini Australia was fined $200 000 and had to pay almost 
$3 000 in court costs relating to the July 2018 incident. In July 2020, there were further delays because of the mobile 
phone black spot issue. What a litany of failures on that project by this minister. 
Even worse is the politicisation of the Metronet project. We see that constantly from this Labor government. A prime 
example is what occurred last Father’s Day weekend on the Metronet official social media webpage. That webpage 
should be utterly apolitical. It should have no place participating in the political process. Its purpose is to inform 
the public about Metronet matters. However, that social media webpage felt driven to share the following accolade 
on Father’s Day — 

Happy Fathers Day @MarkMcGowanMP, thanks for being the best dad there is. 
What an appalling misuse of a public website. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Maybe those public servants felt compelled to do it. Maybe the nature of this government is 
that if Labor Party members do not overtly ingratiate themselves with the Premier, their career will be limited. I have 
heard that said in a few places. It is an improper politicisation, and I hope that the Public Sector Commissioner is 
looking at how that happened and why those public servants felt driven to do that. That website should be used only 
for specific communication about the Metronet project. 
I turn now to Bayswater station. There are more delays. I have been reviewing the Building for Tomorrow website. 
Under the FAQ section relating to the shutdown, there is the heading — 

What does this mean for the Airport Line? 
It then states — 

The Airport Line is on track — 
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That is a non sequitur, is it not? — 
to open in 2022. However, services may be affected by the Midland Line shutdown and replacement bus 
services would be provided. 

That is a fascinating statement, as I have said. It says “on track”. Nothing about this project is on track. 
We see further scheduling delays and disruptions versus the politically pressured stated opening days. Due to further 
delays with the construction of Bayswater station, the Forrestfield–Airport Link, having opened on 9 October, will 
be required to shut down again to facilitate the Bayswater station and Midland line works. It already has a massively 
delayed opening and the government is going to shut it down again because it cannot schedule projects properly.  
The government cannot schedule the work to occur when the lines are shut down, and other projects are massively 
delayed as well. I think this is a major concern, and I hope the Minister for Transport is working on dealing with 
this. The Armadale line shutdown has now been delayed. After all the minister’s glossy statements before the 
election, talking about the great work that the government was going to do, the closure will now be pushed back 
from early next year to late 2023, which clearly means that it is not going to finish until years later. If history is 
a guide, it will be pushed back further than that. That is an 18-month shutdown of that line, which is causing great 
consternation to the people who live in Armadale. The local council was even left in the dark about that, as there 
was no proper consultation before those announcements were made. The Armadale line will be completely shut 
down for 18 months, but, as I have said, we know that that is likely to be for longer. 
At the same time, we have major works and upgrades of the Tonkin Highway. This was another project that was 
mentioned in the Auditor General’s report about transparency concerns. We have the Tonkin Gap corridor and the 
Roe Highway to Kelvin Road widening project, with construction due to start in 2023, which is the same time that 
the Armadale line closes, so how will those poor people who live in the surrounding areas get to work? The train 
line will be closed and the major road will be closed. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr D.J. HONEY: That area is experiencing major works. I know that the minister likes to talk in this place about 
astrology, so perhaps she could consult the gods and work out how the people who live — 
Ms M.M. Quirk: You mean astronomy or astrology? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I mean astrology. Maybe she should have gone into astronomy; she could estimate time better! 
Maybe she could consult the astrological charts to work out how she will cope with the enormous shutdown of that 
line. It is going to cause a major problem for the people of Armadale who live in that region. 
I will go on a little bit further and talk about Metronet issues and this Minister for Transport. One of the characteristics 
that we have noted of this government is the characteristic of secrecy. It does not like to tell us what is going on. 
I note that when I put in a number of freedom of information requests, what I normally get back is pretty much a blank 
sheet of paper. I get “and, but, said” left in it, but nothing that associates with actual information. In the majority of 
cases, we are not requesting overly contentious information; it is just information whereby we are trying to build 
a picture, but we do not get it back from this government. This government is obsessed with secrecy in a whole range 
of matters. 
The Premier promised gold-standard transparency from his government, then later he clearly regretted that because 
he knew he could not maintain it. When he was under oath in the Federal Court of Australia, he said that gold-standard 
transparency did not apply to everything under Labor, and it certainly does not apply in the case of the disgraceful 
Huawei contract that the minister and this Labor government entered into. The Labor government and the Minister 
for Transport spent two years defending that contract when they should have been defending the interests of the 
Western Australian taxpayer. A very good article, “Labor cagey on Chinese telco”, by Paul Murray was published 
in The West Australian of Wednesday, 18 July 2018. He opens with — 

The Chinese telco giant Huawei is under such a cloud internationally that any competent government in 
Australia would have second thoughts about doing business with it. 

This matter was being raised early on by the press. It goes on to detail all the factors behind why the writer considers 
Huawei to be a very poor company to do business with for a critical communication network for the railway line. 
The article continues — 

Premier Mark McGowan says the WA Government sought security clearance from Canberra, but the terms 
of any approval have not been made public, nor have any caveats … 

The government did not have just one red flag; the government had multiple red flags that it was utterly inappropriate 
to enter into a contract with Huawei for a critical piece of infrastructure, yet it continued to do so. 
A memo was produced by the Premier’s office in July 2018, which, according to my notes, states — 

“DPC’s concern was that technology provided by the — 
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It redacts a couple of things — 

Chinese (redacted) may not be able to support a level of security required to support potential future uses 
of the network, particularly automatic train control … and public safety” 

We cannot possibly have a foreign entity gaining access to a system that completely controls the trains. If we are 
in a conflict situation, it could disrupt that important transport network. That memo goes into some detail. 

On 20 June 2018, the Minister for Transport signed a Public Transport Authority briefing note, which was prepared 
on 19 February 2018. It refers to onboard CCTV and the ability to look live into a train from a central monitoring 
room, and the ATC, which is a system for automatically controlling train movements. Imagine being in a situation 
in which there is the potential for a foreign entity to observe people, collect information and control the train. 

In March 2018, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the Public Transport Authority were so concerned 
about the security and financial risks, they evaluated a range of alternative approaches. The government had plenty 
of warnings, and the Department of the Premier and Cabinet had concerns, which were expressed, yet the minister 
ignored all those warnings and chose to enter into that contract with Huawei. The decision to enter into all those 
contracts despite all those red flags sits absolutely at her feet. What was the result of that? Taxpayers had to foot 
the $6.6 million bill, which is the amount that had to be paid to Huawei for cancelling the contract. The minister 
ignored every sensible warning. 

The minister released a media statement at 4.00 pm on Friday, 27 March—again trying to avoid any scrutiny by 
releasing a media statement late on Friday afternoon—so that it hopefully avoided all the weekend press and 
therefore public scrutiny. The minister said — 

“We’ll continue to work towards the delivery of a high quality radio system at the best possible price 
for taxpayers.” 

The minister entered into a contract that she should never have entered into. Meanwhile, prices have escalated 
dramatically, so it is not just the $6.6 million that was wasted with Huawei. If we look at the estimate of that cost, 
we see that there is a substantial increase. 

In June I asked the minister why this Labor government pursued the contract with Huawei despite all the red flags 
and advice it had received. The minister somehow invoked Donald Trump in her response. Again, it was an attempt 
to shift blame and look for a scapegoat. I am not just talking about the $6.6 million. The contract was renewed at 
a 50 per cent higher cost, which meant that that every Western Australian taxpayer was hit. The cost of that part 
of the contract increased by $122 million. The cost of the minister ignoring the advice is not $6.6 million; it is in 
fact almost equivalent to $130 million, because in that time the costs escalated so dramatically. That does not give 
me any confidence in the government’s ability to manage the capital appropriation. I think I have demonstrated in 
respect of every Metronet project other than the project that was budgeted by the former Liberal government that 
there have been massive blowouts in costs. 

The contract has now been awarded, and obviously that was one of the things that held the project up. It is ultimately 
a $327 million contract, based on an original cost of $205 million. There was disclosure at the end that the minister 
delayed. Even being open with the public of Western Australia, she delayed by about six months before even 
informing us and the broader public of Western Australia. A low standard was set in relation to being open and 
transparent about that, and as I said, that really fits the pattern of this government. It does not have transparency 
in the way that it manages projects. 

If we look at project delivery, the Auditor General—a fine public servant, who does her job fearlessly, and thank 
goodness she does—in her report on transparency in major projects raised a number of concerns about the Metronet 
project. With respect to my other members, I will not go through that in detail, but we have again seen the 
Auditor General outlining in detail the continued failures of this government. There have been blowouts on already 
blown out budget estimates going forward. 

I will touch on one more thing, and that is “metrohubs”. Do members remember metrohubs? It was the golden 
dream; members opposite were going to provide first-class accommodation on railway lines through metrohubs. 
What did we see instead of metrohubs? We saw a government obsessed with deals for mates in the western suburbs, 
and not a single facility was built on any of the metrohubs. The metrohubs have disappeared completely.  

Just imagine if members opposite had actually delivered on that project and delivered high-density housing around 
those station hubs how much less pressure we would now have on housing, particularly housing for people who 
cannot afford the expensive apartments that are being built in my electorate. Just imagine if the government had 
gone ahead with that project. 

It is unacceptable at every level. This Metronet project has been a disaster at every level. The government has consumed 
50 per cent of the capital of this state on that project. It is not delivering on important, critical infrastructure such as 
Oakajee. It is failing the public of Western Australia and it is failing the commuting public of Western Australia. 
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MS L. METTAM (Vasse — Deputy Leader of the Liberal Party) [5.02 pm]: I rise to also support the motion 
moved by our shadow transport spokesperson — 

That this house calls on the McGowan Labor government to take responsibility for the cost blowouts and 
lengthy delays besieging the Metronet projects. 

I want to touch on some of the transparency issues and how consumers have been left behind on a number of 
occasions when it comes to this project. It is a signature project and a significant election commitment of the 
McGowan government. 
The government has made lots of promises, accompanied by a lot of media statements, when it comes to Metronet. 
In fact, a quick search illustrates that over the last five and a half years, there have been at least 470 media releases 
that mention this so-called flagship project of the McGowan government. There has been 470 media releases and 
lots of promises, dreams and visions, but when it comes to the reality of what has actually been delivered in the 
last five and a half years, we see a project that is over-budget and behind schedule. We already heard the Leader of 
the Liberal Party talk about the issues with the Forrestfield–Airport Link, particularly the safety issues that have 
really challenged this project along the way. 
It was extraordinary to hear the Minister for Transport in a radio interview trying to justify a two-year blowout in this 
project as being all about safety. I would argue that the time blowout on this project is more about the mismanagement 
of its delivery. My colleagues also spoke extensively about other cost blowouts and delays, and the absolute debacle 
that was the Huawei project. I touched on the fact that we have seen more than 470 media statements on Metronet, 
but there was veil of secrecy surrounding Huawei as a contractor, and the government and minister mishandled 
that failed and mismanaged contract, which was always going to be problematic given the red flags raised by the 
opposition and many other parties. 
In addition to the significant time delays, safety issues and budget blowouts, another of the biggest failures of this 
government is the so-called gold-standard transparency that the Premier assured us he would deliver back in 2017. 
What a joke. No doubt it is a promise that he wishes he had not made in 2017. That line about gold-standard transparency 
has certainly become a comment he wishes he had not delivered in the heat of the 2017 election campaign. We 
would be hard pressed to find a better example of this government’s cloak of secrecy and how it operates than the 
management of the Metronet project. We have seen blatant cover-ups and a disregard for accountability. It is 
extraordinary that this is being delivered on the back of another of the government’s undertakings when it first came 
to office. When it first came to government, it undertook to scrutinise the previous government’s operations. The 
Special inquiry into government programs and projects: Final report, also known as the Langoulant report, highlights — 

Disclosure is a useful way to promote accountability. 
… 
Providing Western Australian taxpayers with open, honest and complete information through continuous 
disclosure about government projects is a useful way to promote trust. 

However, this 2018 special inquiry was obviously nothing more than a witch hunt—that was certainly very clear—
against the previous state government. Its recommendations were not adopted or acted on and, quite clearly, they 
were just ignored. Trust obviously was not a priority or a value of the McGowan government when it came to 
office, particularly in the transport portfolio. When we look at the record of major infrastructure and the government’s 
flagship Metronet, we see there is a lack of transparency and a lack of accountability to Parliament and to the taxpayer. 
In the McGowan government’s first term in office, we saw that the number of refusals to release information was 
greater in its first term of office than for the whole eight years under the previous government. That was information 
provided by the Auditor General. It is a damning reflection on this government’s performance. 
Mr T.J. Healy: Are you releasing the airport business case today? Are you going to table it? 
Ms L. METTAM: It was in the Auditor General’s report. 
The Minister for Transport blatantly refused to release minutes of Metronet Taskforce meetings associated with 
the Forrestfield–Airport Link project, even after the Auditor General had found that the minister’s approach was 
“unreasonable and inappropriate”. Instead, what was the minister’s response? The minister created a special 
subcommittee of cabinet to hide all the Metronet documents, including these minutes, behind the secrecy of the 
cabinet, meaning Western Australians would need to wait another 30 years to see what these documents would reveal. 
These are documents that pertain to the very serious safety issues associated with the Forrestfield–Airport Link 
that have led to the significant delays that we have seen. It is in the public interest to know about these serious safety 
concerns. The minister went to extraordinary lengths, even on the back of comments made by the Auditor General, 
who found the minister’s approach to be unreasonable and inappropriate. The minister ignored that and created 
a special subcommittee of cabinet, a cloak of secrecy. This is behaviour that we have become only too used to under 
this government. It is an absolutely shocking abuse of power. 
There have been many more examples over the last five and a half years, such as the Armadale line closure. 
The transport minister casually announced an 18-month closure of the Armadale line from the start of next year. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 21 September 2022] 4297 

 

The closure, between Victoria Park and Armadale station, is expected to cause significant disruption. Over 
20 000 boardings are currently reported each working day on that line. Surely something like this would have been 
flagged earlier. In any of the hundreds of releases prior to this announcement, where was the disclosure about this 
major disruption? Where was the justification for it? The public were not told, and I understand the local councils 
in the area were also blindsided by the announcement. There was no consultation about the closure and the impact 
it would have on the local community. The government went to the 2013 election with this project. It has been in the 
pipeline for almost a decade, yet, after almost 10 years of Metronet planning and spin, there has been no mention 
of this major disruption. As the editor of The West Australian said — 

Was this long closure factored into the planning? If so, why the surprise announcement only now? 
If not, has the Government pulled this closure out of nowhere? 
Or did the Government not see this coming for some reason? Perhaps something unforeseen has happened 
or a mistake has been made? 
… 
The McGowan Government has failed a basic test of transparency if it has chosen to hide this until the 
last minute. 
And if the closure has only just become necessary, people deserve to know why they will have to deal 
with this disruption for so long. 

It is fair to say that this is a failure in the basic test of transparency. 
This lack of transparency and absolute disregard for accountability was again highlighted in the Auditor General’s 
release in June this year. This was on the back of a report she had compiled in 2020 recommending more frequent 
public updates on the progress of major projects, something we are yet to see. I quote from the report — 

This reporting would satisfy parliamentary and public interest, promote accountability, and build community 
trust and confidence around the management of the State’s significant investment of public money in 
major public assets. I note that the Department of Finance regularly reports to Government on the status 
of major projects and I have recommended this form the basis of regular public reporting. It is my intention 
to continue to periodically report and track a selection of major projects until Government fills the gap. 

Clearly, this government has no intention of being open, honest and accountable to the public. We have seen that this 
week in the way that the emergency management bill has been handled in Parliament. It is evidenced in the costings 
and the scope of this project as well, and my colleagues have also touched on the costings and the underhanded way 
in which this project has been sold. 
We have talked about the costings. In 2017, the Metronet project was costed at $2.9 billion. It is now at least 
$5.7 billion, and it is likely to blow out to about $10 billion. That is a very different project from the one the 
government sold to the people as affordable in 2017. In February 2017, when pitching the $2.535 billion project 
in an initial media release, the Minister for Transport stated, “The Metronet costings process has been thorough and 
comprehensive. It will be world-class and affordable.” The shadow Treasurer said at that time, “WA Labor’s funding 
sources for Metronet are credible and realistic. We have used robust modelling as well.” 
We know that the costings were completely understated, particularly given we are now looking at about $10 billion. 
Other members have talked about the cost blowouts on these projects. We know they have been completely 
underestimated. The arrogance and incompetence of this government and the lack of consultation have already been 
mentioned. We have talked about the Armadale line closure, which was dropped on the public without consultation 
with local communities. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Ms L. METTAM: I am not taking interjections. The minister will have her time. 
The redesign of Bayswater station is another great example of the government’s betrayal of the local community. 
The Bayswater community consulted with government in good faith, but the final design unveiled by the transport 
minister is nothing like what had been presented to locals during the consultation period. Despite months of 
community consultation — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Ms L. METTAM: I am sure the minister will get her time. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms C.M. Collins): Minister! The member for Vasse has the call. 
Ms L. METTAM: Despite the consultation process and the design and aesthetics that the community had been 
presented with, the community said the plan the minister presented was more like four trestle tables slapped on top 
of a freeway overpass. This station will be one of the first stations that our national and international visitors see. 
Instead of delivering an iconic entrance that seamlessly blends in with the community, the government is planning 
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a concrete box. At the very basic level, it was impractical and dysfunctional. It is fair that we have heard significant 
concern from the Bayswater community about how it felt let down through the consultation process. All the very 
basics were ignored. It was impractical and dysfunctional. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Ms L. METTAM: There were no barriers to protect commuters from the wind and rain on platforms. The design 
had a lack of escalators. That was an oversight and something that the McGowan government and the minister 
ignored despite the community calling for it. Travellers with luggage were expected to utilise stairs or forced to 
wait for lifts or lug it up two and a half storeys. The so-called final plan was impractical and a wasted opportunity 
to showcase the city. Future Bayswater then had to petition this government. 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River! 
Ms L. METTAM: It had to petition this government, given the significant gap between what it understood would 
be delivered and what was promoted by the government. There was talk of escalators and they were not delivered. 
The fact that — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, the member is not seeking interjections. 
Ms L. METTAM: I am not seeking interjections. There was a significant breach of the community’s trust. The 
consumers of this project were clearly an afterthought. It is very clear that the government had very little concern 
about how consumers may feel when it presented a plan that was significantly different from what was presented 
as part of the community engagement. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Point of Order 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The interjections from the minister are not ceasing despite the member for Vasse saying that she 
is not seeking such interjections. I ask that you ask the minister to remain silent. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms C.M. Collins): Minister, I will ask that you cease to interject for the remainder of 
the member for Vasse’s speech. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms L. METTAM: Finally, after over 1 000 petitioners made a plea to Parliament, the government backflipped 
somewhat. The addition of a one-way escalator addressed only half of the issues, but what we saw was complete 
incompetence by this government and complete disregard — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Transport, I call you to order for the first time. 
Ms L. METTAM: — for the community, which has been let down. Proposed layouts and the addition of a massive 
viaduct in the town centre also represented significant challenges. Documents obtained under the freedom of information 
process highlighted the government’s attempts to delay and hide the true cost of the station. In communications between 
the Labor member for Maylands, Lisa Baker, and the Minister for Transport, it was revealed that the community was 
angry about what it stated was an inferior design, finish and quality of the proposed Bayswater station. We have already 
heard about the significant safety issues surrounding the Forrestfield–Airport Link and the transparency issues there. 
As I wrap up, I would like to finish with some of the government’s own spin that it happily spruiks on its website. 
I quote — 

METRONET is the single largest investment in public transport that Perth has seen, with a vision of 
a well-connected Perth with more transport, housing and employment choices. 
With approximately 72 kilometres of new passenger rail and 22 … stations … 
More than a transport program of projects, METRONET also provides long-term legacies for the 
communities … 

How extraordinary that given the scale and the significance of this project, we have come into this place to raise 
these very important issues of cost blowouts, significant time delays and transparency around these projects. Those 
issues were also raised and highlighted by our state’s Auditor General. Given the scale and the absolute mammoth 
cost to taxpayers and the clear failure of this government to deliver after five and a half years of closed-book 
politics, I urge the government to deliver on its promise to provide the gold standard of transparency that it made 
over five years ago. 
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MR T.J. HEALY (Southern River — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.25 pm]: I rise to make a contribution. I will 
draw attention to the fact that I am not the lead speaker. I am very happy to make a contribution on a motion about 
taking responsibility for cost blowouts and lengthy delays. That is more or less why I was elected—because of the 
cost blowouts and lengthy delays of the previous government. The Thornlie–Cockburn Link and so many projects 
were promised again and again, but never delivered. The airport line was promised and legislated, but not even 
commenced—never delivered. I asked several times through interjections: will Hon Nick Goiran give anyone in 
this chamber the authority to release the business case? Can someone just send him a text? When members opposite 
talk about transparency and cost blowouts and changes and such things, will they ask  Hon Nick Goiran: is anyone 
from the Legislative Assembly, Liberal or National Party, allowed to release the business case? Will they ask 
Hon Nick Goiran, or Voldemort as we call him, whether it is able to be released? 
I would like to take members on a very brief historical journey through Hansard, media and election flyers to talk 
about the different things that have been said in this chamber and in the media about promises, delays and cost 
blowouts. I would like to start with “Little Frankie” Alban, up in Ellenbrook, the former member for Swan Hills. 
On 6 May 2010, he said in this chamber — 

I didn’t commit; I canvassed. 
He said he did not promise the Ellenbrook line. I draw members’ attention to flyers that landed in every house in 
Ellenbrook. The flyers said that the Liberals will build the rail line to Ellenbrook. How is that going? How is that 
delayed time project thing going? It is not going great. I have all the documentation, which I will provide to Hansard 
after. I quote Hansard of 26 May 2011 when he, “Little Frankie”, said “I didn’t promise that — 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr R.S. LOVE: That is very disrespectful to a former member of this place. 
Several members interjected. 
Ms J.J. Shaw: He refers to himself as that! 
Mr T.J. HEALY: Can I quote the Hansard of him calling himself “Little Frankie”? 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I sat next to the former member for Swan Hills for quite some time in this Parliament. I never heard 
him describe himself in those terms. I think you should ask the member to refer to him with some respect. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms C.M. Collins): Members! Member for Southern River! 
Mr J.N. Carey interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! Members, I am supposed to hear a point of order in silence and I missed all 
of that. Can you please say it again? 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The member for Southern River is referring to a former member of this place in the most 
disrespectful tone and he is not here to defend himself, obviously. I ask that you ask him to refer to the former 
member for Swan Hills, Mr Frank Alban, in a more respectful way. 
Mr T.J. HEALY: I withdraw. I am happy to later table a document in which he called himself “Little Frankie”, 
but I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr T.J. HEALY: The former member for Swan Hills—the new awesome member for Swan Hills would not say 
this—said — 

Candidates have the ability to promise trains, aeroplanes, aircraft carriers and helicopters—that is what 
candidates do. 

That is where cost blowouts and problems come from. 
I would like to refer to the actual bill for the Forrestfield–Airport Link discussed in this chamber in April 2015 
when the then Minister for Transport said — 

Construction of the Forrestfield line will commence in 2016 … 
How is that for a blowout? The honourable Dean Nalder, the former member for Bateman and former Minister for 
Transport, also said in Hansard of 16 May 2018 that all the Metronet projects belonged to the former government. 
I quote — 

Not one Metronet project was not in the former government’s Perth and Peel transport plan. The only 
difference was the timing of the project and how we get there.  

That is the problem with the former government’s approach to public policy. 
I will also quote the wonderful former Premier and member for Cottesloe. Remember, there was all this toing and 
froing about whether the government was committed to Ellenbrook. On 7 May 2009, the Minister for Transport 
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showed in this chamber that in the 2008–09 midyear review, the project was expected to commence in 2010–11. 
That was the official government midyear budget document. It was tabled in this chamber and discussed. It was 
committed to many times but never delivered. Of course, the then Premier started to distance himself. He said that 
it was a second-term project, not a first-term project. He then told us all about a number of different problems and 
delays, and he disputed that anyone in his government had even promised it. I quote Hansard—that wonderful 
thing—of 19 March 2015, when former Premier Barnett said, “We abandoned that project.” This government did not 
and the community of Ellenbrook did not. That is why we have the members for West Swan and Swan Hills. 
I have a Facebook live video quote from the 2021 Liberal Party state conference held on 9 October. I think Zak Kirkup 
was running the live feed or something. Basically, at the 2021 Liberal Party state conference—I do not know whether 
this was the member for Cottesloe’s comments—it was said that Labor simply cannot manage and cannot deliver 
major projects. 
I will quote Alyssa Hayden, the former member for Darling Range. In a grievance in September 2020, she asked us 
to slow down the delivery of our projects. In another grievance, Liza Harvey also spoke about the “undeliverability”, 
I think was her wording, of a railcar manufacturing business, in reference to one of the three that has already been 
delivered for the Metronet project. 
I would like to share a couple of things from the former member for Riverton and former Leader of the Opposition, 
Mike Nahan. He is another member who continued the tradition of not being allowed by Hon Nick Goiran to deliver 
or release the business case for the airport line or for any projects. On 14 March 2019, one of his comments in this 
chamber was about how chaotic and difficult it was to deliver projects in the Liberal Party’s term of government. 
He was the Treasurer. He said on 14 March 2019, for those who are playing along at home — 

I have to say that during our term of government the most controversial aspect of infrastructure planning 
was integrating rail and road transport. People were popping up with their pet projects all the time. There 
was no overall plan … 

Thank you, former member for Riverton. We acknowledge the current, very hardworking and far better member 
for Riverton. 
In a matter of public interest debate in this chamber—I do listen to these things because I love rail and road transport—
Mike Nahan also made a number of statements criticising us about promising things beyond an election. Of course, 
that was a hallmark of his government’s time. He basically said that we could not promise something in 2017 and 
not have it all finished, dusted and moving by 2021, even though the airport line, the Metro Area Express light rail 
and every other infrastructure project of the former government was never delivered in those time frames. He said 
in this chamber on 20 February 2017 that promising something to be delivered after the next election is silly. 
I would like to briefly draw members’ attention to The Liberals’ little book of big lies. I will not go into it too 
much because I have not sought permission to use it as a tool as a little stunt. The book is a Labor Party document 
that I used to read to my children. It was a little bit scary for them. No, I did not read this to my children. We try 
to read evidence-based stuff now. Basically, a document was released by the Labor Party. It is a little biased, I will 
be honest. The book states that public transport — 

… was one big mess in need of a fix. 
So the Liberals threw some “promises” in the mix. 
“We’ll send trains to Yanchep and out to the airport,” 
“And on top of all that how about a light rail called MAX!” 
“We’ll order more trains!” 
“And make the buses go further” 
After 8 long years, there’s been no progress yet. 
Now it’s clearer than ever: we need Labor’s Metronet. 
But now it is clear: it was just a tall story. All that Perth ever got was excuses and lies. 
And the Liberals’ new transport “plan” sounds like a pig that can fly. 

Essentially, that is the secret business case that will not be released. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Keep going. 
Mr T.J. HEALY: Thank you very much, minister. I will take that as a compliment. 
The media also had a number of things to say, because it is not just about the rail projects; there are a number of 
road projects. People do not realise how much the previous government spoke about the importance of Roe 8, the 
toll road it was going to build through our communities. That was promised in 2008 and never delivered. It was 
promised in 2013 and never delivered. The Liberal Party ran with it again in 2017 and promised it again in 2021. 
I think the member for Vasse said that we had been planning Metronet for 10 years. That is when it was announced, 
apparently, even though we were not in government, but that is where we are at. Therefore, the former government 
has had 20 years to plan for Roe 8, including all the documents and planning, even though the Liberal Party was 
not in government—actually, it was in government for a majority of that time. 
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I quote an article of 3 March 2017 in WAtoday written by Emma Young, which states — 
Major discrepancies between Roe 8’s environmental report and its business case have raised concerns 
that the project is a rush job based on massaged figures that could hang WA taxpayers out to dry. 

Remember, this is when the former government spent too much. It overestimated the revenue from iron ore; it did 
not build schools; it raised TAFE fees and then had no money to spend on anything, so the toll road had to pay for 
the government’s infrastructure projects. The article continues — 

Email and documents exchanges between Main Roads WA and the federal Department of Infrastructure, 
made publicly available … cast doubt over the design and economic viability of the road. 

That was near the end of the term of the last government, and things only got worse after that. 
I will briefly speak about the great projects. I am a big fan of the Metronet team. To all those watching at home 
and all the 10 000-plus people who got a job out of Metronet and will continue to get work, to the Metronet team and 
the people who now get to go to TAFE and get training qualifications as part of their lifelong qualifications, I am 
a big fan of the Metronet team. 
Even I have to say that I was a little bit sceptical. I was a brand new member of Parliament. I had just come from 
being a high school teacher. I thought it would be tough when we commenced the Thornlie–Cockburn Link in 2019, 
but the speed and efficiency, despite such horrible comments about every aspect of the project, has been fantastic 
to see. The community has come together. I am not dissing our own Department of Education, which I love, or the 
Department of Training and Workforce Development, but I think Metronet is probably one of the most trusted brands 
in government. People actually have faith in it. Despite all the horrible things the opposition says, the minister has 
delivered on what she said. No matter what the opposition threw at them, the people, the community and the Metronet 
team have done it. 
I again mention Denny Avenue. That was a huge win for our community. I am not sure whether members opposite 
even know where that is. The railcar manufacturing unit is building things here in Western Australia. I think 
Liza Harvey said that it was not feasible and was a fantasy. In an MPI on September 2017, she said that there 
was no provision in the budget for this fantasy of railcar manufacturing. Why can our young people not get a job 
building things here in Western Australia? Why can we not build things here? Why does the Liberal Party hate our 
metropolitan and regional communities so much that it would say no to them having opportunities such as that? 
Again, I refer to the great projects, including railcar manufacturing and the multistorey car park in Mandurah. The 
airport line opening will be the fourth Metronet project that has been delivered.  
Member for Cottesloe, as part of us delivering on our promises, trains will be more frequent at Claremont station. 
That station is actually in the member’s electorate; I can get him a map. People in his community will benefit. Train 
frequency will almost double to every six minutes during peak times and every seven minutes during off-peak times. 
This will change people’s lives. They will be able to spend more time with their families and not stuck in congestion. 
That is what the beautiful vision of Metronet and connecting our communities is all about. 
I will conclude on a couple of points. I quote the minister again from 2015 when, in this chamber, she referred to 
my predecessor, the member for Southern River, Peter Abetz, and said — 

The member for Southern River has to realise that the Liberal Party does not build rail lines until it is 
dragged kicking and screaming to them by the Labor Party. The Liberal Party does not build rail lines until 
the Labor Party initiates them or drags members opposite kicking and screaming to them. 

Members of the Nationals WA and Liberal Party in the “new fake Christian Nick Goiran coalition” need to realise 
that the community does not hold faith in the things that they have said. The community knows that when they 
promise things, they will not deliver. 
I would like to finish with a comment by Peter Abetz that was reported in my local paper Comment News in 2011 — 

Southern River MLA Peter Abetz also called for a rail extension, yet he feared that the only hope in 
extending the Thornlie line would lie with a future Labor government. 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [5.41 pm]: I certainly appreciate the opportunity today to wrap up a few things here and 
respond to the member for Moore’s excellent motion — 

That this house calls on the McGowan Labor government to take responsibility for the cost blowouts and 
lengthy delays besieging the Metronet projects. 

Unlike the member for Southern River, who dealt in history, I am going to deal with reality and what is actually 
happening now. We have seen a massive cost blowout in a project that was promised. In 2016–17, we heard the 
promises. I am glad the Minister for Transport is back. We have gone through various subjects. The member for 
Cottesloe mentioned the promise in 2016–17 of the then shadow Minister for Transport and the shadow Treasurer, 
Ben Wyatt, that there would be a thorough costing and robust modelling. What has actually happened is a delay 
in delivery and a project that has run over budget. That is the reality. Later, I will go through a few of the projects 
that some of those members on this side have mentioned. 
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I first want to start with what I thought was a rather disturbing Father’s Day post that barracked for Mark McGowan. 
On Father’s Day, the department responsible for Metronet thanked Mark McGowan “for being the best Dad there 
is”. I do not think that that is the role of the communications team at Metronet, and it did spark a fierce backlash, 
as Peter Law said in his article of 5 September. 
Several government members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River! You have had your opportunity. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I will not be taking interjections, thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. 
Brian C. commented on this story and stated — 

Over promise, under deliver and then blame everyone else … that’s this government’s play book. 
That is spot on. I am not sure who Brian C. is, but I agree with his comments. Unfortunately, that is the sort of stuff 
that is going on with this department. 
Several government members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr J.N. Carey interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Another excellent article by Peter Law is headed “Why Metronet could be a thorn in the state 
government’s side at the next election”. I will quote a few of Peter Law’s comments — 

Mark McGowan first spruiked Metronet in 2013 and the promise of an expanded railway helped propel 
Labor into power four years later, but its delivery now threatens to be a thorn in his side at the 2025 State 
election. 
This week we learnt the Forrestfield Airport Link—announced by the Barnett government in 2013 but 
rebadged as a Metronet project by Labor—would open on October 9. 
Sinkholes, flooded tunnels, safety incidents and disruption to the global supply chain caused by COVID 
all conspired to push back the completion date for the highly complex build by two years. 

He went on to talk about the other day when he was standing on the platform at the Minister for Transport’s 
press conference — 

Unfortunately for the reporters standing on the platform at her press conference, a train went past at the 
exact moment she was explaining the Thornlie–Cockburn Link and Byford rail extension had been delayed 
yet again. 
I was closest to the microphones and all I could make out over the screech were the words “five” and “ford”. 
What Saffioti actually revealed was that these two projects had been delayed until the middle of 2025—
months after West Australians vote at the next State election. 

Peter Law detailed this in his article and then later talked about the Thornlie–Cockburn Link, which would have 
opened in 2021 with trains running on the Armadale line to Byford in 2023. He states — 

This week we were given a new reason for another setback. 
A press release explained the 18-month shutdown of the entire Armadale line from “early 2023”—required 
to elevate sections of track to facilitate the removal of eight congestion-causing level crossings—would 
start in “late 2023”. 

As outlined by many of our speakers today, we have delays and we have cost blowouts. Peter Law is concerned 
that this could have an effect on the 2025 state election. No doubt, the people will be fatigued. 
Mr D.R. Michael interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta! 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I will not be taking interjections, thanks. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, I will just remind you that the member for Roe is not taking interjections. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. 
Mr D.R. Michael interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta! 
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Mr P.J. RUNDLE: Before I go on, I would like to refer to another article by ABC news of 14 August 2022 headed 
“Losing Track”. The main points outlined include WA Labor’s — 

… plan to connect more than 2 million people by rail since before coming into power in 2017, but so far 
not a single train has left the station. 

It says how in 2017 we were promised up to 22 new train stations, 72 kilometres of rail and a fleet of new 
purpose-built trains, but so far we have only got a car park, two removed level crossings and a building full of 
trains. The program has grown in size from nine projects to 18 with a cost blowout from $3.6 billion to almost 
$10 billion, and there is still little more to show than sandy construction sites and unopened facilities. According to 
Infrastructure Australia, congestion in Perth costs an estimated $1.5 billion a year. The article refers to Peter Newman 
from Curtin University and states — 

WA’s focus on roads led to a haphazard implementation of Metronet, and he attributed the problem to 
the separation of state transport agencies. 

I would be interested to hear the minister’s comment on that in her response. We need more of our state agencies 
to work together. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Does the National Party want to abolish Main Roads? 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I am not talking about abolishing Main Roads, minister. I am talking about Main Roads working 
together with the Public Transport Authority in a more constructive manner. I certainly think that would be useful. 
I reiterate that I will not be taking interjections, thank you, Madam Acting Speaker. 
Mr J.N. Carey: You can’t handle it. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms C.M. Collins): Minister, I am going to call you to order for the first time. 
Mr J.N. Carey interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Housing! Minister, I have called you for the first time. I ask you to cease 
your interjections for the remainder of the member for Roe’s speech. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: I have some points that I would like to make without those sorts of interjections. 
Mr T.J. Healy interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River, I call you to order for the first time as well—or is that 
your third time? Sorry. 
Mr P.J. RUNDLE: If I can go back to the state budget, when we talk about the narrative and some of the themes 
with Metronet, which is obviously the largest element of spending, the spending comes from different areas of 
the budget. They are Transport; Commissioner of Main Roads; Public Transport Authority; Planning, Lands and 
Heritage; and WA Planning Commission. The total expenditure for Metronet that we been able to calculate comes 
to $10.6 billion. That project originally started at around $3 billion or $3.5 billion. It now appears to have blown 
out to $10.6 billion. Budget paper No 3 states under “Key Initiatives in the 2022–23 Budget” that Metronet is 
responsible for a $1 billion investment to expand the program of works. That budget paper states also that an amount 
of $60 million has been committed to replacement services for the Armadale rail shutdown. My concern about the 
Armadale line is that people will get out of the habit of catching the train. If the track record of the delivery of 
Metronet is anything to go by, the people of Armadale could be waiting for up to three years for the recommencement 
of their train service. That is a serious concern and something that this government may pay a price for. I am certainly 
a supporter of rail. I am a supporter of many of the projects that are part of the Metronet portfolio, if you like. 
However, I am concerned about the government’s ability to deliver that project on time. 
I will go through some of the highlights. The Thornlie–Cockburn line has doubled in price. It is more than 
$400 million over budget. The Morley–Ellenbrook line has had a $260 million blowout. The cost of the Byford 
extension has gone from $292 million to $797 million. That is $506 million over budget. The completion date has 
gone from 2021 to 2023. 
I look forward to the opening of the Forrestfield–Airport Link. However, as the member for Cottesloe pointed out, 
the times when the trains will be running will not tie in with the requirements of fly-in fly-out workers. What will be 
done about that? That will be the peak time for people to use that train. I am curious to know whether the Minister 
for Transport has an answer to that. One would think that would be the main purpose of that line, because that is 
where all the activity occurs at five o’clock in the morning at the airport terminals. As the member for Vasse pointed 
out, the minister has released 470 media releases over five and a half years. The cost of the Bunbury Outer Ring Road 
has blown out to $1.4 billion. That is what I last heard about the cost. I recall that that started at about $500 million 
or $600 million. In talking about bypasses, I need to mention the Walkaway bypass. I still get letters from people 
in that part of the member for Moore’s electorate about the consultation, or lack thereof, and the worry about that 
bypass. There is also, of course, the issue that was mentioned today of the cost to taxpayers of the Huawei episode, 
which has been very disappointing. 
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I want to mention a couple of things in the next five minutes before I wrap up my contribution. A couple of 
Saturdays ago, I attended the Livestock and Rural Transport Association of WA conference. Some real issues were 
raised about regional Western Australia. I know this is slightly aside from Metronet, but there are real issues about 
the funding for Tanami Road. To me, this is about money that seems to have been channelled away from some of our 
regional road projects and towards Metronet. Some of the people who drive along Tanami Road spoke to me on that 
day and said that it is taking them up to 24 hours to travel 200 kilometres on that road. We need to address that urgently. 
Another real concern is Great Northern Highway. The drop-offs on the shoulders of that road are incredibly dangerous. 
I heard the story of a young woman who was in an SUV and had to take to the side of the road as a wide vehicle 
approached, and although she had good clearance, she lost her petrol tank as a consequence of having to do that. 
Another issue is that stop signs need to be removed at rail crossings that are no longer in use. That situation is 
becoming very dangerous, because people are now ignoring stop signs on rail crossings everywhere, even if those 
railway lines are still in use. Community anger is still growing at the lack of response to the call for better railway 
crossings in regional WA. I have heard the Leader of the Opposition talk about Lara and Annemaree Jensen and 
others—if I have heard it once, I have heard it five times—and calling for changes to be made. They have been 
waiting for over 20 years for the recommendations to be acted upon following the death of their brother. We need 
action on those rail crossings. To me, that should be the real emphasis. When I see that the cost of Metronet has blown 
out from $3 billion to $10.6 billion, and that families in the regions are still pleading for some action on those railway 
crossings, I would love to see the Minister for Transport take that action. 
Another issue is the deteriorating condition of new roads that are being built. I brought this up with the minister 
during the estimates debate. One issue that was raised with me yesterday is Wagin–Dumbleyung Road. That road 
has just been rebuilt and resurfaced. It looked fantastic for a few weeks. However, sure enough, last week there 
was a truck rollover, so I now have the local community jumping up and down about that. This is a new job. What 
is going on? Why is that road falling apart? I also brought up with the minister in estimates what I would call warranty 
work on Albany Highway just north of Bannister. The issue is that these jobs are being done in winter and they 
are not being followed up properly. How does the warranty situation work with Albany Highway, and also with 
Wagin–Dumbleyung Road, which has now caused a truck rollover? From my perspective, when I see the blowout 
in the cost of the Metronet project, I think about all our regional road projects that do not see the light of day. That 
will wrap it up. Thank you. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [7.00 pm]: I rise to respond to some of the claims made 
by the opposition in the debate on this motion about Metronet. It has always been clear to me that the Liberal Party 
and the Nationals WA do not support public and rail transport in this state. Let us look at their record in government. 
They did not build one new line in eight and a half years. They extended a rail line north to Butler but that was it 
in eight and a half years. They bought a few new carriages but did nothing to support local industry. 
The Liberal government made a series of promises. In 2008, it made a commitment to build the Ellenbrook rail 
line. It distributed a flyer to every household in the then seat of Swan Hills. The flyer said that the “Liberals will build 
a rail line to Ellenbrook”. I just want to educate people on exactly what transpired with this flyer. I was newly in 
opposition, finding my way as the member for West Swan. I was working within the party and told members that the 
Liberal Party had committed to a rail line to Ellenbrook. It won government and, as the member for Southern River 
alluded to, it committed $10 million in the midyear review to show planning for the rail line to Ellenbrook. I went 
out there saying that the government had committed to a rail line to Ellenbrook and the then Premier, Colin Barnett, 
said, “No, we didn’t.” I said, “No, you did.” It was one of those typical debates. Premier Colin Barnett—who, 
basically I think, did not tell the truth very easily—said that there was no commitment to the rail line to Ellenbrook. 
I want to make note of the late Frank Calabrese in this debate. We knew that a flyer was distributed. The late Frank 
Calabrese—we attended his funeral just a few weeks ago—sent us the flyer that was delivered to his household, 
which said that the Liberals would build a rail line to Ellenbrook. I will be forever thankful to Frank because it was 
this flyer that I was then able to talk about with people within my party who did not believe that this flyer existed, 
and also to the wider media to show people that there was in fact a very significant commitment to build the rail line 
to Ellenbrook. The Liberal government not only failed to build the rail line, but also refused to admit that it actually 
committed to it. 
That was in 2008. The Liberal government then did a semi-review and said that the project could not be done. The 
then Premier said it was a second-term commitment. The 2013 election came and went and there was still no rail 
line to Ellenbrook. When we went to the 2017 election, the Liberal Party had not done even one bit of planning to 
deliver that rail line to Ellenbrook. It was not as though there was no funding and the previous government had 
done all the planning and it was just trying to secure the finances, it did not even bother to start doing the work. 
After eight and a half years, and a commitment given in 2008, the former government did not deliver it and it did 
not even do the work. 
The next one was the Metro Area Express light rail. With much fanfare, members of the former government 
announced it. As I recall, it was at the park at the Terry Tyzack Aquatic Centre. They said, “Buy property along 
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the route. We will be delivering light rail.” It was a major commitment at the 2013 election. Remember, they had 
been in government for four years. Bless our hearts, all of us in opposition; we do our best to make sure that all 
our commitments are strong, but they had been in government for four years. This was a government-endorsed 
commitment. They went out and promised MAX light rail. They were re-elected and they said, “It’s too hard”, 
even though it was a commitment driven by the then government. They were not even in opposition. 
Next I want to talk about the Forrestfield–Airport Link. We launched Metronet. Hon Ken Travers and the then 
opposition leader, Mark McGowan, launched Metronet version 1, including a rail line to the airport. The then 
government matched the commitment, and after the election, it changed the route. That government changed it into 
a tunnel, but it matched the commitment. In 2012—again, having been in government for four years—it said that 
it would be finished by 2018. Do you know what? There was no embarrassment and no remembering of these key 
facts. When we won government in 2017, the tunnel boring machines were not even here. I remember going out 
in May and June, when they started arriving. I remember looking at them and saying, “This is a big project! These 
TBMs look pretty sophisticated!” We went on and we built that rail line. Opposition members have had it both ways. 
On one day, they claim it as their own; on the other days, they say, “That is not safe. That is not a good project.” 
Again, the opposition has it both ways. 
I heard the comments made by the member for Roe today. I think he knows they were completely false and 
incorrect. He said that people are worried about our ability to deliver regional projects because of Metronet. That 
is completely false. 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: That is not the correct parliamentary term that the minister should be using in relation to the 
member, in claiming that he was making completely false statements. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: There is no point of order. The comments that the minister made were perfectly 
acceptable because there was no — 
Ms R. Saffioti: I wasn’t calling him a liar. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: That is right. There was no claim that he was deliberately making misleading comments. 
Carry on, minister. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: If we cannot say that the comments made by the opposition are false, it is going to be a very 
boring parliamentary term! 
We are delivering record investment in regional WA. Projects like the Tanami Road are only on anyone’s agenda 
because, together with the federal government, we have put money towards them. That project is only on the agenda 
because we are actually doing it. Again, I hate to say this, but in eight and a half years those opposite did not do 
much on roads, so there is a lot of catch-up. There is the issue of maintenance and the quality of some of the roads. 
Members opposite sold the Westrail freight lines. We are working with CBH and Arc Infrastructure to invest in things 
like improved sidings and the ability to move larger trains to port more quickly. We are working really constructively 
with industry to try to bring back some of the efficiencies that rail had in the system—efficiencies that those opposite 
ripped away when they sold it. Not only did members of the opposition sell it, they then closed down the lines. 
They sold it, and then they went through and closed the tier 3 wheat lines. 
A second point relates to the maintenance issue. The former government also took wholesale contracting out of 
Main Roads Western Australia. What we have done is reverse that, and we are bringing in wholesale contracting 
now. We are insourcing the management and much of the delivery of our regional road program. I have heard the 
concerns about the variability in some of the quality. 
I also believe that regional people should get long-term jobs in the roads department. It should have people who 
are trained locally, with local regional graduates undertaking engineering degrees, staying in the regions and helping 
to deliver roads. That is what I believe in and that is what we are doing. Last year we began a new local graduate 
program to train regional people to be able to take leadership jobs and scholarships in Main Roads. That means we 
are not just asking Perth people to do two or three years in the regions; we are asking regional people to put their 
names forward and we are giving them the opportunity to have long-term jobs in regional WA. Again, that is 
a very good project. 
We are investing more than ever in the safety of rail crossings. We are spending more than ever on road safety. 
I think when members opposite left government, they were spending maybe $10 million to $20 million on that 
road safety program. We have spent about $450 million over the past two or three years. We are addressing some 
of the concerns on the Great Northern Highway all the way through to issues like the Tanami. We are onto it and 
we are delivering on it. 
This metro–regional divide is something that the opposition should not continue to pursue. I say this in all 
seriousness, because it cannot pitch to densely populated areas throughout the metropolitan area that the Nationals 
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will look after them, when all its members do is say, “These people don’t deserve infrastructure.” The National Party 
does not believe people in the suburbs deserve infrastructure. I remember when members opposite were ministers. 
I did not see any relevant minister in my electorate forever. I remember being out there as the member for West Swan 
and I did not see any of the ministers with relevant portfolios ever come to the suburbs to understand what was 
happening on the ground. The demands of the suburbs are real. Areas like Darling Range and Byford that were, 
in a sense, rural communities are now becoming significant urban centres. There is the challenge of rural roads 
becoming major connecting roads, and new roads like the Tonkin Highway extension. There are new projects like 
the Byford rail extension and there is a need for community services, schools and education.  

Member for Swan Hills, we have seen that the demands in the Ellenbrook corridor are enormous. We are there 
trying to meet those demands, plus continue our excellent delivery in the regions. I do not subscribe to the idea of 
the Perth metropolitan area suburbs versus the regions. To be honest, most people in regional WA like the fact that 
we are investing in infrastructure around the state. They have family in Perth and they visit their family in Perth. The 
idea that all regional people begrudge expenditure in the suburbs, I think, is wrong. Everyone supports investment 
across the state. 
Now I will go to some of the claims about cost. I do not know where the shadow minister is, but the issues about 
cost are deliberately misleading. Members opposite are not telling the truth about the cost. They are looking at our 
commitments for a group of projects in 2017. Remember, when we gave the cost allocation of $2.9 billion, we 
did not include the Forrestfield–Airport Link because that was already funded. Therefore, the additional cost was 
$2.9 billion. Let us start with that simple concept: the additional cost was $2.9 billion. It did not include the 
Forrestfield–Airport Link, because that was already funded in some way in the budget. First of all, we have to include 
that back in the base. I do not think members opposite understand, but there are a lot of new Metronet projects. 
For example, we committed to four level crossing removals. I think we are now doing 15, because the commonwealth 
government has given us more money, and because we are in a situation to deliver more infrastructure along these 
networks. For example, we committed to four level crossings at Oats Street, Wharf Street, Denny Avenue and 
Caledonian Avenue. We have now done Denny Avenue. I am trying to remember these off the top of my head. 
We have Mint Street, Oats Street, Welshpool Road, Hamilton Street, Wharf Street and William Street. That is in 
Beckenham. There are six there. If we head down to Armadale way, we are removing a lot of level crossings there, 
like those at Thomas Road and Armadale, and there are another two around the Armadale station. 

Mr H.T. Jones: There’s Larsen Road. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is Larsen. We are delivering a lot more. For example, we are now including in the Metronet 
cost the full upgrade of signalling across the network. We expanded our train carriage purchases. You keep peddling 
a completely false argument, but no-one believes you. It is completely false. The fact that you do not comprehend 
that shows how stupid you are. 

Mr R.S. Love: Come on, lift your game. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Lift my game? 

Mr R.S. Love: If that’s the best you can do—personal abuse. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Like I said, it has always been the case in this place. The conservatives come in here and say 
whatever they like about us. We hold a mirror to what they do and how they behave, and they cannot handle it. 

Mr R.S. Love interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Deputy Leader! 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Deputy Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Deputy Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr R.S. Love interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Deputy Leader of the Opposition, I call you for the first time. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We hold a mirror to their behaviour and they cannot handle it. It is like us saying that we 
committed to five schools that will cost $50 million, but now we are going to deliver 10 schools that will cost 
$100 million, and they say that there is a massive blowout. We are delivering more schools, but there is a blowout. 
That is their concept. Compare like with like! Fair enough—do that. I acknowledge that there have been some cost 
increases in some of the projects. I acknowledge that, but do not come in here and use that ridiculous claim that 
no-one believes. The idea that something cost $2.9 billion and is now costing $10 billion is completely false. We 
have said it a hundred times. Firstly, as I said, the Forrestfield–Airport Link is included in the latter and not in the 
$2.9 billion. Also there are another eight level crossing removals, I think. There are new projects like Lakelands 
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station; there is high-capacity signalling across the network; there are more railcars; there are things like the new 
Greenwood station multistorey carpark; there is the Morrison Road level crossing removal; and there are a number 
of new projects across the whole area. There you go! We dispute that figure. 

Members opposite again try to talk about lack of transparency. I will say it: they are lazy. We had a question in the 
upper house today from Hon Tjorn Sibma, who said, “Can you give us the timetable for the new Forrestfield–Airport 
Link?” My staff downloaded the timetable from the website, photocopied it and tabled it in the upper house. I mean — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: When I get asked those questions, I refer them to the URL, if it’s on the web. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We do not do that, because we got told off by some of our upper house colleagues. We download 
it for them, we photocopy it and we give it to them. To ask us for a timetable — 

Mr D.T. Punch: Did they read it? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I do not know. I do not know what they did with it. 

Ms J.J. Shaw: At least they have graduated from asking how many pens are in the drawers of the ministers’ offices! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You are right, but I think it is a slippery road back to those types of questions! To be honest, 
if I were in opposition, I would have been too embarrassed to put the question. I would be sitting in a corner hiding 
after asking that question thinking, “How lazy am I? I should have just checked the website.” That is the level. 
Members opposite talk about transparency. Look at the budget papers. All the information is there. 

As I said, we have addressed the issue of cost. We have addressed the issue of transparency. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: It’s as if they don’t read the budget papers. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is as though members opposite do not do that. Then the opposition referred to funding. Members 
would be happy to know that the only borrowings against one of our Metronet projects is for the Forrestfield–Airport 
Link, because that was the one that was funded by the former government. The only borrowings against a Metronet 
line is for the one funded on the former government’s watch, the FAL. 

Mr D.R. Michael: Was that in the business case? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We still have not seen it. The fact is we secured nearly $4 billion from the commonwealth for 
Metronet. We have debt coming down and record surpluses. Members opposite claim that Metronet is a financial 
disaster, but nothing backs that up. The member for Moore has a “Metrodebt” sticker on his vehicle. The only debt 
we incurred for any Metronet project was for the one that the Nationals funded in its cabinet through borrowings. That 
is because we have managed the finances well, run strong operating surpluses and been able to use both commonwealth 
funding and other funds to support our projects. That is a good thing. We will continue to manage the finances well 
to ensure that we deliver a very, very affordable project in the context of the state infrastructure program. 

Like I said, we are spending billions of dollars on roads. Members opposite seem to want to criticise road spending, 
but we are spending billions of dollars on roads. We are spending a lot on Bunbury Outer Ring Road. It is costing 
a lot; we are spending a billion dollars on the Bunbury Outer Ring Road. We are doing the Albany ring-road and 
works on Great Northern Highway. We have $500 million for Tanami Road. We have the Outback Way project. 
We have major projects all around the state, but members opposite seem to be worried only about Metronet because 
they do not support it. Do members know what? If they want to say they are not doing some projects, stand up and 
say it. Stand up and say, “We are not going to deliver these projects.” 

Mr D.A.E. Scaife: Tell the densely populated areas. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Which densely populated area would miss out under a Liberal–National government? 

I also want to talk about some of the claims made against the Metronet communications team in relation to that post. 
That was a misjudgement. But let us talk about what the Nationals WA did when it was in government. The former 
government had RFR stickers on government buses. Transwa buses all ended up with royalties for regions stickers 
in National Party green. The former government wrapped a bus — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: The hidden bus. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: When the former government announced the Ellenbrook bus rapid transit project, it went 
out—again, before it was anywhere near delivering it—and wrapped a bus in Bigger Picture blue to promote the 
Ellenbrook BRT. It had it ready to run up and down to Ellenbrook until we exposed it and I found it sitting in the 
Shenton Park bus depot. One of my favourite press conferences of all time was standing outside the fence of the 
Shenton Park bus depot with the Bigger Picture bus right behind me, and saying what a politicisation of the public 
service it was. 

Let us go to MAX light rail. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: The TV ads. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member is right. The former government had TV ads of projects it was not even delivering. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: They had TV ads of MAX coming down into the city. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It produced little USBs in the shape of MAX. The former government produced — 
Mr D.A.E. Scaife: They were life-size cut-outs. They did deliver MAX light rail, but it was made of cardboard!  
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I forgot about the cardboard cut-out that was put in the mall. I do not know why he did it because 
it showed that it was a ridiculous idea to try to fit it through the mall. I know that opposition members do not like 
history because they do not want to reflect on their own performance, but I have been around for a few years, and 
I am starting to show it! Opposition members stand up and throw around these stupid allegations, but I know what 
transpired in the past and I also know what is happening out there. The member for Roe quoted Brian C. Over the 
dinner break, I had a quick look at the Facebook site to see whether we had any positive comments. I found Brian C. 
I wondered whether all those comments went one way. Do they all hate us and think that the Liberal Party is really 
good? Funnily enough, that is not the case. One comment was, “I love your Metronet project. Perth arises and shines.” 
Another one—this is one of my favourites—says, “Great, keep up the good work, Rita! So far in front of the Libs 
achievements you can’t hear the band playing.” Brian C. might have commented, but a lot of people are making 
comments. The point is that I would not base any parliamentary debate on feedback from Facebook, but the member 
for Roe did. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Except for the good ones. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We can all find the comments that justify what we are doing, but the biggest feedback I get is 
basically everywhere I go. My mother has been in hospital and I have been visiting the hospital nearly every day. 
The people there are starting to recognise me. The nurse who lives in Redcliffe is so excited that we are building 
an affordable and accessible railway line. Some people tell me that I should not worry about the criticism, which 
I do not, and some are saying to me, “Keep going. This is great!” There is a pride in WA from delivering these 
projects and there is an excitement in WA about building this project. Do members know what? People will also 
attack us because this is WA! Like I said, I was asked to comment on the latest tourism ads. I said that for as long 
as I have been in politics, whenever we release tourism ads, 50 per cent of people hate them and 50 per cent love 
them—ever since the Elle Macpherson campaign. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: They’re never going to beat that! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. Some people want to criticise us, but that is politics. When we remove all the noise and 
go to Ellenbrook and meet those kids, they know that when they finish high school, they will have the opportunity 
to travel for less than $5, because they will be on a concession fare. Of course, with the auto-loading SmartRider, 
it will be a bigger discount. Let us assume that the maximum cash fare is $5. They can then connect to jobs and 
opportunities. They can go to universities and TAFEs. That is a really good thing. Frankly, without us, the people 
of Byford would not have a rail line built to Byford. It is as simple as that. I do not care about the posturing and 
stupidness that was being played out there. I know that without us there would be no train to Byford. Members 
opposite want to talk about density. Go to some of these suburbs where the average block size is 350 square metres 
and people need access to good parks and opportunities. Go there and tell me those people do not deserve a railway 
line. Go there and tell me that. Young people will get opportunities. They cannot all afford three or four cars for 
their families. They need this public transport to access workplaces. Nurses and other people in essential services 
need it to move around the city at an affordable rate. Opposition members stand there and criticise and criticise. They 
have no idea about the pressures of people living in the suburbs and no idea about the people who rely on public 
transport to get ahead in life. They have no idea. Without these routes and these connections, people will miss out 
on opportunities. Like I said, I am proud that we are delivering.  
We are on the path of delivering on every commitment we made. The Ellenbrook rail line is an example. I know 
that without this government there would be no rail line to Ellenbrook. It is as simple as that. There are a lot of things 
that happen because of the bureaucratic process, but when I think about my term as minister and what we have 
done in government, we have made deliberate policy decisions that have made a difference. I know that without us, 
there would be no rail line to Ellenbrook. I know that without the McGowan government, the Denny Avenue level 
crossing would still be there. That area would continue to be neglected because those people opposite do not care, 
never go there and do not understand. I know that without us, the Thornlie–Cockburn Link would not be underway. 
Mr P. Papalia: There wouldn’t be affordable flights in the regions. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will keep going. I am on point two. 
Without us, the Yanchep extension would not be underway. Everyone on that side did not believe the Yanchep 
extension was necessary. Without us, there would be no Byford extension. We are not only building the Byford 
extension, but also lifting the Armadale train station and removing the level crossing around that area. It has cost 
more and was not in the 2017 commitment, but I know that the member for Armadale—who should be listening 
to this because this is very important—knows that the reconfiguration of the Armadale train station will completely 
change that town centre and create new places for people to live in a safe and happy environment. I know that. 
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I know that if it was not for us, there would not be a Bellevue railcar manufacturing facility. The opposition said 
that we were bringing back an industry from a bygone era, that it could not be done and that it was too expensive. 
Trains are now being made in WA. If it was not for us, that would not be there. I know that if it was not for us, we 
would not be investing in our rail lines in the regions. It was beyond ministers of the previous government to 
convince anyone to invest in regional rail. They gave up. 
If it was not for us, there would not be a two-zone fare cap, saving people across the suburbs—people in Dawesville 
and Mandurah—thousands of dollars. If it was not for us, we would not be rebuilding the Australind train sets. If 
it was not for us, there would not be a two-zone fare cap in the regions and affordable fares. I will be making more 
announcements about the success of that program very, very soon. 
The opposition can do what it wants and can believe in its own discourse or filibuster, or whatever the word is. It 
can do that and it will continue to do that, but if opposition members think that that is going to be successful for 
them, they can keep going. I go out and meet workers on site. They come up to me and I cannot believe how excited 
they are to be working on Metronet. There are people working on our projects, particularly on some of our latest 
projects, who will not do FIFO now because they get to live in the city and deliver brilliant projects. 
I have walked around the new airport station and the new High Wycombe and Redcliffe stations. They are magnificent. 
Imagine the pride of Western Australians when they see those stations, particularly the airport station. When people 
arrive from interstate and overseas and see those stations, they will not believe what they are seeing. 
Mr D.T. Punch: Don’t forget the Bayswater rail bridge. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I forgot about that. If it were not for us, trucks would continue to crash into the Bayswater bridge. 
As I said, the opposition can come in and run its motions. I have always said that the last two and a half years in 
particular, with COVID, have brought new challenges of labour shortages, supply pressures and cost pressures. 
Opposition members can say that there have been cost increases, but everyone at home who is trying to build 
a pergola, get a retaining wall built or do anything will think, “It’s costing me more.” There are people out there 
who cannot get basic jobs done. People are experiencing that. This has been a tough time to build. That will change 
over the next 12 to 18 months, but in the past year it has been tough. 
As I said, National Party members can keep doing what they are doing and paint themselves as the anti–public 
transport and anti-infrastructure group, and people will not trust them to deliver anything. That is their choice. I am 
happy to debate this any day of the week and any time of the day. I have enormous pride in what we are undertaking 
in probably the most challenging time for delivering infrastructure. I have enormous pride in the work that is being 
undertaken. I cannot believe that people are criticising this. The feedback that I get all the time is that people want 
to learn more about what we are doing. They love the fact that when they drive along Tonkin Highway, they can 
see all the works that are being done. The Tonkin Highway widening is another project that would not have been 
delivered were it not for us. 
Opposition members can deliberately mislead and deliberately not tell the truth. They have now put out that the 
cost has increased from nearly $3 billion to $10 billion. Now that they have put that out there, I know where they 
can go next! It is not true. It is not right, as I have attempted to tell them a number of times. If I were in opposition, 
I would probably try to get it correct, because every time members opposite put that figure out there, people discount 
what they say. 
We will continue to deliver this transformational project. We are planning to get more housing opportunities near 
our new stations. What is important for me is the fact that young people will be able to get great access to public 
transport. It will be very affordable. There will be routes connecting people across the suburbs. People will get chances 
when they might not have had chances. To me, if we can give one kid a chance to go to university or TAFE and 
to get a job when they might not have had that opportunity, that is worth it. Whether it is five kids or 20 kids, those 
opportunities are very hard to get. Once they miss those opportunities, it is hard to get them back. 
I am very proud that the suburbs of Byford, Alkimos, Eglinton and Yanchep are continuing to grow. We are delivering 
in Ellenbrook as fast as we can. Ellenbrook is nearly finished, but there will be further opportunities around the 
train station. Areas to the north of Ellenbrook will have great access to the new train station. It will mean that people 
in the suburbs of Brabham and Dayton and the new suburbs along the Ellenbrook corridor in Henley Brook will be 
able to get to jobs and have opportunities. It will create a better life for all of them. 
I am very, very proud. If National Party members want to keep debating these issues, we are happy to debate them 
every time. It shows their hatred for public transport. They bring in the regions versus metro divide. That again 
emphasises that they might want to appeal to metro WA at the next election. We will be telling everybody in 
Yanchep that National Party members believe that they do not deserve that rail line. We will be telling everyone 
in Ellenbrook that National Party members never, ever wanted them to have this rail line. We will be telling everybody 
that National Party members want to rip everything out of the suburbs, because they do not believe that people in 
the suburbs deserve anything. We will be saying to everyone in densely populated areas, “National Party members have 
argued day in and day out against you. They do not believe in what you are getting, they do not want you to get anything, 
and they will rip it all away.” That is what the National Party will do across the suburbs of the metropolitan area. 
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MS J.J. SHAW (Swan Hills — Parliamentary Secretary) [7.38 pm]: I rise to make a contribution to the debate 
on this frankly ridiculous motion that has been put forward by the member for Moore, which states — 

That this house calls on the McGowan Labor government to take responsibility for the cost blowouts and 
lengthy delays besieging the Metronet projects. 

Before I address some of the more ludicrous comments made by opposition members, I would like to take the 
opportunity to congratulate Minister Saffioti. I have the great privilege of being her next-door neighbour. She and 
I share Ellenbrook—I have the north part of Ellenbrook and Minister Saffioti has the south part. Not only as a local 
member, but also as a member of Parliament in this place, I think members should look to the minister as one of 
the most prolific and effective transport ministers there has ever been. I really enjoyed listening to the minister’s 
account of the projects she has delivered. She took us through the financing of those projects in a very methodical 
way. Perhaps if members opposite took a little more time to understand how infrastructure projects in particular 
are financed, they might not have found themselves in the terrible quagmire they were in when they left government 
back in 2017. I think the minister is a legend. She will only become more legendary as time wears on. 
I have thought about the problem with the Liberals and Nationals, and I think it is envy—I genuinely do. At the 
end of the day, this government is not delivering hollow or empty promises. It does not say that it will build this 
or that and then never deliver a single thing. The Liberals and Nationals look upon this government’s achievements 
with deep-seated, green-eyed envy—as green as the National Party shirts or perhaps the jacket that I am wearing this 
evening. They have no credibility when it comes to delivering projects and they cannot stand the idea of delivering 
necessary infrastructure in outer metropolitan seats such as mine. In fact, if we think about the member for Moore, 
his opposition to and white-anting of projects like the Ellenbrook train line is actually quite bizarre, because it is 
his constituents in Bindoon and Chittering—the kids he represents up there—who will come down and use the 
Morley–Ellenbrook railway line to get to university or access places of employment. He is white-anting his own 
constituents by running this bizarre narrative around Metronet. At the end of the day, members opposite continue to 
undermine it because, fundamentally, they just do not believe in public transport, and they certainly do not believe 
that projects like the Morley–Ellenbrook line should be delivered. They have zero credibility. Let us have a look 
at the record of their parties. This coalition or alliance—whatever it is called—closed the Fremantle line, decimated 
regional rail services and closed the Midland workshops. I tell members what: a lot of my kids love the fact that 
the Bellevue railway workshops are now open. It is giving kids in my community jobs. It is giving them pathways, 
through the Midland TAFE, into employment opportunities. It is great to see these locally manufactured railway 
cars. The Liberal and National Parties sold the Westrail freight business, as the minister just pointed out; failed to 
deliver the Ellenbrook railway line—I will have a bit to say about that—failed to deliver MAX light rail, as we all 
know; closed the tier 3 rail network; and tried to kill off AvonLink. 
A government member: They did; they defunded it. Sorry, I forgot that. The first issue was that they defunded it. 
Ms J.J. SHAW: Yes, it was absolutely shameful. They are a joke! Nobody takes them seriously, least of all people 
in densely populated areas. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
Ms J.J. SHAW: I am not taking interjections, member for Moore. I sat quietly all the way through the member 
for Moore’s speech—in fact, I struggled to stay awake—so I am certainly not going to take interjections from him 
now. He should have heard what I said just a moment ago about his constituents in Chittering and Bindoon, 
when he was wandering around outside. We all know that Metronet is not one project; it is a number of projects. 
In fact, we have gone above and beyond in our delivery of Metronet. We took 10 projects to the election—the 
Forrestfield–Airport Link, the Thornlie–Cockburn Link, the Yanchep rail extension, the Morley–Ellenbrook line, the 
Byford rail extension, new and upgraded train stations, improved signalling, four level crossings and 78 railcars. 
There are now 18 Metronet projects. What an achievement, minister; I congratulate her. 
Members opposite are flip-flopping. I think there are some really interesting distinctions and contradictions between 
where the Nationals sit on projects, where the Liberals sit, where “The Clan” part of the Liberals sit, and where 
the non-Clan part sits—maybe the “Black Hand Gang” is still in there, but who knows. They do not know their left 
hand from their right. They do not know whether they are Arthur or Martha, particularly when it comes to transport. 
Let us talk about the Morley–Ellenbrook line, one of my favourite projects. 
Ms M.M. Quirk interjected. 
Ms J.J. SHAW: Honestly, member for Girrawheen! Members have to sit next to this woman; they cannot hear 
what she just said! 
Anyway, let us get back to the matter at hand—the Morley–Ellenbrook line. We all know the Liberal Party’s dreadful 
form on Morley–Ellenbrook. In 2008, the Liberal Party said it would deliver the project. It delivered absolutely 
nothing. It then promised Metro Area Express light rail. It was fully costed and fully funded, if members remember. 
The Liberal Party promised it but did not deliver a thing. It spent 25 million bucks! 
Ms C.M. Rowe: Where is MAX? 
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Ms J.J. SHAW: MAX is nowhere to be seen, a bit like former opposition members. 
The Liberal Party abandoned it, sacked it and could not deliver it. In 2013, the Liberal Party went back to heavy rail 
and promised an Ellenbrook line again, but did not deliver. It did not do a skerrick of work. When the minister entered 
the ministry and started rummaging around in the cupboards looking for all the plans for the Ellenbrook rail line 
that the Liberal Party had promised, not a single piece of work had been done. 
In 2017, we then had “Little Frankie” getting up there and promising his bus lane. He was begging Dean Nalder 
for a bus lane. I actually felt sorry for him. I will quote from an article by Daniel Emerson in The West Australian 
of 25 February 2016, which states — 

… Frank Alban wants abandoned Ellenbrook bus rapid transit system back on the agenda. 
“Little Frankie” was in there fighting for a bus—rapid or otherwise. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member, a previous speaker used that term to refer to a previous member of Parliament, 
which he subsequently withdrew. I just ask you to show a little bit of respect. Yes, I understand he may have referred 
to himself as that — 
Ms J.J. SHAW: He has! 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: But! 
Ms J.J. SHAW: For Hansard, on Wednesday, 23 September 2009, he quite proudly referred to himself as 
“Little Frankie”, the little guy who goes in battling for Ellenbrook. Bless him! He is a former member for Swan Hills, 
whom I actually do have a bit of affection for, and I do see him around the place. It is very nice to see him and his 
wife, Shauna. They are still very visible in the community, and I am sure he is really enjoying his retirement. But 
he was in there fighting for a bus lane—bless him—and the former government promised a bus lane, but it was not 
going to fulfil the promise of the train. It was never going to fulfil the promise of a bus lane. The former government 
moved some dirt around just to try to make it look like something was happening, but there was no genuine intent 
there whatsoever. 
Let us have a listen, just for a moment, to what other esteemed members of the opposition have said in the past 
about the Ellenbrook railway line. Mike Nahan, as the then Leader of the Opposition, said that prioritising the rail 
line to Ellenbrook is out there, but is not needed for 10 years. Mike Nahan also said not to commit funding to 
Ellenbrook. In October 2017, he was adamant that funding should not be committed to the Ellenbrook train line, 
and Liza Harvey said that it was irrelevant whether she supported the Ellenbrook train line. Therefore, even the 
party of the opposition, or the alliance—I do not know what members opposite call themselves—that is ostensibly 
already there in the densely populated areas did not support the Ellenbrook railway line. 
Christian Porter was gutted when he could not see any money from the previous state government on the 
Morley–Ellenbrook railway line. He said — 

“We — 
As in his federal government — 

have provided near to double what was the expected contribution from the Federal Government [for Metronet] 
and, even with that, the funding for Ellenbrook did not appear in the budget.” 
“It was immensely disappointing for all the people who live in Ellenbrook … 

That was from Christian Porter on 6 October 2017. It was immensely disappointing, and I think that pretty much 
sums up the Liberal–National alliance’s position on public transport. I could go on. There are just so many quotes 
here. Even Dean Nalder was a bit of a worm that turned. According to my notes, he said — 

They had this as an election commitment in 2008, so you think they would have had it worked out by now. 
Dean Nalder himself said that, as part of his government! It is unbelievable. I have some lovely articles here quoting 
the former member for Swan Hills—little or otherwise—so “Frankie” was in there. 
Then we were elected, and the Morley–Ellenbrook line is now well and truly underway. We have the Bayswater 
station where the deadly, deadly bridge has now been removed and there is no more garrotting of trucks under 
the Bayswater bridge. That is looking fantastic. It is the junction for the Morley–Ellenbrook line and the 
Forrestfield–Airport Link. The Tonkin Gap project and the Morley Drive bridges are there. Broun Avenue Bridge 
is there. The Ellenbrook station is underway, and everybody is very excited about that. Everybody in Ellenbrook 
absolutely loves this. 
Those projects are on top of other projects like the Drumpellier Drive upgrades to get rid of the horrific congestion. It is 
a huge contribution. There is the Gnangara Road duplication, the Reid Highway duplication and, of course, NorthLink. 
That is just the road infrastructure; there is also some really important civic infrastructure like a child and parent centre. 
Ellenbrook is the fastest-growing part of the metropolitan area with the highest proportion of people under the age of 
18 years, yet we were the only part of the metropolitan area not to have a child and parent centre. Again and again, 
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members opposite failed communities like mine in Ellenbrook because they do not care about us. They do not support 
us, and they continue to undermine, by any means possible, particularly the Liberal Party, this public transport initiative. 
The Leader of the Opposition, Mia Davies, has called Metronet a vanity project. She has said that it is a “pet city” 
project—again, creating this division between the metropolitan area and the regions. As Leader of the Opposition and 
alternative Premier of this state, she should be thinking about a statewide approach rather than creating these artificial 
divisions. We all know that the opposition likes to run two sets of books, and we all know that there was a Liberal Party 
budget and a National Party budget, which was royalties for regions—two separate sets of books, completely 
independent of one another. However, if the Leader of the Opposition aspires to be Premier, she should be 
governing for everyone instead of creating these completely artificial divisions. It is ridiculous. 
However, not everyone in the opposition is quite so critical. Hon Dr Steve Thomas in the other place has said that 
Metronet is not a bad plan and that some of it represents really good investments. He has said that the fact that there 
are blowouts is something that the government cannot really control. That seems to be a bit of reality checking 
within the ranks of the Liberals; there are some of them who kind of get it. I wonder whether he is in “The Clan” or 
the “Black Hand Gang”? I do not know, but there seem to be certain factions within the Liberal Party that at least 
acknowledge that Metronet is a good idea. He has made some reasonable comments on it. 
I want to make an observation that is very important for the people of Western Australia to understand. I refer to 
The West Australian article of Monday, 19 September 2022, by Peter Law titled “North West Central by-election: 
Nationals and Liberals to talk about a coalition ahead of 2025 State election”. There is quite a bit of conversation 
at the moment about a potential coalition between the Liberals and the National Party. I think the Nationals have 
some really hard thinking to do about how much they get into bed with the Liberal Party. I really caution them, 
because the Liberals do not support Metronet, and they will run interference by any means possible. It has been 
shocking to see the way that they have been trying to do it through local government. The National Party has to 
think about who it is negotiating with and how it will negotiate entering into a coalition arrangement. 
The member for Southern River made some interesting points in his contribution about whether anyone in the 
Liberals or Nationals had asked Nick Goiran for permission to table the business case for projects that are developed 
under their watch. I think the Leader of the Opposition needs to have a very hard conversation with Nick Goiran 
about the role of “The Clan” in the government that she aspires to lead. Amongst the 700 pages of leaked WhatsApp 
messages of 20 October 2019 there is a comment — 

We got three up in Thea city of swan. The libs now have the balance of power we should get the deputy 
Mayoral position and be able to cause Rita and Jess Shaw no end of trouble. 

That is a direct quote. In fact, Rita and I wore that as a bit of a badge of honour because we were some of the only 
members who were actually mentioned by name in the 700 pages of leaked WhatsApp messages. Blow me down 
if, in December 2019, the Liberal stooge Rod Henderson put a motion up in the City of Swan to try to scuttle the 
Morley–Ellenbrook line project. This clandestine, awful little organisation that says the most abominable things 
about people, about women, controls the Liberal Party, and the Nationals are about to enter into a coalition with 
it. Its members will scuttle projects by any means possible, so go in with your eyes well and truly open. Their conduct 
is absolutely disgraceful. They are a cancer; they are a blight on the Liberal Party and a blight on this democracy. 
If the National Party aspires to form government, they will rot its government from the inside out, and the electors 
of Western Australia need to understand that. 
I want to make one final point on taking responsibility. The opposition needs to take responsibility for the way it 
mishandled the state’s finances. The fact of the matter is that, on the previous government’s way out, net debt was 
projected to increase to $41.1 billion, and debt stood at $3.6 billion when Colin Barnett, the former member for 
Cottesloe, became Premier in 2008. Who is taking responsibility for that? Who is taking responsibility for the 
profligate waste and the ridiculous increases, particularly to operational expenditure? This minister has just taken 
us through how the government is funding this project, and the one and only project that is being funded from debt 
is yours—the one and only! It is responsible financial management and taking responsibility, and the opposition 
ought to take a leaf out of her book. 
MRS J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI (Kingsley — Parliamentary Secretary) [7.55 pm]: The member for Roe knows that 
I genuinely like him. I think that the member is a very nice person, but I have to say that he gave the most rambling 
and incoherent contribution I have ever heard him give in this place. And that is saying something! I was not in the 
chamber; I was sitting in my office watching it on the television and it was probably a good thing I was not in here, 
because I know that the Acting Speaker at the time had to call a number of members to order and I probably would 
have been one of them. I heard the most disrespectful, ill-informed and blatantly untrue contribution about this topic. 
Mr D.T. Punch: I don’t think the member likes you anymore. 
Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: That is okay with me, because I do not like what he said either. It really highlighted 
the lack of capacity on the opposition benches to read and understand a budget or even to read and understand a media 
statement. The government has been very clear every single time it has had to change something, such as scope and 
time frame. All of that and the reasons behind these things have been made very clear by the minister or the Premier. 
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We are juggling the impacts of a global pandemic. I am not sure whether the opposition has noticed, but it has been 
pretty hard here the last couple of years. It has not just been here, but around the world. We have done a number 
of things to either extend time frames to try to alleviate some pressure in a very heated economy or move things 
around so that we are not taking capacity out of the market. The member wants to have his cake and eat it too. I do 
not know whether members have seen memes of toddlers throwing tantrums on the floor and the mum has put on 
the bottom of the photograph what they were throwing the tantrum about. It is things like “I would not let him shove 
a crayon up his nose” or “I wouldn’t let him eat the dog food!” This seems to be what you guys have been doing. The 
opposition wanted us to stop putting things in the market. I remember the member for Cottesloe asking why we 
were announcing new projects. When we said it would smooth out some projects and push them off a little bit, he 
asked us why we were pushing them off. It was so we could take the heat out of the market so that your mums and 
dads can go out there and get their patios or their houses built and the government was not the one constantly sucking 
capacity out of the market. Apparently, that was not right either. It just reminded me of children throwing tantrums, 
and, believe me, with a 12-year-old and six-year-old at home, I see plenty of tantrums, but that was the worst. 
The other thing that the member failed to understand is that the government has changed some things and some 
time frames because this minister cares about Western Australian businesses. Some things changed because 
Western Australian businesses were under that much pressure that they were not going to be able to deliver, so 
rather than put extra pressure on them, we said we would move the time frame so that we could make sure that 
Western Australian steel beams would go in and Western Australians would be making them. Rather than being 
the one causing the pressure, the government was the one creating the opportunity. I do not think that the opposition 
understands that. 
The opposition also fails to see the pure genius of Metronet. This is not a public transport plan. As planner, I can 
clearly see this is a land use, economic and social plan. The benefits of Metronet far outweigh how many people 
we are going to get on trains. Metronet will benefit the many people living next to train stations who can access 
work and education opportunities. They will not need two cars because they can get on a train and travel to the city 
or go up to Yanchep or down to Mandurah; they can go wherever the jobs are. I do not think the opposition realises 
the impact that Metronet will have. It is the biggest infrastructure project we have ever seen in this state. It is not 
a transport plan. Members opposite should realise that densely populated areas need this service because we need 
not only public transport, but also housing, including public housing. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT 
(TEMPORARY COVID-19 PROVISIONS) BILL 2022 

Second Reading 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [8.00 pm]: This is an unnecessary bill. The 
government can and should end the state of emergency today and manage the remainder of the COVID-19 pandemic 
using the Public Health Act. The way this bill has been introduced into Parliament shows an arrogant contempt 
for Parliament and proper process. The government has until November to pass any required amendments to other 
legislation; it does not need to deal with it in this way. The way it is doing it in this case is unnecessary and wrong. 
The bill hands the most draconian powers to a public servant with absolutely no ministerial or parliamentary 
oversight. Extreme actions can be taken under this bill, including intrastate border closures, seizure of property 
and direction of people. This establishes a worrying precedent that runs against the principles that underpin our 
democracy. Because of the way that this bill has been introduced, because this bill is unnecessary and because this 
bill sets a dangerous precedent, I oppose the bill. 
MR R.R. WHITBY (Baldivis — Minister for Environment) [8.02 pm] — in reply: I want to thank members 
opposite for their contributions to the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) 
Bill 2022 this evening. I am disappointed to hear that members opposite have decided not to support this important 
legislation but, sadly, not surprised because the history of members opposite in this place has been consistent all 
through the COVID-19 emergency; that is, although they claim they have not always opposed measures put in 
place, the memory that I and others have in this place is that they have consistently raised issues and put in place 
hurdles to legislation that has resulted in an amazing outcome to Western Australia during the COVID period. 
Members opposite have undermined the efforts of this government the whole way through COVID. If it were not 
for the government standing up for the policies, approaches and provisions that we have, we would have seen the 
economy in Western Australia destroyed and we would have seen large numbers of lives lost due to the deadly 
virus. That is not an extreme thing to say. When we remember and think of what happened in other states and other 
countries, the experience in Western Australia was far different. We had a massive economic consequence in other 
states of Australia, and certainly in Europe and other places, and, unfortunately, there were many deaths. Any 
death is a tragedy but the number of deaths and people impacted by COVID in other states of Australia and around 
the world was massive compared with the impact here in Western Australia. The vast majority of Western Australians 
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are simply sick and tired of the Liberals and Nationals whingeing and undermining our COVID efforts. We have 
gone through a long, arduous and challenging period under COVID. We have come through this together, and it 
seems that it is only the opposition that has questioned and opposed these provisions. In one case, it even supported 
Clive Palmer, who fought to remove the state border provisions that were protecting our state. 
I was very disappointed in the comments of the Leader of the Liberal Party on radio today. It really was disappointing 
to hear the way he demeaned and undermined the State Emergency Coordinator’s role. We have had two police 
commissioners in that role, including the now Governor. They are highly respected individuals with an important 
statutory role and obligation to manage a pandemic, and he undermined and demeaned that position and the role 
that those two men had. Quite frankly, I think what the Leader of the Liberal Party was trying to achieve was a dog 
whistle to the most extreme elements in our community. In the Leader of the Liberal Party’s comments about the 
legislation on 6PR today—I will not quote him verbatim, but I will draw out some of the comments—he basically 
painted Western Australia as an Orwellian police state in which property and cars would be able to be seized and 
broken into. He said that these are unprecedented powers, and then he demeaned the State Emergency Coordinator 
as an unelected public servant, and did not consider the relevance of the police commissioner in the role he has as 
the State Emergency Coordinator. It was quite disappointing. 
I want to go through and respond to some of the things that the Leader of the Liberal Party had to say. He spoke 
about seizing vehicles and breaking into private property. He painted an extreme, frightening and alarmist picture 
of this bill and what it represents. In fact, as members know, we have had similar provisions throughout the COVID 
pandemic and we have not seen that alarmist Orwellian picture emerge. Taking control of a vehicle does not mean 
the ability to seize. It means that, on some occasions, there can be a direction to an owner of a vehicle or an occupier 
of a property to give an authorised COVID-19 officer reasonable assistance to exercise the officer’s power. The 
member essentially spoke about breaking into homes and seizing private property. Can I outline an experience that 
happened in Perth during the COVID pandemic at a very dangerous time when the virus was spreading in 
Western Australia? On New Year’s Eve in 2021, Western Australian police officers utilised similar powers to those 
that exist in part 6 of the Emergency Management Act to gain entry into the George hotel in Perth, where an unlawful 
New Year’s Eve gathering of up to 300 people was underway in breach of COVID restrictions in place at the time. 
On police attending there, they could not gain entry because the doors were locked and the windows had been 
covered with black curtains, obscuring vision from outside. Officers had to climb walls to gain entry to the premises. 
The licensee was charged with two counts of breaching the Emergency Management Act directions in place at the 
time and received a suspended term of imprisonment. That was an extreme virus-spreading event, yet the Leader of 
the Liberal Party would prevent that power from being used to protect citizens in Western Australia. 
Dr D.J. Honey: No, I wouldn’t. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: He absolutely would. 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: He criticised police for having the ability to seize and enter property. In his words, it was 
about breaking into property. Another example was the use of Optus Stadium as accommodation for Operation Tide. 
Again, these were reasonable provisions to deal with a very serious situation. The demeaning of the State Emergency 
Coordinator — 
Dr D.J. Honey: No-one’s done that. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Absolutely you have. You have demeaned that role! 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Liberal Party! 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Liberal Party! The minister has the call — 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: What members opposite have also done — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A.E. Scaife): Minister, just pause for a moment. Leader of the Liberal Party, 
the minister has the call. Minister, direct your comments through the chair. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Thank you, Acting Speaker. 
Members of the opposition have also questioned the so-called unfettered powers of an individual, like there was 
some grand overlord who had total powers during a COVID declaration. I would like to remind members that, in 
exercising this discretion of whether or not to make a COVID-19 declaration, the secretary is required to consider 
the advice provided by the Chief Health Officer. However, the power to make a COVID declaration will be subject 
to the normal legal conditions that apply to discretionary statutory powers. These are statutory powers. Whenever 
they are exercised, there is the ability under law to question them. There is always the ability to challenge those 
powers under judicial review through the Supreme Court. 
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We also have the Corruption and Crime Commission, and we have the fact that a police commissioner who occupies 
this position also has responsibilities and obligations in their own right, including when they are sworn in as 
a State Emergency Coordinator. The Commissioner of Police abides by a code of conduct that applies to all police 
officers in Western Australia. Amongst other principles, the code of conduct sets out the expectations for ethical 
decision-making. Decisions must be able to withstand scrutiny of the community, the Western Australia Police 
Force, the judiciary, the Corruption and Crime Commission and the government. A guiding principle set out in 
the code of conduct requires all officers to perform their duty in the public interest without favour or affection, 
malice or ill will. The Commissioner of Police is entrusted by the Governor of Western Australia as a fit and proper 
person to lead the police force. That is the person the member is talking about, who occupies the role of the State 
Emergency Coordinator. 

The fact is that our COVID provisions have kept Western Australia incredibly safe, and that is on the record. 
Tonight we are looking at a bill that will set up an appropriate framework to manage COVID-19 as we step down 
from the current state of emergency. The legislation provides for a temporary COVID-19 declaration to maintain 
important health and social measures to continue to keep Western Australia safe. We know the continuation of the 
measures includes mask wearing and isolation requirements. These are seen as very simple and very obvious by 
the vast majority of Western Australians. They reflect the current environment, and they are about continuing to 
protect Western Australians. We are stepping down from a state of emergency to a transitional arrangement as we 
work through the pandemic. 

COVID-19 is an unknown. I was interested tonight to hear a couple of members opposite say, “This is over. We 
don’t need these extreme provisions anymore. We don’t need the current provisions or the proposed provisions. 
This is not the threat it used to be.” Again, I just wonder what crystal ball they have to know that we are not going 
to get, out of the blue, a variant that is resistant to vaccines. I am not a medical expert, and I do not think members 
opposite are. How do we know that this is over? How do we know that we can just rest and let this in? There is 
also contradiction amongst members opposite. I heard one member say, “This will only last for two years. What do 
we do after that?” I heard the member for Cottesloe, the Leader of the Liberal Party, say, “We can walk away from 
the current state of emergency provisions and just rely on the usual regulations and laws as they existed pre-COVID.” 

Dr D.J. Honey: Have you actually read the Public Health Act? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: I actually have. 

Members, once again, I will go through a few points on why this bill is important. WA’s COVID-19 response has 
prioritised protecting the most vulnerable in the population. In the evolving circumstances of COVID-19, legislative 
thresholds for the current emergency declarations may soon cease to be met. WA is the last of the jurisdictions to 
introduce COVID-19-related legislation. We have had the benefit of looking at the legislative frameworks other 
jurisdictions have put in place to manage COVID-19. We know we have developed a framework that works here 
in Western Australia and that has enabled us to come out of a state of emergency as soon as possible. It is a sensible 
approach to continue operating under legislation that has served the state and to amend it specifically for COVID-19. 
It will ensure that the structures that have worked well under the Emergency Management Act will continue. These 
include the State Disaster Council, which enables consideration of whole-of-government factors; the roles of the 
State Emergency Coordinator and the hazard management agency; and the coordination ability supported by the 
Emergency Management Act’s powers and structures. That gets to the issue of oversight. The State Disaster Council 
is chaired by the Premier. It consists of other ministers, and the SEC will have that involvement with the State Disaster 
Council. This is not one person operating in isolation. There are already statutory obligations around that role and 
there is a structure under the Emergency Management Act that allows a whole-of-government response. 

We have found that this legislation has worked incredibly well in Western Australia. Why would we risk the health 
of Western Australians and the economy to embark on something untried and untested? We have a fit-for-purpose 
framework that has worked incredibly well. 

I think that members opposite should just read the room of the greater state—of what people out there actually 
think. If we were to ask someone how this state has fared during COVID, they would be full of praise for the approach 
of the government. I know that comments were made earlier claiming that this was some sort of deliberate political 
enterprise to support the Labor Party during an election. Maybe it was simply good sense and good government 
that people agree has worked and kept them safe. Maybe it is just as simple as that. Western Australia has emerged 
from this situation better than any jurisdiction on the planet. The legislation we are proposing tonight will keep the 
framework of the system that has done us so well and supported our state so well, and it is a step down from the 
full state of emergency provisions that of course provide for border closures. 

I will go through some of the contributions of members opposite. As the Leader of the Opposition well knows, this 
is the first opportunity we have had to bring this legislation to Parliament. We have had the death of a sovereign—
the first such event in 70 years. We were not to know that that would happen. That meant that we have lost a week 
of parliamentary sittings last week and a day tomorrow. This is the first opportunity we have had to bring this 
legislation to the house. 
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I understand that members opposite received a briefing from advisers last night. That was set down for an hour. 
The advisers were happy to answer questions and I think the briefing lasted for an hour and a half, and that is fine. 
There was the offer of a second briefing this morning from the government, but members of the opposition declined. 
They did not want a second briefing. 
Ms M.J. Davies: Nice strategy. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: No, it was in goodwill. It was offered to members opposite and it was declined. I know that 
the advisers worked very hard last night to provide follow-up supplementary information, which was provided this 
morning. The advisers have done a lot of work and given a commitment to get information for members opposite, 
and, again, made the offer of a second briefing this morning. Some members had time to go on the radio, some 
members had time to do all sorts of things, but they did not have time for a second briefing. 
Dr D.J. Honey: This is pathetic. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: It was offered. 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, please do not continue. Please do not test me any further 
on this. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Other states have their own form of this legislation. I think the Deputy Leader of the Opposition 
pointed to Victoria. I know states have made a range of legislative responses as they emerge out of the COVID 
pandemic. We cannot match them all. We cannot create a massive hybrid piece of legislation that takes a bit of 
every one. In fact, we have had the best outcome and a solid framework. That is the basis of our legislative approach. 
It is interesting that the member would point to Victoria. I feel sorry for Victorians because I think they have been 
very unlucky. It is interesting the member should point to a state that was hit so hard by the virus as providing 
a mechanism for going forward. 
The opposition’s general position is that it wants us to walk away from it and leave WA vulnerable. The opposition 
has been calling for the end of the state of emergency for a long, long time. We believe that it is the appropriate 
time to proceed now on — 
Mr R.S. Love: That is directly contrary to what I said. I read out to you a number of different models that would 
provide the same level of protection. I did not say there should be no level of protection. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The member was also talking about walking away from the framework that has put us in 
good stead, so I believe he is proposing to walk away from a tried and tested method that has worked very well. I do 
not know why he would do that. I find it incredible that the member would question the role of the State Emergency 
Coordinator. The member asked a number of times about why the power does not sit with the minister. I have 
explained that the Premier and ministers have a role in this and are consulted through the disaster council. 
Dr D.J. Honey: They have no control at all—none at all. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes, they do. I am pretty sure that if we said we were going to put all the powers with the 
Premier or a minister, members opposite would be howling. They would be talking about an emperor with total 
control if we did what they are suggesting and put all that power with the Premier or a minister. 
Dr D.J. Honey interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Liberal Party, let us get on with this. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Of course, the Leader of the Liberal Party’s contribution was, again, an alarmist, disappointing, 
dog whistling to extremists. He again talked about how it is now time to walk away from these provisions and just 
survive on what exists. I know that we are going into the consideration in detail stage, so I welcome the opportunity 
to get into the weeds of this issue. 
This legislation is appropriate. It is a step down from the state of emergency provisions. It will use a framework 
that is broader across government. When we had an actual state of emergency operating during the COVID period, 
we did not get an Orwellian situation with extreme events happening. The people of Western Australia found comfort 
and support in the state government’s approach. I think the response of the community generally was pretty obvious. 
I do not want to turn this into a political issue, but look at the state election result. I think if members want to know 
what people thought of these provisions during the state of emergency, and the way we handled it through the 
Emergency Management Act, they should look at those results and reflect on people’s confidence in the government’s 
actions and the way it managed the COVID pandemic. I think people would be very concerned and bemused to 
think that the opposition wants to throw that out now and walk away from that approach. 
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I commend the bill to the house. I urge the opposition to reconsider its position. Members opposite are getting 
a reputation—if they have not already got it—for always opposing sensible approaches to dealing with COVID. We 
saw time and again that if they did not say that they opposed it, certainly every step of the way they made a political 
issue of it or threw in curve balls of concern that were not relevant.  
Mr R.S. Love: That is not correct. Go and look at the record of all of those COVID bills that we supported throughout 
the last Parliament. Look at the record. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I have sat and listened to members opposite talk about the government’s approach to COVID 
as we had the best outcome of any jurisdiction in the world and I saw the state election result as a vote of confidence 
in the state government’s approach. I think the opposition needs to give this one a rest. Just give it away. 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Order, member! 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The people of Western Australia, I think, look for an opposition that pursues the government 
on the issues that count and supports the government when the government is doing the right thing. The opposition 
knows only one speed and one approach. This is perhaps the time for the opposition to reconsider its approach, 
because it will amaze people to learn that it is the opposition’s position to oppose the end of the state of emergency 
and then throw out the framework that has worked so well. I urge opposition members to come to their senses. It 
is time for them to support this bill. Let us get on with it. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr D.A.E. Scaife) casting his vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (36) 

Mr G. Baker Mr H.T. Jones Mr S.A. Millman Ms A. Sanderson 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr Y. Mubarakai Mr D.A.E. Scaife 
Mr J.N. Carey Ms E.J. Kelsbie Ms L.A. Munday Ms J.J. Shaw 
Mrs R.M.J. Clarke Ms A.E. Kent Mrs L.M. O’Malley Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Ms C.M. Collins Dr J. Krishnan Mr P. Papalia Dr K. Stratton 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr P. Lilburne Mr S.J. Price Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Ms S.F. McGurk Mr D.T. Punch Ms C.M. Tonkin 
Ms M.J. Hammat Mr D.R. Michael Ms M.M. Quirk Mr R.R. Whitby 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr K.J.J. Michel Ms R. Saffioti Ms C.M. Rowe (Teller) 

 
Noes (4) 

Ms M.J. Davies Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Mr P.J. Rundle (Teller) 

            
Pair 

Mr M. McGowan Ms L. Mettam 

Question thus passed. 
Bill read a second time.  
[Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading.] 

Consideration in Detail 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Clause 1 is the short title of the bill. The explanatory memorandum of the bill states — 

Clause 1 provides that the Bill, once enacted, will be known as the Emergency Management Amendment 
(Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Act 2022 … 

Can the minister explain why the short title of this bill is not, for example, the Public Health Act Amendment 
(Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Act 2022, to bring it in line with similar legislation in other states, such as 
Victoria, as I outlined today? In doing so, the minister may wish to also explain what consultation took place 
with the government before it made the ultimate decision to leave these provisions under the provisions of the 
Emergency Management Act. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The member asked why the bill has been given the name that it has—the Emergency Management 
Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) Bill 2022—and that is because it amends the Emergency 
Management Act. Organisations within the state government that played a critical role in the response to COVID-19 
have been involved in consultation, including the Departments of Fire and Emergency Services, Health, Premier and 
Cabinet, Justice, Communities and Treasury, and the WA Police Force. In addition, I understand it has the support 
of both the Chief Health Officer and the State Emergency Coordinator. 
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Ms M.J. DAVIES: I thank the minister. This question is along the same lines as the question just asked by the 
Deputy Leader of the Opposition. Did the government consider amending or utilising the Public Health Act, as 
opposed to using the Emergency Management Act? We have spoken about the other options that may have been 
available to government, so the opposition is simply trying to determine whether consideration was at least given 
to using the Public Health Act, which has very similar sections but does not rely on emergency services and 
therefore the police commissioner. The act uses the Chief Health Officer, as the senior public health officer in 
Western Australia, to deal with health issues as opposed to emergency issues, as we have been dealing with for 
the last 900 days. The government has itself said that it is transitioning. Was this not an opportunity to transition 
to the Public Health Act instead? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: I thank the Leader of the Opposition. The short answer is that we are transitioning, but we 
cannot be sure what the future holds. The suggestion is that we would relinquish all the emergency management 
provisions that have stood us in good stead until now and just walk away from them. Although we hope we will 
not require them, the view is that it is not a good idea to simply walk away from them. I can explain the relative 
merits of both acts. I will talk about the Emergency Management Act as opposed to the Public Health Act. 

A state of emergency declaration under the Emergency Management Act provides a coordinated multi-agency 
response. The provisions of the EM act are in addition to and do not detract from those of the Public Health Act. 
The Public Health Act allows the Minister for Health to declare and extend a public health state of emergency, 
having considered the advice of the Chief Health Officer, following consultation with the State Emergency 
Coordinator and when satisfied that the criteria regarding the occurrence of a public health emergency and the 
measures required are met. The Emergency Management Act allows the Minister for Emergency Services to 
declare and extend a state of emergency, having considered the advice of the State Emergency Coordinator and 
when satisfied that the criteria regarding the occurrence of an emergency and the measures required are met. The 
relationship provisions in the EM act and the Public Health Act anticipate and provide for simultaneous use of the 
powers. It is appropriate for directions to be issued by the Chief Health Officer under the Public Health Act and 
by the State Emergency Coordinator under the Emergency Management Act due to the corresponding purpose, 
scope and application of the acts. 

The benefit to date has been that the pandemic has been successfully managed through a combination of 
mechanisms under the EM act and the Public Health Act. As the state transitions, there is a preference to retain, in 
the medium term, much of what has worked to date, while ensuring that COVID-19 can be managed outside of 
a state of emergency. Structures that have worked well under the EM act include the State Disaster Council, which 
enables the consideration of whole-of-government factors; the roles of the State Emergency Coordinator and the 
hazard management agency; and the coordination abilities afforded by the EM act’s powers and structures. The 
State Emergency Coordinator and the Chief Health Officer also work very closely with each other to ensure the 
appropriate management of issues as and when they arise. 

Public Health Act limitations: Under the Public Health Act, there is no State Disaster Council, State Emergency 
Coordinator or other legislative mechanisms for whole-of-government considerations and coordination. It was 
specifically recognised in the second reading debate on the Public Health Act that when a coordinated interagency 
response is required, the exercise of powers under the Emergency Management Act may be appropriate. There are 
also more limitations around who may be authorised officers, which impacts on the ability to implement a coordinated 
interagency response. Another limitation is that when exercising serious public health incident powers, directions 
to isolate or quarantine must be reviewed by the Chief Health Officer after 24 hours, which presents an unmanageable 
administrative burden. An infectious disease extreme circumstances declaration would need to be in place, which 
has a high threshold for this 24-hourly review requirement not to apply. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: I just want clarification. Thank you, minister, for explaining the difference between the 
Public Health Act and the Emergency Management Act. The first thing that the minister went to was the fact that 
under the Emergency Management Act, there is still the opportunity to use the State Disaster Council and the 
Emergency Services Coordinator. This sits in contrast to the language of both the Premier and the minister in 
relation to transitioning away from an emergency. 

It is a public health response, surely, if we are transitioning away from a state of emergency, yet the minister has 
chosen a piece of legislation with the powers of a state emergency, albeit with a different name. I am not convinced 
that this transition is in fact a transition away from a state of emergency. I feel like we have been given the change 
of nomenclature that the Premier has spoken about to try to convince the public that we are no longer living under 
a state of emergency, but, for all intents and purposes, this legislation is an extension of what we have been living 
with for the last 900 days. Is that not the case when we have the State Disaster Council and the Emergency Services 
Coordinator still in charge of making decisions around responding to COVID instead of the Chief Health Officer, 
under the Public Health Act? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: I will come back to the point that I raised before; that is, we hope that this remains more 
a health issue, but we cannot be certain whether directions are needed to require a State Disaster Council and the 
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broader cross-government provisions that we want to retain access to. I think of a cruise ship or a new variant of 
the virus whereby the efficacy of the current vaccination regime simply will not assist. Therefore, I think it is wishful 
thinking that we will see a steady decline and gentle exit out of COVID. We do not control the virus. We have to 
be ready. The fact that this occurred a couple of years ago and presented a great challenge to the world goes to show 
that we live in an uncertain world and we need to be prepared.  
We obviously saw a legislative response when we had to react quickly at the time. We needed legislation and 
a whole-of-government approach to deal with COVID. It is good to think that things are improving, but it is still 
a serious situation. It is a pandemic. People still die in Western Australia each day, so I think we need to retain 
those broader provisions that have been so successful. They are very important. 
The other point I want to make is that there are some limitations to the Public Health Act as it currently stands. In my 
previous response, I read out quite a number of those limitations to the Public Health Act. Coming to the provisions 
in this bill, the bill is time-limited for two years. It is a transitional piece of legislation. It contains flexibility in its 
powers to respond, as I have said, to changing circumstances. Importantly, it will maintain the structures that have 
worked so well and facilitate a coordinated approach across government to COVID-19. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: In the answer the minister gave then, he said that the justification essentially is that although 
things appear to be getting better, things could change suddenly. The minister must surely know that COVID-19 
will be now ever-present in our community. In 20 years’ time there will still be a COVID infection travelling around 
our community, and that it could change at any time. What is the trigger, then, for saying that we cannot revert to 
the Public Health Act? As I said, the justification that things could change will apply in 20 years’ time as much as 
it does today. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I guess we could have that attitude. We have COVID-19; who can be sure that we will not 
get COVID-22 or COVID-23—a completely new variation that requires responses that we are not equipped for 
and that could have a devastating impact on public health and require broader government responses? I think I am 
repeating myself here, but we have explained the value of the approach that the government has taken with this 
bill, drawing on the framework that already exists. I have already explained the limitations of the Public Health 
Act. I think the answer that the member is trying to elicit is pretty clear. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: What actions, outside those available under the Public Health Act, does the government require 
to manage COVID-19? I have heard about the State Disaster Council and the like, but what are the specific powers 
the government believes will be enabled under this legislation that are not available under the Public Health Act 
to manage a COVID-19 outbreak, or crisis? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The response I gave was pretty detailed. It is not just the State Disaster Council, but also the 
powers of the State Emergency Coordinator and the range of cross-government provisions that have worked so well 
over the past two years. I think they are pretty evident. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Clause 2 is the commencement clause for the various parts of the bill. The explanatory memorandum 
states — 

Part 1 comes into operation on the day the Act receives Royal Assent. 
Part 2 comes into operation on a day fixed by proclamation. 

That is the main meat, if you like, of the bill. The rest of the legislation will come into being on the day after a period 
of two years, beginning on the day fixed by proclamation, which is the retirement, if you like, of the provisions. 
Given the discussion we have just had about the lingering effect of COVID in the community, what assurance can 
the minister give that there is a realistic expectation that the rest of the legislation will, indeed, be able to be removed 
in two years if there is a residual amount of COVID? This gets to the point of why other states have moved to these 
other measures, such as public health acts—it is the expectation and realisation that COVID is endemic. Rather 
than being temporary as the name suggests and as this commencement date states, it is hard to see how that could 
be. It would be a very brave government that would allow the cessation of these provisions in two years’ time if 
COVID was endemic in the community. Can the minister explain what process the government—presumably you 
will still be in government—will use to consider whether to further extend these emergency power provisions that 
will be brought in under section 72A? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The bill is pretty clear that it has a sunset clause, so it will expire in two years’ time. The 
only way that could be changed is if the government came back to Parliament to seek a change, extend it or develop 
a new bill. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 3 and 4 put and passed. 
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Clause 5: Part 6 Division 1A heading inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The explanatory memorandum states — 

Clause 5 inserts a new Division heading before section 72A, which will state “Division 1A—Temporary 
powers during state of emergency in relation to COVID-19”. The amendment is to reflect the changes to 
section 72A made by clause 6 of this Bill, which restricts the operation of that section to a state of emergency 
for COVID-19. The emergency powers under section 72A will no longer apply to emergency situation 
declarations, or emergencies that are not related to COVID-19. 

Section 72A was brought in to deal specifically with the COVID crisis and the COVID state of emergency. Can 
the minister explain on what occasions—I know of at least one—these powers have been used outside the need to 
manage the COVID pandemic? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The member is right that this is a COVID-19 provision, but he will also know that during 
cyclone Seroja, when there was fear for people on islands in the Abrolhos, that section was used to evacuate them 
to safety. I think at the time that was a fair and reasonable response of the government, given that a cyclone was 
bearing down on those islands and we wanted to ensure the safety of those people. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am obliged to the minister for that response. I have the directions that were issued under 
sections 67 and 72A to evacuate the islands. I am not sure whether section 72A was necessary to enable that 
evacuation and, if that is the case, I do not know why it was used. The point I am trying to make is that with all these 
powers that the Parliament thinks it is granting for a purpose, it needs to be crystal clear that they will be used for 
that purpose. Although we are developing a whole new regime around the COVID-19 declarations, we want to be 
assured they will not be used for different purposes.  
I do not want to go through the whole gambit of the SafeWA app again, but I will point out that the then commissioner, 
who was also the State Emergency Coordinator, used information from the SafeWA app in a criminal investigation 
not related to COVID. That led to a further bill coming into the house. I am pointing out that these are extraordinary 
powers. We have to be certain that this bill will be used only for the management of COVID-19. I want an assurance. 
The minister says that the government will have oversight of the operations of the State Emergency Coordinator 
through the State Disaster Council and other methods. Will that oversight operate to ensure that the powers granted 
by this bill will be used only for their intended purpose? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I think the member raised this issue under clause 5. I am advised that under clause 6, the 
amended section 72A will be used only in response to a COVID-19 state of emergency. Section 72A will be restricted 
in that its general powers will be relied on only if a state of emergency declaration is enforced declaring that a state 
of emergency exists in relation to COVID-19. The emergency powers under section 72A will no longer apply to 
other emergency situation declarations or emergencies not related to COVID-19. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr D.A.E. Scaife): Deputy Leader of the Opposition, it does not matter, but clause 5 
is just a provision that inserts a heading, so the question could probably have been asked under clause 6, but I do 
not think anything turns on it. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 6 put and passed. 
Clause 7: Part 6A inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Part 6A is quite a lengthy provision. It starts at proposed section 77A and wends its way to proposed 
section 77X. I would like to go through some of these matters in sequence, if possible, rather than jump all over 
the place. Proposed section 77A, “Overview of Part”, states — 

This Part provides for a temporary scheme, to be in operation for a period of 2 years, under which — 
(a) the State Emergency Coordinator may make a COVID-19 declaration in relation to the whole or 

any area or areas of the State … 
It goes on to describe what that means. Why has the government chosen to make the State Emergency Coordinator 
the decision-maker rather than the minister, who has been making decisions on the renewal of the state of emergency?  
Mr R.R. WHITBY: As I have said on numerous occasions, the State Emergency Coordinator will take the lead 
in making the COVID-19 declarations. The minister will still take the lead in making the declaration of a state of 
emergency. These amendments are consistent with the emergency situation declaration framework, which operates 
under a lower threshold, and represent a move away from a state of emergency. Shifting responsibility for making 
the COVID-19 declaration to the State Emergency Coordinator aligns with moving away from a state of emergency, 
whereby the Minister for Emergency Services makes the declaration. Moving responsibility for making the 
declaration to the State Emergency Coordinator also recognises their experience and ability to coordinate and manage 
the state’s response. The State Emergency Coordinator also engages with ministers through the State Disaster 
Council, which ensures that whole-of-government input and liaison occurs. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: I thank the minister for that explanation. I think the actual question was: why has the government 
chosen to use the State Emergency Coordinator for that role? Presumably, that person will be exercising the powers. 
Is it normal for the person who exercises the powers to be the person who declares that the powers will come 
into play? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Currently, the SEC can make their own emergency declaration decisions, so this is a continuation 
of that arrangement. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Proposed section 77A also provides for this temporary scheme to be in operation for a period of 
two years. When is the transition from the state of emergency provisions to the COVID declarations expected to 
occur? I am just wondering what time frame is envisaged for this transition to occur. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Once this bill has passed Parliament and is proclaimed as law, we will look at the current 
cycle of the state of emergency period, which, as the member knows, is a rolling 14-day arrangement. As soon as 
the legislation is proclaimed—it might take a day or a couple of days—we will seek to revoke any state of emergency 
that exists at that point and then the new legislation will take over from there. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: In answer to the previous question, the minister said that the move to the SEC was moving away 
from the state of emergency provisions, but we have heard that all the powers available under a state of emergency 
will remain, other than interstate border closures, which ended some time ago. How is this moving away from 
a state of emergency when all the same powers will remain? It is simply being taken out of the minister’s hands 
and put into the hands of the State Emergency Coordinator to declare the emergency. If all the powers will still 
exist, I cannot understand how this is moving away from a state of emergency. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: I think the border provisions were very significant, and they are obviously not part of this. 
As we have said, the provisions in this bill are intended to be available if required by the State Emergency 
Coordinator, in consultation with the Chief Health Officer and others. If a declaration were to be made, it would 
last for three months. It is a scenario that is very different from the current state of emergency situation, which has 
access to a broader scope of provisions, specifically with the G2G and the border provisions. This is a framework 
that has worked very successfully for the state. As far as I am aware, it has not resulted in any mass abuse of public 
rights—certainly not the types of scenarios that could be painted by some. It has worked well. It is fit for purpose. 

What this bill will not do is bring further powers across that would exist under a state of emergency. To access 
those further powers, a state of emergency would need to be declared. These powers include the power to direct 
public authorities and a series of general powers that are only available during a state of emergency. These general 
powers are listed in section 75 of the Emergency Management Act. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: How was the period of two years determined? We know the COVID virus will continue to 
mutate and there may be a dangerous mutation, but we also know, as we have heard from many medical experts, 
that the COVID virus is going to be like the seasonal flu. It will exist in some variant or other forever, essentially. 
In light of the fact that many jurisdictions around the world, jurisdictions similar to ours, have effectively said that 
the pandemic is over, and the World Health Organization has indicated that it is heading down that path as well, 
how was the period of two years chosen? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Again, there are no certainties in life. I guess the period of two years was seen as a balanced 
approach to ensuring that the framework is around for a reasonable amount of time, without being too prolonged. 
That is my short answer. COVID-19 has been a significant test of our emergency management. The bill is limited 
to two years because the immediate priority is establishing a mechanism for managing COVID-19 outside of a state 
of emergency. We do not want to jump to long-term reviews or reform, but would rather have an intermediate piece 
of legislation that sees us through what we hope will be a continued soft landing out of COVID and to the other side. 
We know that the federal government has indicated a review of the COVID response. I think that Western Australia 
would be keen to participate in that and learn lessons, as would other states. I guess the important point here is that 
it gives us that breathing space to deal with COVID, which is still very much an issue, albeit a reduced one. It gives 
us time to consider a longer term approach to a legislative review down the track, knowing that there will be that 
review and the federal government will be looking at the COVID response. We will certainly be doing that, and it 
could mean a review of the Emergency Management Act and any other provisions or legislative approaches that 
we might think are appropriate to review at the time. 

It is important and interesting to note that similar legislation in the Australian Capital Territory has an 18-month 
duration and the Northern Territory has chosen two years. I do not think there is any hard and fast right or wrong 
here, whether it is 18 months or two years, but it is probably in the ballpark that other jurisdictions have chosen 
and will give us a comfortable space to proceed. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: We are still in clause 7 but I will now look at proposed section 77B, “Terms used”. I refer to 
the meaning of “COVID-19 management”. Paragraph (b) of that definition states — 

includes the prevention, control and abatement of risks associated with COVID-19 (including, without 
limitation, risks to economic and psychosocial wellbeing); 
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This is obviously a new section. Can the minister confirm that and talk to how that will be applied through the 
legislation? Why is this specific provision being included, and how will economic and psychosocial wellbeing 
be measured? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I thank the Leader of the Opposition. As we know, the Emergency Management Act itself is 
primarily a responsive piece of legislation to what might be seen to be stereotypical emergencies, such as floods, 
fires and cyclones. This provision recognises that the impact of COVID is a bit more nuanced and maybe involves 
a range of economic and other social factors. The SEC would be informed about those factors in consultation with 
the State Disaster Council. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I can see that it is used under other proposed sections in clause 7. I am not jumping ahead to 
that provision, but I can see where the definition is used. Are there any more specifics around the parameters of 
what this means in terms of the risks to economic and psychosocial wellbeing that will be prescribed for those 
authorised officers when they are making or executing their powers under the legislation? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I guess part of this is about not wanting to limit the State Emergency Coordinator’s ability to 
seek advice on broader issues that relate to COVID. I guess they might include the impact that the directions that 
they intend to make could have on certain businesses in an economic sense. Social aspects include how it might 
impact on schools, sporting events or major events that are subject to directions. It is about the ability to balance 
community needs by seeking advice on broader and community-wide issues. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I move to division 2, “Power to make COVID-19 declaration”. Under proposed section 77C, the 
State Emergency Coordinator may make a COVID-19 declaration. I have a question about the process that has to be 
undertaken for the coordinator to be satisfied with the threshold test under proposed section 77C(2), which states — 

The State Emergency Coordinator must not make a COVID-19 declaration unless the State Emergency 
Coordinator is satisfied that — 

(a) the occurrence of COVID-19 is, or imminently will be, of such a nature or magnitude that it 
requires a coordinated response; and 

(b) there is a need to exercise powers under Division 4 to prevent or minimise loss of life, prejudice 
to the safety, or harm to the health, of persons. 

That is the threshold that must be demonstrated. I assume advice will be given to support that, and that that advice 
will then be published. I read elsewhere in the legislation that if the threshold is no longer met, the coordinator 
must, if you like, step back from the COVID declaration for that period of time. How will that test be assessed and 
what will be the requirement for that to be continually assessed? Will it rely on the Chief Health Officer to come to 
the coordinator and say, “In my opinion, there is no longer a risk of any magnitude for the foreseeable future”? Once 
that declaration has been made, what will keep it satisfied? I know there is a three-month rolling renewal, but other 
provisions say it should fall away when the test can no longer be met. I am wondering what the requirement is to 
reassess the test all the way through.  
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Thank you, Deputy Leader of the Opposition. The first point to remember is that it is 
a three-month duration, so it will fall away. The member’s question about what the assessment or process is for 
revoking that in the meantime would be as outlined in proposed section 77G. The State Emergency Coordinator 
would be obliged to get advice from the Chief Health Officer. The State Emergency Coordinator must consult with 
the Chief Health Officer prior to making, extending or revoking a COVID-19 declaration. That is the process. There 
would need to be that consultation with the Chief Health Officer. Again, that would be published information. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: On that point, are any parameters used? I am intrigued by this and I have been intrigued by the 
statistics throughout whole COVID crisis. The minister mentioned the number of deaths, but, of course, the deaths 
reported are those people with COVID, not people who died of COVID. If we reported the deaths of people with 
the flu versus people dying of the flu, obviously, in order of magnitude, more deaths would be reported as flu deaths 
every year. Having said that, we know that a significant number of people die of the flu every year. What is the 
threshold here? In particular, when it talks about imminent risks, or the estimation of imminent risks, how are those 
matters determined? Are any clear parameters used for that? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Thank you, member. Out of respect to the many Western Australians who have lost loved ones 
during COVID, I do not want to get into a semantic argument about people who have died with or from COVID. 
Far too many people in this state and elsewhere have died during this COVID epidemic. We certainly are not looking 
for a threshold number of deaths or anything like that. This, again, comes down to the very best health advice that 
is available through our health agencies, through the Chief Health Officer in consultation with the SEC. When this 
pandemic started, it was pretty obvious that action needed to be taken. We did not need to wait to see a death toll 
figure to work out whether a particular day was the day we should pull the trigger. We rely on the expert advice 
of medical professionals and public health professionals to assess the dangers and the issues concerned. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I thank the minister. I think I understood what the minister said, but we are not talking about the 
potential of a pandemic that is about to come. We heard all the stories that everyone was terrified about and certainly 



 [ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 21 September 2022] 4323 

 

that the general community was very concerned about. Here we are talking about the potential for a recurrence or 
a new event to occur, respectively. Surely some standard is set, such as an increase at a certain rate or some other 
such thing. I am intrigued how that decision is made and whether there are any clear parameters.  
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Again, we do not know what is ahead or what form those warning signs might take. It is very 
hard to sit here and set up a particular group of incidents or situations that we would need to watch for before we 
could say that the threshold was reached. We need to be flexible and rely on the very best professional advice. The 
State Emergency Coordinator is able to draw on the advice of the Chief Health Officer and all the resources that 
the Chief Health Officer has through the Department of Health and public health agencies in Australia and across 
the world. These decisions need to be fit for purpose at the time. We do not know the scenarios. We do not know 
what form the risk will take in the future. It is impossible to know. But what we can do is put very professional 
and dedicated people with experience into positions so that they are ready to respond appropriately, with the very 
best advice that they can get. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister said that we must rely on the best medical advice before making a decision, but 
the SEC is not required to follow the advice of the Chief Health Officer; he is only required to seek it. For example, 
in the latter stages of the pandemic, the Premier made decisions that did not strictly follow the CHO’s advice. I am 
not being critical of the Premier for that; I understand that he had to take a number of factors into consideration. 
However, throughout this whole debate I have said that whether it is a minister or the Premier who makes those 
decisions, they are answerable to this place and to the broader public and can be queried in that regard. This is not 
only the CHO, an expert, giving advice; this is the SEC making up their own mind and being required only to 
receive that advice, but not to follow it. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes, that is why we put people of the calibre of the current SEC and the former SEC in these 
roles. They can seek and receive advice from a wide range of sources, including the Chief Health Officer, all parts 
of government and national agencies. We put in those roles people who are able to draw on that information, consider 
it and give calculated advice to the very best of their abilities. I do not see what the member put as a negative. 
I think it is a very effective system. Advice is there to be considered and weighed up against other advice that also 
can be received from other sources. That is why we appoint people of skill and ability and put them into a position 
whereby they are able to receive all sorts of advice. 
The evidence is that the current and previous SEC performed brilliantly. They were very intelligent and careful, 
and they helped to deliver amazing outcomes for the state. Again, I go back to the broad position that we have 
a wonderful framework in this state and it has put us in an amazing place, and that is a good way forward for us to 
develop these provisions. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Proposed section 77C(1) states — 

The State Emergency Coordinator may, in writing, make a declaration … in relation to the whole or any 
area or areas of the State. 

I presume that means that a declaration, for instance, could be made for remote communities and result in the 
reinstitution of intrastate borders. Is that what that refers to? Can the minister confirm whether that means that this 
legislation allows for the declaration of a specific area or specific areas? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes, proposed section 77C(1) will allow the State Emergency Coordinator to declare certain 
parts of the state to be off limits. We had the experience of that happening during the COVID pandemic. Primarily, 
I think it will be seen in the application of protecting remote communities. It would depend on the issues at the time 
and the scale the State Emergency Coordinator thought necessary to protect the health of Western Australians. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: I have just one final question. Can the minister just clarify once again for us why the government 
has chosen to use the State Emergency Coordinator as the person responsible for making these declarations and 
decisions as opposed to the Premier or a minister, as was the case during the pandemic? 
Dr D.J. Honey: Successful management. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: Yes, I think that is right. The Leader of the Liberal Party has referred to the comment the 
minister made during his reply to the second reading debate that it has been a successful management model, and 
that is why the government is amending the Emergency Management Act. Under that model, it was the responsibility 
of the Premier to make these decisions, obviously with the State Emergency Coordinator. However, it seems that 
any kind of parliamentary or government responsibility or oversight will be removed. It is very clear in the bill that 
the State Emergency Coordinator will be the one who will make the decisions.  
There does not appear to be any way for us, as an opposition, to question or interrogate those decisions, whereas 
we do get to come to Parliament and ask the Premier for an explanation of decisions that have been made, as we 
have done, as the minister pointed out in his response to the second reading debate. Could the minister explain 
why the government is going down this path of removing itself, as the executive, from those decisions? If he does, 
it will help us to understand how this transition will occur and why the government seeks to remove itself from 
the decision-making process. 
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Mr R.R. WHITBY: I thank the Leader of the Opposition. Again, I believe this is a case in which we are stepping 
down our response from one of a state of emergency to one in which there is the ability to make a COVID-19 
declaration. That fits with the idea of the State Emergency Coordinator becoming the lead decision-maker under the 
new regime. It is a stepping down from a state of emergency to a COVID declaration scenario. Shifting responsibility 
to the SEC aligns with moving away from the state of emergency, during which the Minister for Emergency Services 
has made the 14-day declarations. The State Emergency Coordinator will continue to engage with ministers through 
the State Disaster Council, so that whole-of-government input and liaison will continue. I guess it is a desire to 
move towards an eventual—the word I am thinking of is “normalcy”. We are stepping away from the last couple 
of years, during which management has occurred at a state of emergency level and the minister has been required 
to sign a piece of paper every 14 days. I think this will help to reduce that constant attention in terms of the 
politicisation of this—I guess that is one term we could use because of the minister’s constant involvement in this. 
The State Emergency Coordinator’s approval sounds like it will be very effective, and it is part of the stepping 
down process. 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: To clarify, is there no way for anyone in the government or the State Disaster Council to override 
a decision or declaration that is made by the SEC? Therefore, is there no mechanism in this legislation for the 
Premier or the Minister for Emergency Services or the SDC, for instance, to override whatever decision the SEC 
makes if they feel it is inconsistent with the way they or the government of the day believes that the emergency 
should be managed? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The SEC will have authority here, but, again, this is a person who already occupies a very 
powerful position as the Commissioner of Police. He is someone who is trusted and who is obliged to follow the 
statutory requirements of his office. The SEC is someone who is always sensible and will operate by receiving 
advice from and consulting with the State Disaster Council and the State Emergency Management Committee. He 
has done this and will continue to operate in this way. It is a sensible way forward. To suggest that we will install 
someone who is untrustworthy — 
Ms M.J. Davies: I didn’t make that suggestion. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Okay. 
Ms M.J. Davies: I didn’t make that suggestion. I was just trying to determine what the chain of command was in 
terms of decision-making, minister. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Okay. The chain of command is that we have a State Emergency Coordinator who usually 
also occupies the position of the Commissioner of Police, who receives advice from a range of other officers, 
including the Chief Health Officer, and who also consults and receives advice from a wide range of sources. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Proposed section 77D, as we work through this — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms A.E. Kent): Sorry, are you going back? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: No. We are just continuing down the list as the member for Moore, the Deputy Leader of the 
Opposition, explained. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Proposed section 77D—sorry; I thought you said “B”. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: We are just trying to sequentially work our way through the list rather than jumping backwards 
and forwards—to aid the minister and his assistants. 
In relation to the specified time of three months, with ministerial oversight of this situation, during which the 
Premier has been involved in the decision-making, we have had a period of 14 days. Also, the SEC will only have to 
obtain the Chief Health Officer’s advice at the start of the three-month period, so for the duration of the three-month 
period, there will be no requirement for the State Emergency Coordinator to consult anyone, in fact. Obviously, 
the State Emergency Coordinator may choose to do that, but there will be no requirement. Therefore, how was 
that period of three months chosen? Surely, with a fortnightly renewal, there has been more opportunity to review 
the necessity of continuing the state of emergency, which has allowed for some reflective time, if you like, given 
the requirement to get continuing advice. It seems that with the three months, we will have less oversight, as the 
Leader of the Opposition made clear. Reference has been made to this somehow being a slight on the SEC, but 
I think it is just playing politics to say that. We have consistently said that oversight is important on this matter. 
On the minister’s logic, we should simply hand all decision-making over to public servants because they are all 
fine fellows. I am sure they are all fine fellows—well, one was not, but that person was found out. “Fellows” is 
a gender-neutral term in this case, member, including men and women. They are all fine people. We could hand over 
all decision-making to public servants on that basis, without any ministerial or parliamentary oversight. Our point 
is very clear: regardless of the individual who holds the position, parliamentary oversight is critical. Getting back 
to the specific question, how was that period of three months chosen? We will go to a less frequent review of the 
necessity of it, even though the minister says this is stepping down, when three months may be grossly excessive. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I am not going to get into the latter part of the member’s question. In a state of emergency, 
it was appropriate that there be a 14-day cycle. As we move to a new phase, that administrative burden is no longer 
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fit for purpose due to the longer term nature of the duration of the move away from the worst of the COVID-19 
pandemic. Three months is consistent with other jurisdictions. The Australian Capital Territory’s declaration is 
90 days, with extensions of 90 days at a time. Victoria can be, in effect, four weeks, with extensions of up to 
three months at a time. Again, we cannot copy every other jurisdiction; we make our own calls on these things. 
There is the ability to revoke mid-term, but I think this is appropriate for what is required. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: In relation to the comment on administrative burden, I would have thought the administrative 
burden under this arrangement would be substantially simpler than it was before. It is purely the State Emergency 
Coordinator, who will make up their own mind on the matter. In relation to the duration, what the minister has 
discussed here is largely a declaration based on an imminent threat. It is not going to take three months to work out 
whether that imminent threat is going to be realised; what we saw during the COVID pandemic was quite quickly 
realised. We have seen the trends move quite quickly, with regard to infection, over a period of a couple of weeks. 
A fortnight would seem appropriate. I think it would be administratively simpler now for the SEC to actually declare 
it than it was previously, so I do not think that argument holds water. Also, in the case of reacting to something that 
is imminent, however that is determined, surely a shorter period of time would be appropriate. 
Mr R.R. Whitby: Was that a question or a statement? 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It was a question in relation to the points I made. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: What can I say? I am not a public health expert, and neither is the member. I assume, though, 
that if we get to the point at which a declaration is needed because there is an imminent threat, it would be likely 
at that level that we are going to need more than a couple of weeks to deal with the situation. In any event, the 
government has consulted on this bill with various agencies and experts who have been deeply and closely involved 
with the pandemic, and the advice received was that three months was an appropriate term.  
Dr D.J. HONEY: Proposed section 77E(3) states — 

A declaration extending, or further extending, the duration of a COVID-19 declaration — 
(a) must include the time … and date … 

There are also some other factors listed there. Why does that not also include the requirement for the SEC to provide 
the reason for the declaration, and by that I mean the reasoned argument for the declaration? As the Leader of the 
Opposition pointed out, under the previous arrangement, the opposition had the opportunity in the other place, and 
in this place, to ask the Premier to explain those reasons, and the media had the opportunity to do that as well, so 
there was some ability to understand the reasoning behind the decision. Here we are stepping away from any ability 
for a minister or for members in this place, particularly the opposition, to ask any questions, yet there is no 
requirement whatsoever for the SEC to provide any reason whatsoever. The reason could be just a thought in their 
head. We will not know because there is no requirement to explain the decision. Why was a detailed reason for the 
declaration not included in these provisions so that the public, the opposition and the Parliament could understand 
why that decision was being made? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Again, it is a case of the SEC receiving advice from the Chief Health Officer. That advice 
will be published, and the SEC will decide on the directions. I dare say that if a COVID-19 declaration is made, the 
member will have the ability to quiz the government about that, and I am sure he would not hesitate to do so. Again, 
the SEC would operate in consultation with the State Disaster Council chaired by the Premier, so there would be 
insight into what was occurring and the ability to quiz the Premier and the health minister in this Parliament. The 
member mentioned it could be just a thought in someone’s head—that they might decide to do things. We need to 
be rational when we consider the situation. It is not going to be done on a random whim; it is going to be a professional 
officer in a very important role taking top-level advice from far and wide and making a considered judgement. 
This is not whimsical, spur-of-the-moment stuff, and the occupants of these offices are not the type of people who 
would make decisions like that. The member is saying, “Oh, we have just got to trust the person; they’re a good 
chap”. There are statutory guidelines around their behaviour to ensure that they operate within the confines of the 
law, and there is the ability to consult and involve other agencies as well. Such a declaration would be a very public 
thing. It would be known to the community and there would be a lot of public and media scrutiny, and scrutiny by 
the opposition I am sure.  
Dr D.J. HONEY: That makes a requirement to publish the reasoning behind the decision all the more important. 
The reality is that there will be no requirement for the SEC to disclose any reasoning. Did the minister say that will 
happen? Maybe it will happen, but there is no requirement. Equally, the Premier could simply come into this place 
and say that the State Emergency Coordinator decided it was necessary. As far as I can see, there is no requirement 
anywhere for the State Emergency Coordinator to explain his decision to anyone; it is purely that person’s decision 
to make, no-one else’s. The logic the minister has used would apply to every public servant, male or female. I am 
sure that the great majority of them are very good, wise and learned people who take their job seriously. All of 
them are subject to the Public Sector Management Act and the like. On this basis, we would let all public servants 
make all the decisions, and ministers in this place would just say, “Well, that’s what they decided.” I do not see 
that there would be any opportunity to scrutinise those decisions. We see the Chief Health Officer’s advice; there 
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is a requirement to publish that. We have looked at other parts of the bill. The SEC will consider a range of matters, 
not just the Chief Health Officer’s advice, yet on any of those other factors, there is silence. The SEC may choose; 
the SEC may also choose not to do that. There is no requirement at all to give any sort of reason. 
Can the minister not understand our concern about that lack of opportunity to scrutinise? As things stand, until this 
bill passes, we have that opportunity to scrutinise and ask questions. But once this legislation passes, we will not 
have that opportunity. We will only see the one piece of advice from the CHO, which is what we already see. As 
the minister knows, that is already published on the website. That is not a new provision. Our ability to scrutinise 
past that point will be significantly reduced under this proposal when there is no requirement for the SEC to explain 
their reasoning. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I believe that these declarations are very public. The SEC will initiate directions that include 
things like a requirement to wear a face covering or to undergo testing and isolation. These are self-evident and 
obvious directions that make sense to people. 
Mr R.S. Love: They flow from this declaration; they are not part of the declaration. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore, can you direct your comments to me, please, instead of the minister, 
because he was answering the member for Cottesloe’s question. 
Mr R.S. Love: I was bringing him back to the point. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes. We have spoken at length about the process, about the calibre of the person involved, 
the range of advice they will seek, the fact that any declaration will be a very public document and the directions that 
they contain will be very self-evident. There will be the ability to scrutinise the minister and the Premier and other 
ministers here in the chamber. The directions issued will be self-evident. We have just been through a COVID-19 
experience. We know why these directions are required. The nature of the declarations is that they can be revoked 
and altered and have a three-month life. In terms of the scrutiny, in terms of the involvement of other agencies and 
in terms of the State Disaster Council—the SEC can also convene a state emergency coordination group to seek 
advice and feedback—it is not one person operating in a vacuum, operating alone.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: Can I clarify that, because we are talking about the declaration? Is the minister saying that the 
declaration will include the directions as well—in other words, the powers to be used? I understood from the briefing 
that the declaration would have some supporting evidence of health advice, whereas the issuance of directions and 
the use of powers would have no such accompanying advice. Perhaps the minister can clarify that. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I was responding to the member’s colleague. It would be obvious that there is a declaration, 
and when we are in a declared period, the State Emergency Coordinator would make directions. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I will move on a little. The extension of the declaration period is covered in proposed section 77E. 
There will be an ability for the declaration to be extended for three months at a time, presumably with the same level 
of justification to be provided. Will that advice be provided each time there is an extension? Will the State Emergency 
Coordinator be required to go through all the tests and weigh up all the different factors each time an extension is 
to be made? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes. If there was a requirement to extend the declaration as many times as necessary, 
a consultation process would need to occur. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Given that the minister has referred numerous times to quarantining for aged-care facilities and 
wearing masks in certain situations, is there any realistic expectation that we will not have three-month rolling 
declarations for the foreseeable future? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Who is to know that we will not have to declare another state of emergency? It really is 
impossible for me to answer that question. These provisions will be available to be used, depending on the situation 
that we are facing. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: We touched before on proposed section 77F, “Revocation of COVID-19 declaration”. I am 
trying to envisage a circumstance in which the State Emergency Coordinator would deem it necessary to revoke 
a declaration. If he no longer needed to exercise any powers under the division, would he need to have necessarily 
revoked all those powers prior to revoking the COVID-19 declaration as such? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes, as the member pointed out, the State Emergency Coordinator can revoke a declaration 
at any time. They must consult with the Chief Health Officer before making, extending or revoking a declaration. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: As things stand under the law of the land at the moment, if the State Emergency Coordinator revoked 
a declaration, would, for instance, a mandate requiring a person entering an aged-care facility to be vaccinated 
still stand under other legislation or would that particular power, which has quite often been raised in discussion, 
fall away? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The declaration is the initial phase, and then directions are made. Something like a mask 
requirement, as I think the member raised, would be one of those types of directions. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: I will move on to “Consultation with and advice from Chief Health Officer”, which is proposed 
section 77G. We have discussed that proposed sections 77E and 77F require the State Emergency Coordinator to 
consult the Chief Health Officer. Proposed section 77G(1)(b) says of the consultation — 

the Chief Health Officer has provided written advice to the State Emergency Coordinator as to whether 
the declaration should be made; 

Proposed section 77G(1)(c) reads — 

the State Emergency Coordinator has considered the advice. 

Are we saying in that provision that it is the Chief Health Officer who almost has a veto right over the introduction 
of the declaration insofar as the Chief Health Officer has to positively say that the declaration should be made? Is 
that the case? Is that a necessary precondition, or am I misreading it? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Again, the member will notice that proposed section 77G(1)(c) says that the State Emergency 
Coordinator has considered the advice. The decision would be with the State Emergency Coordinator, but that 
person would be required to consider the advice of the Chief Health Officer. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: To be clear, the advice must be that the declaration should be made. If that advice is not given, 
surely the ability for the State Emergency Coordinator to make a declaration would fall away. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: That proposed section relates to the Chief Health Officer providing information to suggest 
whether a declaration should be made. The type of information that the Chief Health Officer would have would be 
his knowledge of public health and other health issues. But, again, the decision would be with the State Emergency 
Coordinator. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I am struggling to understand. The decision is still for the State Emergency Coordinator, but the 
legislation states that the declaration cannot be made unless the State Emergency Coordinator has consulted the 
Chief Health Officer and the Chief Health Officer has provided written advice to the State Emergency Coordinator 
on whether the declaration should be made. Does that imply that there must be a positive recommendation from 
the Chief Health Officer? If the Chief Health Officer does not provide that advice or does not provide advice 
supporting such a declaration, can the declaration still be made? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: In very simple terms, I think that the decision for a declaration would not be made without 
health advice from the Chief Health Officer. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: At the very end of this proposed section, there is a small provision, proposed section 77G(5), 
which states — 

A failure to comply with this section does not affect the validity of the declaration. 

Does that mean that, actually, all of it is optional, and the State Emergency Coordinator can just make a declaration? 
Perhaps the minister can help me understand the implication of that. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: That is a standard term that exists in similar comparable legislation in, I think, the 
Australian Capital Territory and also Victoria. It is a standard provision in legislation. Its inclusion is important to 
ensure that a failure to undertake any procedural step in consultation or advice will not affect the validity of the 
subsequent exercise of powers or actions taken under that declaration. It ensures that the rights and protections 
from liability afforded by the act will continue to apply. In other words, if someone is in a serious situation and is 
making life or death decisions, they do not want those declarations and directions to be undone. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I refer to this proposed section and my question also goes into the next section. There is some 
detail in here about how the Chief Health Officer has to structure — 

Mr R.R. Whitby: Sorry, which section? 

Dr D.J. HONEY: It is proposed section 77G, going on to 77H. There is quite some detail about all the information 
that the Chief Health Officer has to provide. I assume that is because there is a desire that the public should be 
informed about the detail of the Chief Health Officer’s advice. But if the SEC chooses not to accept the advice from 
the Chief Health Officer, surely it would make sense that the SEC should provide an equally detailed explanation 
of why the SEC did not follow that advice? This would seem to be a completely hierarchical system if that is not 
the case.  

We are told that in relation to health matters, the Chief Health Officer is the principal expert and is required to 
provide detailed written explanations and advice that is time bound. If the State Emergency Coordinator chooses, 
for whatever reason, to ignore or act differently from the Chief Health Officer’s advice, there will be no requirement 
whatsoever. So it seems as though the Chief Health Officer, as I said, will be in some sort of subordinate position 
whereby the CHO will be compelled to provide the information in detail within certain time frames and in writing, 
but the SEC does not have any requirements. Surely there must have been some consideration that if the Chief Health 
Officer’s advice is not accepted, the SEC would provide their own written advice on why that was not the case. 
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Mr R.R. WHITBY: These appropriate legislative safeguards will be in place in order for the State Emergency 
Coordinator to make, extend or revoke a COVID-19 declaration. We know the SEC must consult with the Chief Health 
Officer and a notice of the declaration and written advice provided by the Chief Health Officer will be published. 
These actions will provide an insight into what has informed the declaration, which is consistent with the 
Australian Capital Territory where the advice of the Chief Health Officer is published. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: We will certainly see how that Chief Health Officer’s advice informed the SEC. However, we 
will gain no insight whatsoever into how the SEC viewed that advice. As I said, if the SEC follows the advice, there 
will clearly be no issue. The SEC would simply be following the advice of the Chief Health Officer and implementing 
a decision based on that. But if the SEC chooses not to follow that advice, surely we should have some insight into 
why that decision was made. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: As the member says, if a declaration and certain directions were made by the SEC, the advice 
and the way that the SEC regarded that advice would be apparent. Again, we are dealing with a serious situation 
in which the SEC has to respond to a public health emergency or a serious public health situation in which a certain 
response is required. This is in keeping with other jurisdictions and again there will be consultation and involvement 
with the State Disaster Council and between the SEC and other organisations. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: To go to a little further on that, we all understand why the health advice is important, but we also 
know that the SEC will also be able to base their consideration on economic or psychosocial factors. The government 
clearly sees it as important—I do as well—to understand what the medical advice was. As I have said, the case 
that brings it to the fore is a decision that goes against, disagrees, ignores or in some way alters the CHO advice. 
Surely those other factors that go into the decision are just as important as the CHO’s advice. We know the CHO’s 
advice is important but if an economic consideration or a psychosocial consideration overrides the CHO advice, 
surely it is just as important that we understand what that advice was.  
Mr R.R. WHITBY: We have been through a long and challenging process during the years of COVID-19. The 
community understands what the directions are about and the decisions that have been made. The vast majority of 
people have been very welcoming of what those directions have done and the vast majority of Western Australians 
have worked together to abide by them. The fact is that this is a person of respect and ability, who is able to draw 
from a wide source of advice. The directions that will come, if they are required, will make the response and the 
need for the response very apparent. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I would like to move on to proposed section 77I, “Authorised COVID-19 officers”. Under proposed 
section 77I(1) — 

The State Emergency Coordinator may authorise persons to act as authorised COVID-19 officers while 
a COVID-19 declaration is in force. 

Would this authorisation last only for as long as the COVID-19 declaration was in force, and would the officers 
have to be potentially reauthorised if there was a lapse at any point? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: That is correct, member. They would be authorised only during the period of a declaration 
and for the period of their authorisation, obviously. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Thank you. Proposed subsection (2) states — 

An authorisation under subsection (1) must specify — 
(a) whether it applies to any COVID-19 declaration or is limited to 1 or more particular COVID-19 

declarations … 
Would these be declarations for different areas of the state? Might there be one in the south and one in the Kimberley? 
Mr R.R. Whitby: Correct. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The next paragraph states — 

(b) the particular, or a particular class of, person to whom it applies … 
I am wondering whether the expectation at proposed subsection (2)(b) is that police officers would normally be 
expected to be both police officers and COVID-19 authorised officers. What would be the usual expectation based 
on recent experience? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Police officers are a very good example of that. Under the current state of emergency, there 
is a standing authorisation for them to be authorised officers. The same scenario would exist under a declaration. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Further on, a couple of proposed sections specify both police and authorised officers. Presumably, 
there are other classes of officer other than police officers. Can the minister give me an idea of what some of those 
other officers may be who are authorised officers but who are not police officers? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes. It obviously refers to other officers of government, if you like, and could include Department 
of Fire and Emergency Services station officers and environmental health officers. They are a couple of examples. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: Is the minister saying that they must be employees of the state or could they be persons who 
work for local government or some other organisation? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: It does not necessarily have to be an employee of the state. Obviously, in most circumstances 
it would tend to be, but I can think of a bus driver, for example, who is engaged in transporting people, hotel 
isolation guards and, I assume, members of the Australian military who might be involved as well.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: Proposed section 77I(3) states — 

An authorisation … may be given orally or in writing but if given orally must be put in writing as soon 
as is practicable. 

I assume that does not mean that the State Emergency Coordinator would just walk around telling random people 
that they can act as authorised officers. What will be the chain of delegation for the person who can authorise 
someone to be an authorised COVID-19 officer? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The advice I have is that in the normal course of events it will be the SEC, but in certain 
circumstances it may be a delegated power of someone else by the SEC to appoint authorised officers. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Can the minister point to some sort of formal delegation process? Where do we find this power? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Section 12 of the Emergency Management Act allows for delegation by the SEC. I am thinking 
aloud now, so a district police inspector or officer, I assume, would have the authority under delegation and be able 
to authorise officers in a district that is in the regions, for instance. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I return to proposed section 77I(3), which talks about the oral authorisation. Presumably, if a delegation 
were made, it might be because a situation needed to be dealt with immediately. It might be a group of nursing staff who 
are told that they have the power to do X, Y and Z. Is that the type of scenario the minister is thinking about? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: That would definitely be an example. There would obviously need to be the follow-up in 
writing afterwards. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I move to division 4—that was an old television show! It is headed “Powers during COVID-19 
declaration”. 
Mr R.R. Whitby: No-one else remembers it. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: No, they do not. They are all looking at me blankly. 
Proposed section 77J is headed “Matters that may be taken into account and consultation”. This is the exercise 
of powers. I assume that these powers will be similar in form to the directions issued under the Emergency 
Management Act. Would the head of these powers come from some sort of declaration of a power to be exercised? 
How would they come about, generally? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Once a declaration is made, the power for the State Emergency Coordinator to be able to 
make directions would come from division 4. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The shadow Minister for Emergency Services asked in the briefing last night for a list of the 
current directions under which the COVID situation is being managed under the Emergency Management Act. As 
of 20 September 2022, there were five. They are the COVID Transition (Testing and Isolation) Directions, under 
sections 67, 70 and 72A of the Emergency Management Act; the COVID Transition (Face Covering) Directions (No 9), 
under sections 67 and 72A; the Department of Fire and Emergency Services Ambulance Service Assistance 
Directions, under section 74; the Cruise Vessels Directions, under sections 67 and 72A; and the Proof of Vaccination 
Directions (No 7), under sections 67, 70 and 72A. Can the minister explain what will happen with these measures 
as we transition, noting that one of them does not rely on section 72A—that is, the Department of Fire and Emergency 
Services Ambulance Service Assistance Directions, which I assume is about putting fireys in ambulances if required? 
Could the minister explain what will happen in terms of the transition process? Obviously, for a transition to occur 
there will need to be a declaration, but what will be the process for the State Emergency Coordinator to reinvigorate 
equivalent powers to those already in use—I assume this would occur if they decided they were needed—including 
the third one, which does not rely on section 72A? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Thank you, member. The process, in terms of those current directions under the state of 
emergency, would be that this legislation would be proclaimed, the SEC would obviously receive health advice, 
make a declaration and then make directions accordingly. If he were to make those directions that exist there on 
that table, they would be instituted under this bill, otherwise they would fall away. The Department of Fire and 
Emergency Services ambulance service assistance directions are made under the current state of emergency, and 
so that would not be part of this bill’s capacity. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: As I look at the division, there are eight general powers. What I am not quite sure of at the moment 
is that have all these powers exist under the legislation, and we have authorised officers. What channels and corrals 
their powers so they are not just wildly existing in the ether? Without the directions, will a direction be declared 
under this legislation in the same way as before, and will those powers be able to be used only in regard to those 
individual directions? There are powers, but how will they be formed into a task? 
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Mr R.R. WHITBY: Again, I go back to the State Emergency Coordinator receiving advice from the Chief Health 
Officer, going through that process, deciding to make a declaration and then making directions. This bill has the 
power to institute those directions. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Where do I find the powers to make directions in this legislation? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The power exists under proposed section 77T, which covers the provisions to make directions. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: In order to get to that next little bit, we will skip through some of these powers. Proposed 
section 77J(1) provides for matters that may be taken into account in consultation. It states — 

In exercising a power under this Division, the State Emergency Coordinator may, without limitation, take 
into account public health, social and economic considerations. 

Again, we have the view that, having made the declaration, trying to work out how to use the powers or how to 
actually bring about an outcome, public health, social and economic considerations have to be taken into account. 
Why is it “may” rather than “will”? I will ask a further question after that. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: It is “may” rather than “will” so as not to inadvertently restrict the making of directions, 
particularly when they need to be made urgently. I would also think that we do not want economic or social 
considerations outweighing public health considerations. I guess it gives the SEC the ability to make a decision, 
weighing it up in a sensible way, on all the advice that comes to him. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Getting back to some of the points that the Leader of the Liberal Party raised with regard to 
making the declaration, are these matters for the public record? Are they provided somewhere on a website or in 
the Government Gazette? Are the considerations that have been undertaken to arrive at the point of exercising the 
power published? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: As we said before, the CHO’s advice is published and the directions are published, but with 
regard to the SEC’s decision, there is no publication or statement made. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Proposed section 77J(2) states — 

Before exercising a power under this Division, an authorised COVID-19 officer may consult with any of 
the following — 

(a) the Chief Health Officer; 
(b) the chief executive officer of the department of the Public Service principally assisting in the 

administration of the Public Health Act 2016; 
(c) any other person the authorised COVID-19 officer considers that it is appropriate to consult. 

This is not the State Emergency Coordinator—or is it the State Emergency Coordinator under a different name? 
Why are we referring to an “authorised COVID-19 officer” in this proposed subsection and the State Emergency 
Coordinator in the one directly above it? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: This language is used because we do not want to restrict it. It could be the SEC or an authorised 
COVID officer.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: So, an authorised COVID officer is also required to consult with the Chief Health Officer before 
exercising a power in this division. The CHO will have a lot of people consulting him. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The authorised COVID officer with delegated powers may choose to consult with the 
Chief Health Officer. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: As we have seen, some of the actions are potentially very serious . What are the requirements 
for an officer to consult, and is there any requirement for an officer to consult a senior officer? Let us imagine it 
is a police officer who is going to seize property or take some other action. Is there any requirement for that officer 
to consult with a superior officer before taking that action? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The member painted the scenario of a police officer being required to undertake some sort 
of the action as an authorised COVID officer. There are processes for that and inevitably that would be on the 
advice of a hierarchy, of a senior officer. I have an adviser from Western Australia Police Force here if the member 
wants to delve further into that. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I think we can move on to proposed section 77K, “Obtaining identifying particulars”. This will 
enable an authorised COVID officer to exercise powers in part 3 of the Criminal Investigation (Identifying People) 
Act 2002 in relation to an offence or suspected offence under this act while a COVID-19 declaration is in force. Is 
there any safeguard around the information that this authorised officer is gathering and how will that information 
be treated? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The example I have is the provision enabling an authorised COVID-19 officer, which is 
likely to be a police officer, to require a person to give their personal details if that person is suspected of having 
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committed a relevant offence. An authorised COVID-19 officer may also request a person to give their details when 
reasonably required for the purposes of COVID-19 management while the declaration is in force. Confidentiality 
of information is provided for in existing section 95 of the Emergency Management Act. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I move to proposed section 77L, “Powers concerning movement and evacuation”. This is perhaps 
aligned with the regional boundaries as well, but it seems that some wording has perhaps been lifted from other sections 
of the act and planted in here. Where would the minister envisage seeing, for instance, a direction for evacuation 
and removal of persons from a declaration area that did not involve the need for a step up in emergency declaration?  
Mr R.R. WHITBY: It is hard to say. We could have the scenario of a nursing home evacuation or the arrival of 
a cruise ship in the judgement of the State Emergency Coordinator as part of a declaration response. Those sorts 
of scenarios would be possible. It can also be used for testing and isolation requirements, including the use of 
rapid antigen tests, requirements to show proof of COVID-19 vaccinations, requirements of people to provide 
contact details when entering certain places for contact tracing purposes, requirements for visiting an exposed site, 
requirements for critical workers who are close contacts attending work, and requirements for people in infected 
areas to stay at home for a period of time. They are examples of directions that have relied on the equivalent of 
proposed section 77L. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I move to proposed section 77M, “Powers to control and use property and related powers”. I am 
raising this only because I believe a question relating to compensation was asked during the briefing. I do not know 
whether it is the appropriate part but I believe an MP asked a question about whether people would be compensated 
if their property was used or controlled under the legislation. I am not sure if it comes under proposed section 77M 
or one of the other sections. Perhaps the minister could comment on the matter of compensation. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I think this might have been covered in the briefing. The entitlement to compensation and the 
ability to make an application will be extended to apply to loss or damage due to the exercise of power under proposed 
section 77M. Entitled people will be able to apply for compensation. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: How will compensation be arrived at? What is the metric for determining that level of compensation? 
Who will determine it? Will there be any parameters or limits? Presumably, the person taking control of their property 
would need to have a good idea of the liability to the state if they were to use it. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The quantum, if you like, of compensation is set out in part 7 of the Emergency Management 
Act 2005. The minister of the day would seek advice from the State Solicitor’s Office into what was reasonable 
and fair compensation in the given circumstances. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I move to proposed section 77N, “Powers of officers in relation to persons exposed to SARS-CoV-2 
virus”. I think there was an explanation that that specific terminology is used because it refers to the virus rather 
than COVID-19, which is the disease. Presumably, we will not see any mutations of the virus because if we do, we 
will need new legislation for some of these powers. Proposed section 77N(1) states — 

While a COVID-19 declaration is in force … an authorised COVID-19 officer may direct any person who 
has been exposed, or any class of person who may have been exposed, to the … virus to do all or any of 
the following — 

(a) to remain in an area specified by the officer for such period as is specified by the officer; 
I guess that is quarantine in a way — 

(b) to remain quarantined from other persons for such period, and in such reasonable manner, as is 
specified by the officer; 

(c) to submit to infection prevention and control procedures within such reasonable period, and in 
such reasonable manner, as is specified by the officer.  

I would like some explanation of paragraph (c) and the implications of the words “to submit to infection prevention 
and control procedures within such reasonable period, and in such reasonable manner, as is specified by the officer”. 
What will that entail? Will it be some sort of forced medical treatment? What exactly are we envisaging would be 
allowed under that provision? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Under the power provided in proposed section 77N(1)(c), a person cannot be required to 
undergo a medical examination or treatment. Such powers are available under the Public Health Act. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I know that we said that we would not jump back, but my colleague jumped a little further ahead 
than I was aware. Proposed section 77M states — 

(3) For the purposes of exercising a power under subsection (1), an authorised COVID-19 officer may 
enter, or if necessary break into and enter, any place or vehicle. 

(4) An authorised COVID-19 officer may direct the owner or occupier, or the person apparently in charge, 
of a place, vehicle or other thing to give the authorised COVID-19 officer reasonable assistance to 
exercise the officer’s powers under this section. 
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What if the person refuses? What penalties will apply under this proposed section? In the same way under proposed 
section 77N, if, for example, someone refuses to submit to infection prevention procedures or refuses to remain in 
an area, what penalties will apply for noncompliance? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The existing offences in the Emergency Management Act, including those for which 
infringement notices are issued, apply to directions made in respect of the declaration. It is an appropriate way to 
ensure consistency and continuity in the enforcement of directions. WA police have exercised a “compliance with 
compassion” philosophy, whereby arrest remains the last resort. Between March 2020 and 31 August 2022, 
approximately 1 140 infringements were issued for offences against the Emergency Management Act. The types 
of offences included failing to comply with a direction, giving false or misleading information, and continuing to 
fail to comply with a direction. I do not have the figure for the quantum of the infringement notice fines. The 
infringement notice on-the-spot fine is $1 000 for individuals and $5 000 for corporations. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: If a person was arrested for noncompliance, is there only a fine of $1 000 or $5 000, or are there 
other penalties such as prosecution and potential jail? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Again, I do not want to jump to the thought that fines are going to be issued, because the 
practice in the past has been that police exercise restraint and take a reasonable approach. We have seen that happen 
in Western Australia. In some states, there were fines for not wearing a mask. The Western Australia Police Force 
had a much more tolerant and understanding position and police handed out face masks to people who required 
them. Obviously, there needs to be a deterrent. On-the-spot fines would not necessarily be automatic, but, if someone 
was insistent on refusing to comply, there would be the option of an on-the-spot fine of $1 000, or $5 000 for 
a corporation. If this were contested in court, the maximum penalty would be up to $50 000 and 12 months’ 
imprisonment for individuals. In the case of corporations, the directions specify a maximum of $250 000 for bodies 
corporate. Those are the top end of the scale, the maximum, and I think the number of infringements over the last 
two years was exceedingly low. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I will move to proposed section 77Q, “General powers during COVID-19 declaration”. Am 
I correct in assuming that this is basically the old section 72A provisions, which are being put directly into the 
bill? I cannot see any difference, except for the obvious one that follows immediately after. I just want to confirm 
that that is where the old provisions of section 72A would be found. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: The member is right. That is very observant. It is certainly very closely modelled on section 72A. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Proposed section 77R is the prohibition on the use of those powers to effect interstate border 
closures. Would an interstate border closure still require a state of emergency to be reinstated? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Could a general COVID officer direct the closure of places, or will those specific powers be 
limited entirely to the police? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: No. Those powers will be specific to police officers. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: In any other place, could an authorised officer direct that, or will those powers to close a place 
only ever be available to a police officer? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: The member is referring to proposed section 77O; is that correct? 
Dr D.J. Honey: Yes. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: That power will definitely be available only to police officers. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I move on to proposed section 77T, “General provisions regarding directions”. I thank the 
minister for enlightening me on where I could find the directions earlier in the bill. I want to ask about the direction 
at proposed subsection (3), which states — 

A direction under section 77L, 77N, 77O or 77Q(2) that is given in relation to a class of person, place or 
thing — 

(a) need not be given directly to the persons to whom it applies; and 

(b) … need not be published in the Gazette; and 
(c) must be published in the manner that the State Emergency Coordinator considers suitable in the 

circumstances. 

Can I ask why it would not be published in the Government Gazette, and what is so special about directions given 
under those particular proposed sections? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: That provision mirrors a provision in the Emergency Management Act. We are trying to 
ascertain. It could be that those directions are being given in an emergency and therefore could be time critical, 
and there could be a delay in waiting for publication in the Government Gazette. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: I understand that it could be time critical, but surely the direction could be published in the 
Government Gazette in time, after it has been given, so that there is a record of it? I think that is part of the problem 
we have with this legislation. There seem to be little holes. This information might not be widely disseminated, 
and I do not think that is a good thing for the good governance of the state. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: No. I thank the member. I have a response here that makes perfect sense. As the EMA provision 
also states, directions are not generally published in the Government Gazette. It might be a publication that the 
member and I are familiar with, but the general public would not know of the existence of the Government Gazette. 
It is not something that the public is familiar with using. A public webpage is obviously a much more accessible 
and known publication source, so I think it is as simple as getting information to the public. Outside of Parliament, 
very few people would know what the Government Gazette was. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I take the point, but it is still a place of record, and I think it is important that there be an established 
place of record so that these things can be sourced somewhere fairly reliably. 
I would like to turn to proposed section 77U, “Establishment of State Emergency Coordination Group for COVID-19”. 
Why would this group be necessary and what functions would it have? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: I think this goes to some of the questions that were asked earlier. It would be another source 
of advice for the State Emergency Coordinator, who would have the ability to consult the group on his duties. State 
emergency coordination groups coordinate operational activities throughout the state in an emergency, and it 
would be another form of advice and assistance to the SEC. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Can the minister explain the reporting? Would the SEC report to this group, or would he use it as 
a reference group? Where would any decisions, advice or discussion be recorded? It would be lovely if there were 
a flowchart or something that shows where it would sit in the hierarchy. What would its functions be? Would it be giving 
advice or receiving advice? Would it be a two-way system? I just need an explanation as to how it would all work. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The SEC would be able to form and chair this group, which is important. It would be there 
for the purpose of the SEC’s ability to consult a range of agencies and authorities. Obviously, it will help coordinate 
emergency response activities. Some of the members and representatives could include Western Australia Police 
Force, the Department of Health, the Department of Communities, the Department of the Premier and Cabinet, the 
Department of Fire and Emergency Services, Energy Policy WA, the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation 
and Attractions, the Department of Education, the Department of Transport, Main Roads Western Australia and 
public utilities such as Water Corporation, Telstra and Western Power. The group provides coordination at 
a strategic level and advice and directions as required. It has that insight and broad helicopter view of the response, 
and it is a link between emergency management agencies and the state government. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Would the group be required to publish a report? Would it report anywhere? Would it take minutes? 
Would those minutes be recorded somewhere? How can we have an understanding of the transparency around the 
group and what considerations it undertakes? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The State Emergency Coordination Group exists currently. For instance, it was obviously 
activated for cyclone Seroja and had a very key role in responding to that. It is about coordinating action and 
helping the sector to deliver action. I imagine for its own purposes there are some agendas and notes, but it does not 
currently publish a record of decisions or agenda items and it would not be the case in this instance. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: The group meets and has discussions. There must be resolutions and outcomes that the group 
achieves. Why are they not recorded? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The advice is that it is not a body of governance; it is a body of response. It is not the group’s 
role to provide a published record of its activities in such a way. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Proposed section 77U(4) states that if that group is established, it will continue to exist past the 
emergency. Why is that? Why do we need a group to continue to exist when there is no longer an emergency? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The SECG is a multi-agency organisation that is created for various scenarios. There might 
be a fire or cyclone response. The SEC could establish and chair one of these organisations—a State Emergency 
Coordination Group for COVID-19, for instance. It is not something necessarily required or that sits within any 
declaration period, but the SEC could and would establish it to be an ongoing advisory body. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Would that group continue to meet and carry out its business if there was an emergency, or 
would that group just potentially be activated in the event of an emergency? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: As with these other groups, it is activated as required. When we have an emergency situation, 
those people will be brought together and they will respond as needed. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I can see that the Deputy Speaker is thrilled to hear from me again. Proposed section 77V is titled 
“Continuation of State Disaster Council”. Presumably, the State Disaster Council was set up to oversee the state of 
emergency. The state of emergency will cease to exist, so the State Disaster Council would normally be expected to 
cease to exist. Is that the case, or is this a standing body that is not dependent upon there being a declaration anywhere? 
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Mr R.R. WHITBY: Thank you, member. As was mentioned earlier this evening, the State Disaster Council is 
a useful body and a source of advice and discussion that is chaired by the Premier and comprises other senior 
ministers. Obviously, it would exist under the COVID-19 period of this bill. The idea is that it would continue to 
be a source of advice to the SEC. It would not simply be there for any particular declaration; it would be there for 
the two years of the life of the bill. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am a little perplexed. The state of emergency declaration is expected to expire at some point. 
We know that the provisions that enable some of its work will expire in January. Presumably, once the regulations 
for emergency management are in place under this bill, the emergency declaration will no longer be necessary. 
How can the State Disaster Council continue? It says here that it is to continue until the day determined under 
section 63(8). What possible functions can the State Disaster Council have when there is no state of emergency? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Under section 63(8) of the Emergency Management Act, the State Disaster Council ceases 
to be established on a day determined by its chairman. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Is the minister saying that even though there is no state of emergency, the State Disaster Council 
can continue to exist? 
Mr R.R. Whitby: Yes. It is not the emergency council. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Okay. When will that cease to exist? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: As I said before, the provision in the EMA determines the life of the State Disaster Council 
specific to COVID-19 to be at the will of the chair, but it is important to know that this bill intends to preserve some 
of the structures and functions that have worked so well in the past. This is what I referred to much earlier this 
evening. The intention of the bill is to keep the useful parts of the framework, and this is one of those useful parts.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: I move now to proposed section 77W, “Modification of State and local arrangements”. What impact 
will this provision have on some lower level plans—local government, local emergency coordinators et cetera? 
What will be the effect of this provision? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: If a COVID-19 declaration is made, local emergency coordinators will need to update their 
arrangements. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I turn now to proposed section 77X, “Modification of other provisions of this Act”. Can I have the 
minister’s assurance that all the other provisions are entirely consequential and there is nothing of any moment in them? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes, the consequential amendments are in line with what currently exists. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 8: Section 94A inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Clause 8 inserts proposed section 94A, “Powers under other written laws do not affect whether 
declarations can be made”, and states — 

(1) The existence of powers under any other written law that could be exercised in relation to an emergency 
does not affect — 
(a) whether an emergency situation declaration may be made under section 50; or 
(b) whether a state of emergency declaration may be made under section 56. 

This will provide that even though there will be a power to do things without necessarily making declarations, they 
can just go ahead and be made because it will be convenient to use this legislation rather than using powers in other 
legislation and having a different person to exercise those powers? Is my understanding of that correct? Is that the 
minister’s understanding? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: The purpose of proposed section 94A is to clarify that the existence of powers under any 
other written law that can be exercised in relation to an emergency or the occurrence of COVID-19 will not affect 
the power to make an emergency situation, state of emergency or COVID-19 declaration. Those alternative powers 
will not need to be taken into account when making decisions in relation to those declarations. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 9 put and passed. 
Clause 10: Section 2 amended — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Clause 10 is remarkably small. It states “Delete section 2(c)”, yet the explanatory memorandum 
goes on for several paragraphs. Can the minister explain the implications of clause 10? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: It is about removing the sunset clause concerning section 72A and the current state of 
emergency, which would come into effect in January. This obviously relates to the 4 January 2023 sunset clause 
for that provision. 
Clause put and passed. 
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Clause 11 put and passed. 

Clause 12: Act amended — 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Clause 12 states — 

This Subdivision amends the First Home Owner Grant Act 2000. 

I am trying to understand the impact of this. Why does this bill bear any relationship to the First Home Owner 
Grant Act? Will a COVID-19 declaration trigger some specific provisions under that act? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes, this makes sense. We are talking about a grant relief measure. If an emergency situation 
or state of emergency is declared under this bill, the Treasurer may declare a grant relief measure if the Treasurer 
considers it is necessary to provide relief to persons eligible for the first home owner grant for the purpose of 
alleviating the financial or economic effects of COVID-19. The provisions were inserted to allow the Treasurer to 
declare an increase to the grant or cap amount if he considered it necessary to alleviate the financial or economic 
effects of a declared emergency. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I am bemused by that. We are told that this bill is being implemented to downgrade the level of 
response to COVID and that this will effectively manage the tail, so why does it include a provision to potentially 
provide increased funding to the first home owner grant scheme? I am intrigued about why this has been singled 
out by the government as a measure. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Those provisions were introduced on 22 February this year. The intention is to not have that 
assistance fall away under the amended legislation. It will let that provision continue after this bill is passed. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Would this relate to new home loan grants issued under that scheme? I would have thought that 
the need for that had well and truly passed, given that the construction industry cannot construct the houses for which 
funds have already been granted under this scheme and, in fact, we have houses that are two or three years overdue. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: We are endeavouring to seek some response. We have given the member one response, but 
if it is something that we can take on notice and get back to the member on, that would be good. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I thank the minister for the response he gave to the Leader of the Liberal Party. Questions were 
asked on all the other acts that will be amended, and not just the first home buyer one. There was no-one at the briefing 
that was offered last night who could answer those questions. It might be advisable to have the information available 
when this bill goes to the other place, where those questions will inevitably be asked. We will not waste people’s 
time tonight. 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Thank you, member; that is good advice. I can add one piece of information to that answer 
for the member for Cottesloe. It will be available for new homes for a prospective period, but we are obviously on 
notice to provide more information in the other place. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 13 to 15 put and passed. 

Clause 16: Act amended — 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you very much, Deputy Speaker. 

A member interjected. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Yes, they are falling down on the backbench! 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: I can see them nodding. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: They could be nodding off! 

Clause 16 is under subdivision 4, “Protection of Information (Entry Registration Information Relating to COVID-19 
and Other Infectious Diseases) Act 2021 amended”. What is the effect of those changes, which continue in clause 17? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: Thank you, member. This clause will ensure that the statutory framework for regulating the 
use and disclosure and storage and destruction of entry registration information is maintained in this bill. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: This is a question that I was going to ask earlier, minister. Under earlier clauses, officers could 
compel people to provide personal information, so does that mean that that information will be covered by the act 
that the minister referred to? 

Mr R.R. WHITBY: This relates to contact tracing, I believe, mainly, and it relates to issues in the past, which 
were addressed. We are now making sure that those safeguards are continued under this legislation. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 17 put and passed. 
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Clause 18: Act amended — 
Ms M.J. DAVIES: The whole subdivision, which includes clauses 18 and 19, relates to the Public Health Act. 
We had a discussion earlier about why the government chose to amend the Emergency Management Act, but it 
would appear that we will have amendments to the Public Health Act. Again, I ask for an explanation about why 
there could not have been amendments—as some have been made—to the Public Health Act to achieve the same 
outcome? What specifically are these amendments giving effect to? Clause 20, “Section 164 amended”, literally adds 
a COVID-19 declaration. Surely if we have gone through this process with the Emergency Management Act, we 
could have gone through this process with the Public Health Act and amended it to make it fit for purpose to deal 
with the transition from an emergency to a public health response, which is what the opposition has been asking 
for for some time. 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Yes, there is a range of consequential act amendments. I earlier read a long list of the virtues of 
the Emergency Management Act as opposed to the Public Health Act. The application of the Emergency Management 
Act was superior. I will go through it again, but there is a list of reasons why the Emergency Management Act was 
the more desired vehicle. The evidence is in the way that we have handled the pandemic in Western Australia. It 
has worked well and we want to continue that same framework by using the Emergency Management Act. There 
are consequential amendments to a range of legislation, including the Public Health Act, but, on balance, the points 
I made earlier stand. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 19 to 37 put and passed. 
Clause 38: Section 4 amended — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Clause 38 relates to the Public Health Act 2016, as amended. It states — 

In section 4(1) delete the definitions of: 
COVID-19 declaration 
COVID-19 management 

Would the minister please explain why these are being removed? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: This element allows the bill to have a grandfather clause. It allows the impacted acts to revert 
to what they formerly were, because, of course, this bill has a two-year life cycle. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 39 put and passed. 
Clause 40: Section 197 amended — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: My question is in relation to the Taxation Administration Act, as amended. Could the minister 
please explain how this intersects with that act? 
Mr R.R. WHITBY: Again, this is similar to the response to the last question. In clauses 25 and 26, there were 
changes to the Taxation Administration Act. Clause 44 will revert it to normal, because of the two-year life span 
of this legislation. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 41 to 46 put and passed. 
Title put and passed.  

Third Reading 
MR R.R. WHITBY (Baldivis — Minister for Environment) [11.35 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 
DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe — Leader of the Liberal Party) [11.35 pm]: First of all, I thank the minister and, 
in particular, his advisers for their assistance on the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 
Provisions) Bill 2022. It would have been nice to have had more time to consider this bill and to interrogate it; 
nevertheless, the officers did the best they could in the time provided. 
Having gone through consideration in detail of this bill, I do not think the minister was convincing in why we need 
to pass this bill. We heard some vague generalities around why we would potentially need to use this bill, but there 
is no disaster at the moment. The minister mentioned some other generalities such as the State Disaster Council 
continuing and other aspects that this bill will allow because they still fall within the Emergency Management Act. 
However, it is quite clear that the powers under the Public Health Act are wide and given we are told this bill 
represents the government’s response to a scaling down of the emergency powers, it is not clear why we need to 
maintain all of these extreme powers. Surely managing this under the Public Health Act would represent a genuine 
scaling down within an existing legislative framework. 
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I know we are not supposed to drift into a second reading–type debate and I will try not to do that to any significant 
extent, but members on this side mentioned that there has been plenty of time for the government to consider this 
matter and it would have been vastly preferable if we had made some sensible changes. In listening to the minister’s 
responses in consideration in detail, I wonder what use is the Public Health Act, because it would seem that it is 
completely inadequate based on what the minister has said; that is, it does not provide avenues for cross-agency 
consultation and it does not provide some of the other avenues we have through the police.  

If that is the case, maybe we should get rid of part 12 of the Public Health Act—which is what I think the government 
should have done—and it would be more appropriate to consider how we make the Public Health Act fit for 
purpose. We know that we will have other pandemics, as the incidence of pandemics is increasing globally, and 
Australia is likely to face not just a continuation of the COVID pandemic but other pandemics. We saw recently 
that monkeypox has come into Australia. Despite initial optimism that it would not spread fast, we have seen it 
spread around Australia. It has not been at the rate of COVID, but it is a clear indication that more viruses are 
spreading at a faster rate around the world. It would seem, based on what the minister has said, that part 12 of the 
Public Health Act is inadequate and it is a pity that this opportunity was not taken to amend that rather than 
introducing this bill.  

In relation to some of the answers to the questions we asked, why has the period of two years been chosen? There 
does not appear to be any clear reason for that. It is just a number that has been chosen. It strikes me that given 
where we are with the COVID crisis, that is a very long period. It takes it out unnecessarily. 

There is one thing I want to address directly. During his second reading speech and during consideration in detail, 
the minister constantly said that we were imputing the capacity or the ability or the integrity of the State Emergency 
Coordinator. We have made it very clear that our concerns are not about whether the State Emergency Coordinator 
is a fine person. I assume that he is a fine person. I do not know the current Commissioner of Police. I had a little 
interaction with the former police commissioner, and he certainly seemed like a very fine person. That would apply 
to nearly all our public servants, other than Paul Whyte, who clearly did not cover himself in glory in his role. I am 
certain that the great majority of public servants, like the new police commissioner, are good and honourable 
people and are experts in their job.  

If we were to apply that as the criteria for not requiring ministerial oversight or ministerial scrutiny, we would 
move to a European Union style of government whereby bureaucrats hold all the powers and make all the decisions 
and Parliament is simply some sideshow that carries on. I do not support that. I have great appreciation for the fact 
that in our state and in our Parliament, we have ministerial oversight of public servants and what they are doing. 
We in this Parliament and others have the chance to question ministers and the Premier on certain matters. I am 
still greatly concerned about the fact that there is no oversight. 

As was pointed out by the member for Moore, the person who declares an emergency will then be the person who 
exercises the powers of that emergency. There is no separation. This is a great concern. That does not impugn the 
motive of that person or determine whether or not that they are a fine person. As I have made clear, I am sure that 
the police commissioner is a very fine person; otherwise, he would not have been chosen for the job. However, all 
of us need checks and balances. We all have that in our roles. All public servants are directly answerable to the 
minister when they are exercising powers. I see a number of ministers sitting around the chamber. They would not 
accept the position that people in the departments under their care simply go about their work, do not have to 
explain and do not have any specific written accountability. I heard what the minister said a number of times—
that they have codes of conduct or there are other mechanisms that they have to abide by. That is all fine and well, 
but I do not think anyone else would contend that proper government is carried out by having bureaucrats who are 
not accountable in some way and whom we cannot question. 

It is a deficiency of this bill that the State Emergency Coordinator will not be required to give any reason for their 
decisions. We have heard that they sit on the State Disaster Council. Surely they will speak to colleagues and 
surely the Premier will have to question them and so on. But the truth is that there is no requirement for that. The 
State Emergency Coordinator can simply form a view in their own mind that the only requirement is to get advice 
from the Chief Health Officer and then they may or may not choose to use that advice.  

In particular, if the State Emergency Coordinator chooses not to follow the advice of the Chief Health Officer, 
there should be a written explanation why; otherwise, how will any of us have any understanding of why that decision 
was made and how will any of us or anyone in the community have an opportunity to challenge and question that? 
It is almost a God-like power that is being given to the State Emergency Coordinator. They will not be accountable 
to anyone else and will not ever have to explain the decisions that they make. I do not believe that role exists 
anywhere. We have a Premier who is ascendant and has complete control of Parliament, but the Premier has to submit 
to questions and challenges in this place and the other place, as do other ministers. This is quite a unique position 
and I think it is entirely proper, given the powers. 

The other comment made by the minister—it was a criticism of me—was that I outlined some of the extreme powers 
being given under the bill. My purpose was very straightforward. It was to demonstrate that this bill is giving extreme 
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powers. That is why it is important that the State Emergency Coordinator is accountable. They should have to 
explain their decisions. That is why. The minister said that the State Emergency Coordinator has not exercised all 
those powers or some of the more extreme powers. They have, for example, taken over Optus Stadium, so part of 
those powers have been extreme. The truth is that those things could be done.  
That is why it is important that there is accountability and transparency in decision-making. That is the reason I am 
highlighting it. I am not saying that those things would be done, but those things could be done, and that indicates 
the seriousness of the matter that we are considering. 
In some ways, this bill is making the Chief Health Officer subordinate. There are very rigorous requirements for 
how the Chief Health Officer has to present his information. He has to present written advice, but the State Emergency 
Coordinator simply will not have to, and I think that is wrong. This bill would be greatly improved if there were 
accountability and transparency in that role. I will leave my comments there. 
MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Opposition) [11.46 pm]: My comments will be brief, 
noting that it is quarter to 12, but it was always going to be a reasonably late evening, given the time that the 
opposition was afforded to consider the Emergency Management Amendment (Temporary COVID-19 Provisions) 
Bill 2022. I thank both members, who have been very thorough in their interrogation.  
I do not know that I have come through the consideration in detail process feeling any more comforted by the 
decision of the government to amend the Emergency Management Act. We maintain that there needs to be more 
than a two-year temporary solution to an issue that, although it might not be COVID, could well involve a pandemic 
of another strain or nature. We have missed an opportunity to put in place a piece of legislation or to amend the 
Public Health Act so that we have fit-for-purpose legislation to deal with these issues in the coming years. 
This is a temporary solution. It is not a step down. It is still a state of emergency but with another name—I maintain 
that. We have gone through each clause and there is very clearly an ability for the State Emergency Coordinator 
to issue directions. We can have intrastate borders and hive off for good purposes, but directions can continue to 
be put in place. The State Emergency Coordinator can make decisions with consultation, but we know that they 
will not need to take, or pay attention to, the advice of the Chief Health Officer, and there is no ability for the executive 
government of the day or this Parliament to interrogate those decisions. We will not have the opportunity to ask 
questions of the person making those decisions, as we do under the state of emergency we are in currently. If anything, 
I think we are moving to a more draconian way of managing the situation. 
I reiterate what the Leader of the Liberal Party said: it is not a reflection of the ability of the State Emergency 
Coordinator or the way in which they will conduct themselves. We know the State Emergency Coordinator is 
someone of great integrity, but this is a decision by the government to remove itself from decision-making that will 
have real impacts on the lives and livelihoods of the people of Western Australia. It is baffling that, as the government 
of the day, it would go down the path of not taking responsibility and not having some ability to control the exercise 
of those powers if they are needed over the coming two years. 
The transition that the government has indicated it would like to make, from a state of emergency to a public health 
response, is not achieved by amending the Emergency Management Act, which is what we are dealing with today. 
A public health response is needed for a public health issue. Effectively, this bill will sideline the Chief Health 
Officer, who is the most senior public health officer in the state, to deal with a public health issue outside of a state 
of emergency.  
That is why the opposition does not support what this government is putting forward in the guise of transitioning 
away from a state of emergency. Quite clearly, we are not. On those grounds, from our perspective, this legislation 
cannot be supported. 
MR R.R. WHITBY (Baldivis — Minister for Environment) [11.50 pm] — in reply: I will keep it short and sweet 
because I do not want to infringe on our public holiday, which is now minutes away. I do want to say a few things. 
Our advisers and staff members who were here very late into the evening have wisely moved quickly home. I do 
not blame them! I want to put on the Hansard record my appreciation and thanks for their tireless efforts in being 
here and being able to answer the questions and take part in the consideration in detail process tonight. 
This has been a rigorous process. I think any reasonable person who listened tonight to the consideration in detail 
debate would be reassured by this legislation. It is in the form and framework of the Western Australian government, 
which has a tried and tested approach to dealing with COVID-19. The vast majority of Western Australians have 
high confidence in the government’s approach to tackling COVID-19, and that continues in this legislation. 
There will be further opportunities to scrutinise this legislation in the other place. I thank the members opposite 
for their questions. I know it has been at some points detailed and complex, but, on balance, I think this is effective 
legislation. It is not permanent; it has a two-year life span, and it is essential as we transition out of COVID and 
set ourselves up for a more substantial review in a couple of years’ time. 
I want to thank everyone for remaining here this evening. Thank you for supporting this legislation. 
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Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Deputy Speaker casting his vote with the ayes, with the following result — 

Ayes (32) 

Mr G. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr D.R. Michael Mr D.A.E. Scaife 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr H.T. Jones Mr K.J.J. Michel Ms J.J. Shaw 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr D.J. Kelly Mr S.A. Millman Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Ms C.M. Collins Ms E.J. Kelsbie Mrs L.M. O’Malley Dr K. Stratton 
Mr M.J. Folkard Ms A.E. Kent Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Dr J. Krishnan Mr S.J. Price Ms C.M. Tonkin 
Ms M.J. Hammat Mr P. Lilburne Ms M.M. Quirk Mr R.R. Whitby 
Mr T.J. Healy Ms S.F. McGurk Ms A. Sanderson Ms C.M. Rowe (Teller) 

 

Noes (4) 

Ms M.J. Davies Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Mr P.J. Rundle (Teller) 

            
Pair 

Mr M. McGowan Ms L. Mettam 

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

ADJOURNMENT OF THE HOUSE 
Special 

On motion without notice by Ms C.M. Rowe, resolved — 
That the house at its rising adjourn until Tuesday, 18 October 2022, at 1.00 pm. 

House adjourned at 11.58 pm 
__________ 
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