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THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) took the chair at 9.00 am, acknowledged country and read prayers. 

WAVECREST VILLAGE AND TOURIST PARK, HOPETOUN — SEWAGE CONTAMINATION 
Petition 

MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [9.01 am]: I have a petition, which has been certified by the clerks, from 62 petitioners, 
couched in the following terms — 

To the Honourable the Speaker and Members of the Legislative Assembly of the Parliament of 
Western Australia in Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned, say 
1. Offensive sewage odour is around homes located at Wavecrest Village & Tourist Park in Hopetoun. 
2. Road Reserve next to Wavecrest Village & Tourist Park Hopetoun is contaminated with sewage due 
to sewage being dumped onto the Road Reserve from Wavecrest Village & Tourist Park for years. 
3. Potential contamination of Hopetoun’s drinking water bore field which supplies scheme water to the 
Hopetoun community. 
4. Shire of Ravensthorpe has failed to respond to numerous complaints about the above for years. 
5. The tavern and caravan park at Wavecrest Village & Tourist Park has never been approved to be 
connected to an on-site sewage and wastewater treatment system and are not connected to sewer. 
6. The Dept of Health’s Environmental Health Directorate has failed to investigate our complaints to the 
Minister for Health properly and has stated that the sewage is treated when it is not treated. 
Now we ask the Legislative Assembly 
1. Order the Dept of Health’s Environmental Health Directorate to investigate complaints properly and 
have the offensive sewage odour around homes at Wavecrest Village & Tourist Park mitigated. 
2. Order the Road Reserve’s contaminated site to be decontaminated, cleaned up and made safe. 
3. Order to be issued by the Minister for Health stating that Hopetoun’s drinking water is safe. 
4. Order the Shire of Ravensthorpe to do its job properly and respond to complaints from residents. 
5. Order Wavecrest Village & Tourist Park and the tavern and caravan park to be connected to sewer. 
6. Order the Dept of Health’s Environmental Health Directorate to investigate our complaints properly 

[See petition 185.] 
PAPERS TABLED 

Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 
2020 BUDGET TIMETABLE 

Statement by Leader of the House 
MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [9.04 am]: I rise to inform members of the 
2020 budget timetable. As members know, due to the COVID-19 pandemic, the Treasurer will hand down the state 
budget on Thursday, 8 October. The sitting week of 13 to 15 October will be dedicated to second reading speeches 
on the budget bills, and it is intended to hold budget estimates hearings from 20 to 22 October. As that is a sitting 
week in the other place, Mr Speaker has very kindly and generously agreed to the use of the Legislative Assembly 
Committee Office to accommodate Estimates Committee B. Supplementary information will be due the following 
week on Friday, 30 October. Estimates committee reports will be tabled when the house next meets on Tuesday, 
3 November, and once the house has resolved to adopt the reports, third reading speeches will be a priority that day. 
I now table a revised sitting calendar. 
[See paper 3561.] 

HON MICHAEL MURRAY, AM, QC — TRIBUTE 
Statement by Minister for Heritage 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Minister for Heritage) [9.06 am]: I rise to acknowledge and pay tribute 
to a remarkable Western Australian who passed recently. Hon Michael Murray, AM, QC, joined the National Trust 
in 2014 after a long and distinguished career in law, retiring from the bench as senior judge in 2012. He was elected 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013561ad670a6c70d8d75e0482585c400167486/$file/3561.pdf
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chair of the council in 2015 and remained in that position until his retirement earlier this year, in January. While 
serving as chair of the National Trust, Michael also filled the role of Parliamentary Inspector of the Corruption 
and Crime Commission. 
Under his leadership, the National Trust completed a range of ambitious adaptive re-use projects, including 
Old Perth Boys School, 57 Murray Street in the City of Perth, the Wanslea Cancer Wellness Centre in Cottesloe, 
the Artillery Drill Hall in Fremantle and North Fremantle Primary School. Significant conservation and interpretation 
projects were undertaken at Ellensbrook in Margaret River, Strawberry Hill in your electorate, Mr Speaker, of 
Albany, the Mill Manager’s House in Jarrahdale and Woodbridge in Guildford. Michael was particularly proud of 
the work that the National Trust undertakes in the natural and Aboriginal heritage areas, with the foundation of the 
Goldfields Aboriginal Language Centre and economic development programs for Aboriginal foundations being 
several highlights. 
Mr Michael Murray gave great support to the National Trust’s vision to increase participation in heritage though 
artistic and creative endeavours, and was highly supportive of the National Trust making Gallop House available 
as a residence for a composer-in-residence program. Michael contributed much in his role as chair, providing 
insightful thought, leadership and calm patience in decision-making, which always favoured the long-term benefit 
of the heritage of our state. A champion of the importance of heritage in a civil society, Michael advocated for 
the need to increase the size of the heritage audience through storytelling that connects people to place. He was 
also aware of the need to increase the commitment of stakeholders for heritage programs and supported the 
National Trust’s aspirations to gain increased resources to undertake its important community role in conserving 
our state’s heritage. The passing of Michael is very sad and my thoughts go to Dale and his family. 

CORONAVIRUS — SMALL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION — PIVOT PROGRAM 
Statement by Minister for Small Business 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Small Business) [9.08 am]: I rise to inform the house about an 
exciting new free initiative of the Small Business Development Corporation designed to support the state’s 
small business operators during these challenging times. As all members are aware, the impact of COVID-19 on 
the state’s small business sector has been significant, and for many it continues to affect their business models and 
underlying viability. Delivered as part of the McGowan government’s WA Recovery Plan, the new PIVOT program 
offers a range of online support to promote business innovation and help small business owners enhance their 
entrepreneurial mindset. I am happy to announce that through the PIVOT program, small business operators will 
have access to a range of practical webinars, mentoring and support initiatives to help them navigate the COVID-19 
environment and beyond, and to adapt their business models accordingly. In a strategic partnership with a local 
Western Australian provider, the Small Business Development Corporation is offering up to 1 000 small businesses, 
including sole traders, access to the program. Small business owners have until 17 August to register, via the 
SBDC website at www.smallbusiness.wa.gov.au/pivot. The program commences on 31 August. 
With our nation-leading response to the impacts of the global pandemic, Western Australia offers the most 
small business–friendly environment of any state. The PIVOT program will further help boost the ability of 
small businesses to succeed in the current and post-COVID world, unlocking future growth opportunities and 
innovative ways to operate their businesses. Small businesses participating in the six-month program will learn to 
re-engineer and pivot their operations in order to develop key business skills and become more resilient, skilled 
and adaptable in the face of this crisis and future disruptions. Using a range of delivery methods, including 
presentations, business coaching sessions, peer-to-peer support and enterprise skills development workshops, the 
core components of the initiative will utilise an entrepreneurial mindset profile tool to measure impact pre and 
post-program. 
The SBDC has always been agile and quick to respond to industry needs. As a key resource for and supporter of 
the state’s small businesses, I commend the SBDC for offering this fully funded, high-quality program and 
I encourage small business owners from right around Western Australia to apply. Businesses in tourism, agrifood, 
hospitality and retail are particularly encouraged to register their interest. As I indicated, places are limited and 
interest in the program is expected to be high. Through the selection process, the SBDC will allocate quotas for 
each region in order to ensure the program has significant reach and accessibility across the state. The introduction 
of the PIVOT program is yet another example of the McGowan government leading the nation in supporting the 
business community’s recovery from the devastating impacts of COVID-19. 

HOMELESSNESS WEEK 
Statement by Minister for Community Services 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Community Services) [9.11 am]: Mr Speaker, last week was 
Homelessness Week. This annual event presents an opportunity to draw public attention to this important issue 
that affects the entire community. It is also an important time to come together to acknowledge progress made, 
to support one another and to focus on the work ahead. It has been a big 12 months in the homelessness sector. 
Over the past year, the McGowan government, through the Department of Communities under the leadership of 
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the director general, and in partnership with the community services sector, has launched the state’s first 10-year 
strategy, which is being delivered through an action plan involving multiple government agencies. It has secured 
$72 million for new homelessness initiatives, including two common-ground facilities and the Housing First 
Homelessness Initiative. The government has not only managed its way through an unprecedented global pandemic 
in COVID-19, but it has also made the most of this challenging situation by delivering $10.5 million of funding to 
extend critical homelessness services as part of the WA recovery plan, securing a location for the state’s first 
common-ground facility; fast-tracking crucial projects like the Housing First Homelessness Initiative; and allocating 
$159 million of funding through Lotterywest for not-for-profit organisations, and the frontline delivery of services. 
The highlight of Homelessness Week for me was attending a roundtable discussion with the Telethon Kids Institute 
group of Elder Co-Researchers. I thank the elders for sharing an important discussion with me over a Tim Tam. 
I would also like to offer my thanks to Shelter WA for the role it plays in coordinating Homelessness Week every 
year in Western Australia, as well as its day-to-day work as a leader in the sector. I would also like to acknowledge 
the chair of Homelessness Week this year, Mr Gordon Cole, chair of Noongar Mia Mia, for his wise words and 
guidance over the course of the week, and lived experience advocates such as Josh Serafini for sharing their 
experiences and stories to deepen our understanding of this issue. Finally, I would like to thank staff from the 
Department of Communities for their crucial role in driving reform in this important area of work. We know that 
homelessness is a complex issue that challenges many communities the world over, but it is not an insurmountable 
issue, and through collective effort and a commitment to lasting solutions we are making a difference for people 
experiencing homelessness in Western Australia. 

DRAFT “DIGITAL INCLUSION IN WESTERN AUSTRALIA: 
A BLUEPRINT FOR A DIGITALLY-INCLUSIVE STATE” 

Statement by Minister for Innovation and ICT 
MR D.J. KELLY (Bassendean — Minister for Innovation and ICT) [9.14 am]: There is little doubt that the 
way we work and live has changed over the course of this year, yet for many in our community the transition to 
accessing digital technology and online services is anything but seamless. Digital inclusion aims to give people of 
all ages, cultural and linguistic backgrounds, abilities, income levels and locations the skills and tools needed 
to access and engage with digital technology and online services. This is why I have released the draft 
“Digital Inclusion in Western Australia: A Blueprint for a Digitally-Inclusive State” to gather feedback on how 
to make Western Australia more digitally inclusive. 
Every day across the globe people spend on average six hours a day online, yet 11.6 per cent of Western Australian 
households do not have access to the internet. Further, 26 per cent of the state’s lowest income earners do not 
access the internet. Western Australians will now have the opportunity to share their experiences of using digital 
technology and provide valuable feedback on the draft blueprint. The draft blueprint identifies four key priority 
areas for digital inclusion focusing on digital connectivity, affordability, digital skills and the design of online 
government services. Feedback will inform the “Digital Inclusion in Western Australia: A Blueprint for 
a Digitally-Inclusive State”, which will guide the delivery of digital inclusion initiatives in Western Australia. 
The recent pandemic has further highlighted the challenges for those in our community who do not have ready 
access to these technologies and the difficulty in accessing services when it can no longer be done face to face. 
The McGowan government is committed to empowering all members of the Western Australian community to 
confidently and safely enjoy the benefits of digital technologies in their everyday lives and more readily access 
the services they need. Digital and printable copies of targeted surveys, catering to general members of the public 
and organisations providing services to digitally disadvantaged clients, as well as the draft blueprint itself, are 
available at wa.gov.au or by calling 6552 5235. 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — SCHOOLS — CAPITAL WORKS 
Grievance 

MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [9.17 am]: I thank the minister representing the Minister for Education 
and Training today for taking my grievance. My grievance is on behalf of the students, parents and staff of local 
schools in Darling Range, who are in dire need of state government funding for capital works, but, sadly, have 
missed out on the recent investment made by this government. I have many schools in my electorate that require 
infrastructure investment. However, due to the limited time today, I will be raising only two, but, believe me, I will 
come back and list the others later. 
Clifton Hills Primary School is one of the schools that I wish to raise today. It is a wonderful school. It has a great 
community with caring staff and a very active and engaged parents and citizens association that many schools 
would be envious of. However, this school’s facilities are outdated. The undercover area is unenclosed and far too 
small to accommodate the number of students at the school, and recently, during the wetter months, it has been 
flooded regularly. This has dramatically limited the school’s ability to conduct whole-of-school assemblies, as the 
weather must be favourable in order for it to do so. It also means that in bad weather students are not always able 
to leave their classrooms during recess and lunch, preventing them from going outside, exercising and burning off 
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some energy. I know that we all understand that our kids need that free time. The frustrating part of this is that 
although the school is currently fire compliant, the compliance is grandfathered—it does not meet the current modern 
standards—and it is currently substandard compared with our newer schools. This in itself is extremely concerning 
to me and the students and parents, as I know that every member in this place will remember the devastating 
bushfires we had in Kelmscott in 2011. 

Clifton Hills Primary School is located in this highly bushfire-prone area of Kelmscott and it is only considered to 
be fire compliant because it was at the time of construction. If the assembly area were to be enclosed or if any 
other work were to be done on the building, the whole building would need to adhere to the current regulations. 
As it currently has old fire compliancy, it means that it would need to be upgraded to the modern standard of fire 
compliance. In short, Clifton Hills Primary School cannot resolve its assembly area issue until money has been 
spent to bring the entire building up to the current standard. 

Through questions on notice, I asked about this matter in September last year. I asked how many schools in 
fire-prone areas are not fire compliant and how many schools are not able to develop or expand due to not having 
current fire compliance. The minister’s response advised me that there was none. I was also informed that there 
was no need to provide additional facilities or to upgrade facilities on the site in a bushfire-prone area. The facilities 
are designed to meet current codes, including those relating to fire compliance. If this is true, I am at a loss about 
why Clifton Hills has not received any money to bring it up to the modern fire compliance standard after one of 
its buildings had to be repaired and upgraded after a truck hit the building the night before the by-election in 
Darling Range. Upgrades and works have been done on this site, yet the fire compliance does not meet the modern 
standard. My question is: why was this school not included in the recent announcements about education funding 
on Monday, 3 August? 

West Byford Primary School is in my electorate. I accept that it received funding for new classrooms. On behalf of 
all the students and teachers at West Byford, I wish to thank the minister for that investment. However, when much 
older schools like Clifton Hills Primary School, which is in a highly bushfire-prone area, need a year-round assembly 
area that meets modern fire compliance requirements, it is not acceptable to leave them out. The Clifton Hills 
Primary School kids and community deserve far better, along with the other older schools in Darling Range. 

Another school that I want to quickly bring to the minister’s attention today is Roleystone Community College. 
On 3 July, I wrote to the Minister for Education and Training about the issues facing that school. I informed her 
that, like Clifton Hills Primary School, Roleystone Community College lacks an adequate undercover area because 
it does not have a gymnasium. This makes it difficult for teachers to fully deliver the arts and physical education 
curriculum and makes it impossible to hold whole-of-school events or assemblies due to hot weather, when it is far 
too hot to have students sitting outside in the sun, or cold weather, when it is too cold and wet from the rain. The 
college also identified an ideal location for a gymnasium that could be a dual-use facility, providing an undercover 
assembly area as well as enabling students to undertake their phys ed studies no matter the weather. This facility 
could also be used by the broader community of Roleystone. This would not only be a great benefit to the Roleystone 
community in the long term, but also create local jobs during the construction phase, which is greatly needed due 
to the fallout from the economic impact of COVID-19. 

In the same letter, I informed the education minister that there was a serious issue with the parking facility at 
Roleystone Community College. Parking at the college was designed for a district high school. However, the college 
now has a student intake from kindergarten to year 10 and is the only school in the entire suburb. Unlike high 
school students, kindergarten students must be picked up by their parents, and this has led to traffic volumes that are 
significantly higher than the capacity of the existing facility. Congestion has become a daily problem outside the 
school as a result of the inadequate facilities and it has become increasingly dangerous for the students. The incredibly 
hardworking Roleystone Community College Parents and Citizens Association has been collecting information on 
near misses on the footpath as parents attempt to bypass the congestion by driving over the footpath to park. Minister, 
there is an easy solution to this, and that is for a second kiss-and-drop facility to be constructed on Raeburn Road. 
This would ease traffic pressure and increase safety for our students. The need for this infrastructure is clear and 
I was disappointed to receive the following response from the minister on 28 July — 

At this stage, there are no funds available for capital works projects at Roleystone Community College; 
however, every consideration will be given as priorities are assessed for future capital works programs. 

However, five days later, in an announcement by the McGowan government, Roleystone Community College and 
Clifton Hills Primary School were neglected and did not receive one cent of this money. I ask the minister to 
reassess this for the safety of our students. 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Tourism) [9.24 am]: I am responding on behalf of the Minister for 
Education and Training. I thank the member for Darling Range for her grievance. I will provide the member with 
information provided by the minister. The minister is pleased that the member for Darling Range has begun to 
advocate for her local schools. 

Several members interjected. 
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Mr P. PAPALIA: I am reading it! The minister reminds the member for Darling Range that she was the member 
for this area under the previous Liberal–National government. She had the opportunity to be a strong advocate for 
her community then — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Excuse me! Deputy Speaker? 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, you will be going back to Dawesville very early on a Thursday 
morning! Go ahead, minister. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: The minister reminds the member for Darling Range that she was a member for this area under 
the previous Liberal–National government. She had the opportunity to be a strong advocate for her community then 
and fix infrastructure issues at these schools. In fact, she had two terms to do that, but instead of raising it then, 
she was part of the Liberal–National government that left $44 billion worth of debt to all Western Australians. The 
minister notes that now that this government has announced a $492.2 million school building package as part of 
the $5.5 billion WA recovery plan, the member for Darling Range has shifted her attention to school maintenance. 

The Minister for Education and Training has advised that she is aware of the concerns of Roleystone Community 
College. The minister has received correspondence from the member for Darling Range and also from 
Hon Matthew Swinbourn, MLC, member for East Metropolitan Region, who has been a great advocate for his 
local schools. 

Several members interjected. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Morley! It is unfortunate when the whole house goes quiet and you are 
the one yelling! Member for Darling Range! Please, both of you. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: There are 818 public schools in Western Australia ranging in age from new to more than 
100 years old. Priority for school upgrades is given to projects that ease enrolment pressure in fast-growing suburbs 
and remediate facilities at the end of their life. The Department of Education actively monitors enrolments at all 
public schools to assess whether they are coming under accommodation pressure. This process includes an analysis 
of classroom capacity, student accommodation projections and residential growth in the school’s local intake area. 
The Department of Education is aware of projected growth in enrolments at Roleystone Community College in 
coming years. The minister has been advised that the college has enough classroom space available to manage the 
projected increase in student numbers. The department will continue to closely monitor growth in the area. 

The minister is also aware that Roleystone Community College does not have a purpose-built sports hall or 
performing arts centre and is aware of the school’s request for funding to undertake these projects. 

The Department of Education has been working with the principal of Roleystone Community College regarding 
traffic management. An on-site meeting with the school was held on 23 July to discuss options and a way forward. 
The cost of a new Kiss ‘n’ Ride and parent carpark at the college is over $250 000. At this stage, the department’s 
traffic management budget is fully committed. However, the needs of the college will be considered against other 
statewide priorities when future capital works programs are determined. In 2012, the Department of Education 
funded a $248 790 parking upgrade at the school. 

In June 2019, Hon Matthew Swinbourn raised the matter about Clifton Hills Primary School with the Minister for 
Education and Training. At that time, the school was seeking support to extend its covered assembly area and 
remediate drainage issues. I am pleased to advise the member that the drainage issues at the school were addressed 
by the Department of Education and works were completed earlier this year. Clifton Hills Primary School sought 
advice on the extension of its covered assembly area and was advised that these works will trigger fire compliance 
requirements. The covered assembly area is currently fire compliant, as it meets the standards at the time it was 
built. In line with building requirements, the school would need to meet the current fire requirements to upgrade 
the facility. This is not unusual. There are buildings across the state that are fire compliant at the time of the build 
and as fire compliance requirements have changed and buildings have been upgraded, they have needed to be 
brought up to the new standard. Officers from the Department of Education have met with the school to discuss the 
upgrades and provide approximate costings for the works. The school is able to use its one-line budget to complete 
these works. I can also advise the member that Clifton Hills Primary School was allocated $323 033 in the school 
maintenance blitz program to address priority works.  

We continue to deal with the debt that the previous government left behind, and it only because of the McGowan 
government’s strong budget management that we have been able to invest significant funds in schools to ensure 
that all students across the state have access to world-class facilities. This includes $492.2 million as part of the 
building schools recovery package, including $2 million for a new classroom block at West Byford Primary School, 
and $200 million for the school maintenance blitz, of which the electorate of Darling Range received $5.2 million, 
which is the largest amount of funding received by any seat in metropolitan WA.  

Several members interjected. 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, that is the second time —  
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: I was talking to my colleague.  
The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, it was way too loud and you know that. Do not be disingenuous.  
Mr P. PAPALIA: It also includes $229.3 million as part of the Rebuilding our TAFEs plan, which is the biggest 
TAFE investment in history, and cutting fees on select courses by up to 50 per cent to ensure that anyone who 
wants further training can afford to get that further training. That is right; the McGowan government is reducing 
TAFE fees after the former Minister for Training and Workforce Development and now Leader of the Opposition, 
Liza Harvey, increased some fees by as much as 510 per cent. We are also building a $22.6 million state-of-the-art 
TAFE campus in Armadale, which will be used by the member for Darling Range’s constituents. A new purpose-built 
TAFE in Armadale will make vocational education and training programs more accessible for people across the 
growing metropolitan south-east residential corridor and provide pathways into long-term employment for youth 
and unemployed people who seek retraining. All these investments have been made possible only because of the 
strong budget management of the McGowan government. It shows that the McGowan government has a strong 
track record investing in schools and training, unlike the previous government. 

TOURISM — ADVERTISING — LOCAL CONTENT 
Grievance 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [9.31 am]: My grievance today is to the Minister for Tourism and it 
highlights some of the enormous challenges being experienced by operators as a result of the mandatory lockdown, 
Western Australia’s locked border, limited supply chains, the fact that we are still rebuilding and the sudden influx 
of Western Australians now exploring our wonderful state. 
As the Premier pointed out in Parliament yesterday, Western Australians, and many Western Australian businesses, 
are in a fortunate position compared with others in Australia. Although the removal of regional borders and the 
increased movement of people within WA has been hugely beneficial to the industry that was decimated after having 
to effectively shut down and accrue large fixed-costs debts, we need to remember that it is still far from business as 
usual. Unfortunately, many are still not able to capitalise on this increased visitation for many reasons, with the most 
pressing reason being that they are unable to source workers. Even if many businesses in Exmouth, Coral Bay, 
Shark Bay and Kalbarri could get workers, there is no accommodation available for them. Support for businesses at 
the forefront of tourism and hospitality is crucial and obvious to most, but there are many, many other associated 
businesses and industries in WA that support tourism that have been impacted by COVID-19 that also need the state’s 
support. This includes preserving our crucial, local, creative and artistically talented advertisement agencies.  
With the Western Australian state government pushing for locals and local businesses to support each other, 
spending local at all levels will undoubtedly help our intrastate economy. Although we have all been encouraged 
to spend locally and support local businesses, it seems from the Tourism WA website and anecdotal information 
that, unfortunately, some local businesses that have been developed to support tourism have not been supported in 
favour of eastern states organisations. It seems that the Tourism WA management team has a strong connection 
with the east coast, with some senior people originating from the east. They have worked for businesses in the 
east, which have subsequently been awarded local WA contracts over and above local agencies and companies. 
Surely, that is not in keeping with the Buy Local policy because it does not support and grow our own local WA 
talent and businesses. It seems that Tourism WA is currently guided by a management team that is completely 
from the eastern states or overseas. Is it true that the managing director recently moved his family from Bali, where 
they were residing, to Western Australia due to COVID-19? Is it true that the deputy managing director is living 
in New South Wales with his family and that he runs Western Australian tourism interests from his Sydney office? 
Is it true that the marketing director moved to Western Australia from New South Wales after leaving a senior role at 
The Monkeys, which, I understand, is the advertisement agency that was subsequently appointed as Tourism WA’s 
lead ad agency ahead of leading local agencies The Brand Agency, Marketforce and content producer Sandbox Media? 
Surely, that is not the buy-and-support-local approach that we have all been asked to adhere to while millions of 
dollars in creative fees have been sent to NSW.  
The Western Australian government announced that it has, at a significant but undisclosed cost, employed another 
NSW tourism expert, John O’Sullivan, who oversaw the employment of the advertising agency that produced 
the $38m Crocodile Dundee II advertisement, which was played during the Super Bowl in the United States. He 
is ex-Tourism Australia and close friends with the deputy managing director and managing director of Tourism WA, 
who are both from NSW. How much money is the government spending on interstate expertise to run the 
WA tourism industry when local investment in the sector has dried up? It seems that the government is supporting 
east coast–based talent, limiting investment in developing local tourism industry talent to help run the industry. Surely 
senior local industry people would be best placed to consult on campaigns such as Wander out Yonder, which, it 
has been claimed, is a record $2 million campaign that seems to have almost no television component at all. It is 
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still the largest reach of any media. I have been advised that The Monkeys has been paid around $400 000 to create 
the Wander out Yonder campaign. It has been reported that booking agency Initiative will receive about 11 per cent 
of the $2 million campaign for booking the advertising—that is, $620 000 spent before a single advertisement is 
produced. Is it true that there is no television advertising because there simply was not enough money available 
after the exorbitant bookings and creative costs that are being spent interstate and not with local companies? Is it 
true that Tourism WA marketing budgets provided to support the local industry are actually less than the spend 
allocated in 2019 after the claim of a record campaign and increased investment in tourism marketing? 

The claim is that money is being juggled between budgets when the real effect is that local tourism has fewer 
real dollars than last year to promote local tourism. Tourism WA’s April 2020 report titled “Visitation to 
Western Australia: Overview” shows that 80 per cent of all visitation and spend in Western Australia is made by 
locals—that is, Western Australians holidaying in their own state. Approximately 12 per cent of visitors in 2019 
were from interstate and eight per cent were from overseas. It seems that the department will receive in excess of 
$200 million in state government funding this calendar year, but this money is not being spent with local businesses. 
When actual budgets are reviewed, local market spend to activate Western Australian spend is less than 20 per cent 
of Tourism WA’s marketing spend with 80 per cent set aside for international and interstate. What business would 
survive spending 80 per cent of its budget marketing its product to 20 per cent of its customers? Instead of re-diverting 
that 80 per cent to engage locals to travel intrastate, it has been forced to be deferred to the 2021 budget. Is that true?  

The state government needs to put a 100 per cent moratorium on all state expenditure of government funds instead 
of demanding that all government departments support local businesses and services, particularly in the hospitality 
and tourism sectors. In the case of local advertising, the local agencies would be given a chance to let their skills 
shine, money would be spent with local media promoting the industry and investment in local companies and 
tourism infrastructure would see improved experiences and services for all visitors travelling around WA, regardless 
of their origins. 

MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Tourism) [9.38 am]: What an extraordinary presentation 
masquerading as a grievance—incredible. The member for North West Central has just conveyed exactly how 
little he knows about tourism. It is extraordinary that he has come into this place and made derisive comments and 
unsubstantiated claims about the high-quality leadership of Tourism Western Australia. I will say in this place right 
now that, firstly, the managing director of Tourism Western Australia is a Western Australian. If the member’s 
informant is incapable of identifying that Brodie Carr is a born and bred Western Australian who has also, funnily 
enough, had an expansive career around the globe and was selected as the best candidate from the biggest ever 
field of applicants for the role — 

Mr V.A. Catania: Where do they live? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: It is none of the member’s business where he lives! Brodie Carr is the best leader of the best 
tourism agency in the country. It is extraordinary that the member for North West Central would deign to come in 
here and air such ridiculous comments. Brodie Carr is an excellent managing director of Tourism WA. The fact 
that he has travelled the world and is a self-made man who had his own tourism marketing business in Europe is 
a good thing for Western Australia. The fact that he has garnered experience in tourism on the east coast is a good 
thing for Western Australia. Bear in mind that we are in the COVID pandemic right now, but as the Minister for 
Tourism for Western Australia, I hope that one day the borders will be open and we will be able to access those 
markets that we were doing so well in before COVID arrived. The last two years, which were overseen by Mr Carr 
in his role, saw the biggest growth in out-of-state visitors to Western Australia in history. It is far in excess of 
anything that was ever achieved under the previous government or any other governments in Western Australia 
since we have had a tourism agency. 

Tourism Western Australia was and is the best performing agency of its type in the country. The fact that it can 
access only the Western Australian market at the moment is exactly the same for every other tourism agency in 
the country. However, it is doing the best. We have the most open and active intrastate tourism market in the 
country. Our economy is undeniably better than anyone else’s in the country and Western Australians are travelling 
to the regions like they have never travelled before. The Wander out Yonder campaign is an absolute success. 
Wander out Yonder is working. It is not about television advertising. There is a range of media by which we can 
convey to a market the opportunities that are available to it. A lot of the money that is spent in the Wander out 
Yonder campaign is focused on partnerships. We have partnerships with hotel chains, the RAC and tour operators. 
Clearly, we are promoting tourism effectively and the campaign is working. More people are going to the electorate 
that the member for North West Central purports to represent than have ever been. More Western Australians are 
discovering the beautiful coral coast tourism region than have ever before. 

I refer to one issue that I think should have been a question on notice rather than a grievance, which the member read 
out word for word as conveyed to him by some aggrieved individual. I will read the response I have about the creative 
agency The Monkeys. The member obviously has some concern that the best agency getting a job is not the best process 
for Western Australia and he feels that we should choose someone who he would like to have the money rather than 
have an open and competitive process whereby an independent panel determines who should get the contract. 
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Tourism WA’s contract with Cummins&Partners for strategic and creative advertising services expired in 
November 2019. It was not Western Australian. That is the company that the member’s government used to use. 
An open tender process for a new agency was carried out in accordance with State Supply Commission policies 
and the Western Australian industry participation strategy. There were no restrictions on who could bid and the 
procurement was facilitated by the Department of Finance. The evaluation process resulted in a recommendation 
to appoint one agency to strategic and creative services, and four agencies to production and implementation 
services. Three of the four agencies appointed to the production and implementation panel are from WA. They are 
The Brand Agency, Marketforce Group and Sandbox Productions, with the fourth agency being Sydney-based 
The Monkeys. The successful lead agency, The Monkeys, is a multi-award-winning agency with offices in Sydney 
and Melbourne. Other local agencies were evaluated; however, they were not competitive in the appointment 
process. Tourism WA’s creative advertising service agencies were all officially appointed on 19 February 2020. 
The estimated contract award value is $18 million over five years, and has been divided into strategic and creative 
services, which will get $6 million; and implementation and production services, which will get $12 million. 

It is not outrageous to suggest that an agency with a lot of knowledge of Sydney and Melbourne where, pre-COVID, 
most of our interstate market was drawn from, won the contract. That is not outrageous. In an open and competitive 
process, it won the bid. Many Western Australian companies are associated with the contract too. Three out of the 
four companies are Western Australian. It was a ridiculous grievance. 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT AND JUSTICE STANDING COMMITTEE 
Eighth Report — “Opening Doors to Justice: Supporting Victims by Improving the Management of Family and 

Domestic Violence Matters in the Magistrates Court of Western Australia” — Tabling 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [9.46 am]: It is a pleasure to present for tabling the eighth report of the 
Community Development and Justice Standing Committee entitled “Opening Doors to Justice: Supporting Victims 
by Improving the Management of Family and Domestic Violence Matters in the Magistrates Court of 
Western Australia”. I also table the open submissions received by the inquiry. 

[See papers 3562 and 3563.] 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: This is a very important report. It is an absolute pleasure, on behalf of the committee, 
to table it and speak briefly to it. In undertaking the committee inquiry into how the Magistrates Court of 
Western Australia manages matters involving family and domestic violence, the committee’s intent was to identify 
areas for improvement in the way the court manages matters involving this important issue whilst being cognisant 
not to impinge on the integrity and institutional independence of the court. I think we managed that very successfully. 
I am extremely grateful for the cooperation and openness of the magistrates and staff of the Magistrates Court of 
Western Australia when they provided information and evidence throughout the course of this inquiry—in 
particular, the Chief Magistrate. I have seen firsthand the excellent work that the court can do, even under immense 
pressure and in difficult circumstances. Through the recommendations made in this report, we hope to support and 
improve the way the court does business and to contribute to improved outcomes for court users. Primary amongst 
those court users, of course, are victims of family and domestic violence. 

The overwhelming evidence that the inquiry received reaffirmed the well-established fact that victims of family 
violence are overwhelmingly women, and that perpetrators of family violence are generally men. However, the 
committee acknowledges that domestic violence can occur in a broad range of relationships, including same-sex 
relationships, parents and children, and between siblings or extended family. 

We know this but again it has been reaffirmed that, unfortunately, Aboriginal people are vastly over-represented as 
victims of family violence. An Ombudsman’s investigation in 2015 found that although Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people made up only 3.1 per cent of the state’s population, they comprised 33 per cent of victims of family 
and domestic violence offences. However, Aboriginal women applied for only 11 per cent of FDV-related restraining 
orders. It was particularly upsetting for me personally, and for every member of the committee, to hear that Aboriginal 
women are 45 times more likely to be victims of family and domestic violence than are non-Aboriginal women. 
Let that sink in for a moment. It is 45 times more likely that an Aboriginal woman is a victim of family and 
domestic violence than a non-Aboriginal woman.  

As with every person and organisation across the state, the committee’s work was affected by the COVID-19 
pandemic. The committee’s planned visit to the Barndimalgu Aboriginal family violence court in Geraldton in 
early April was cancelled due to legitimate public health concerns and the increasing restrictions on movement at 
the time. The committee was disappointed that it was not able to see the workings of this court firsthand, because 
we have heard very positive feedback about court outcomes and the way that the court, which is community led, 
is working very, very hard to combat disadvantage, particularly in the area of family and domestic violence. The 
committee looks forward to the outcome of the scheduled review of this court that is due to be commenced later 
this year. Throughout our report we have made recommendations focused on improving the justice response to 
family violence affecting Aboriginal people. I reiterated the importance of Aboriginal people being fully involved 
in all decision-making, staffing, court, legal and support services.  

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013562afaf42f4839419c3b482585c4001674ac/$file/3562.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Test/Tables.nsf/screenLaunch
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A key theme throughout the report is that the court can become more accessible to court users if the court itself 
and related and support services are appropriately resourced. The committee received consistent evidence that the 
court was taking too long to hear and finalise family and domestic violence restraining order matters. Delays are 
problematic for numerous reasons, including that court users can be put off by applying for a family violence 
restraining order. Both applicants and respondents can experience growing emotional distress as matters remain 
unresolved, and parties’ views can become entrenched, making it difficult for issues to be resolved. Obviously, 
the delays need to be overcome. Although there are some options to reduce delays, such as greater use of video 
link technology in regional areas, ultimately the court needs more magistrates and associated staff to hear matters 
promptly. In recent years there has been significant growth in the number of FVRO applications made to the court 
without a corresponding increase in resources. Increasing the number of magistrates and staff will have the biggest 
effect on reducing time to trial. Sufficiently resourcing legal services will also improve accessibility, reduce 
delays and provide much-needed support for court users. Legal representation is essential to the FVRO process, 
yet at present there are insufficient free or low-cost legal services available for applicants, and such services are 
almost completely unavailable for respondents. Appropriate legal advice can empower a person experiencing 
family and domestic violence to make choices and exercise their rights, improve parties’ decision-making and help 
court users understand the court process. Importantly, the committee heard that making legal services available for 
respondents—that is, perpetrators—can potentially diffuse tension, reduce breaches of any orders that are granted 
against the perpetrators, help matters reach a timely resolution and break down some of the entrenchment that 
happens between the parties.  
Similarly, support services are critically important for people affected by family violence. Not only can appropriate 
services support a person through court processes, but the court itself can be a touchpoint for service providers to 
engage with families affected by family and domestic violence and provide them with additional support to address 
related factors and underlying causes of FDV such as alcohol and drug abuse, mental health issues, homelessness, 
financial security and sometimes a combination of those factors. It is concerning that both the family violence 
service and victim support service in the metropolitan area, and the victim support and child witness service in 
regional and remote areas are underfunded and unable to provide the level of support needed, demanded and 
required by their clients. Family violence matters are core business for the Magistrates Court. It is one of the largest 
cohorts of matters that the court deals with, so it is imperative that all magistrates are knowledgeable about the 
dynamics of family and domestic violence, including how it may manifest in different ways, depending on the 
type of relationship or the victim’s or perpetrator’s cultural background. A lack of knowledge about family and 
domestic violence can lead to inconsistency in magistrates’ decision-making, and that was an issue we confronted 
throughout the system, with people telling us that there was significant inconsistency in decision-making. Magistrates 
and staff need to attend ongoing training, and they need to be committed to implementing that training in their 
decision-making and work. I think that is a key finding—not just initial training, but ongoing training as well. 
There needs to be a commitment to continual improvement, so the funding needs to be made available to bring 
that training to fruit. We saw with the Chief Magistrate and the magistrates in the court that there is a thirst for 
knowledge and they just need to be able to access it. They need the resources.  
In the course of their work magistrates and court staff are potentially exposed to a significant amount of traumatic 
information. This can lead to vicarious trauma, which can contribute to mental health issues and burnout at 
work. We have seen that really amplified in other jurisdictions. Thankfully, it has not been amplified in 
Western Australia, but precarious trauma and the associated mental and physical impacts that it can have is a real 
issue. It is important that magistrates and staff are supported through access to training and counselling to recognise 
and respond to the effects of vicarious trauma, including being able to assist some of their colleagues experiencing 
distress or at the very least guiding their colleagues to seek the assistance that they require. There are some 
recommendations made in the report around that. It is critical; we have to look after the people who are on the 
front line of this—Magistrates Court workers and magistrates themselves, but including the workers there on the 
front line. They are the front line in dealing with a lot of family and domestic violence issues, because that is where 
victim sometimes go for the first time to seek help. 
The Western Australian Parliament has recently passed legislation that allows for the introduction of a form of 
alternative dispute resolution known as conferencing into the family violence restraining order process. This 
process is partly based on the conferencing model of the ACT Magistrates Court, which we were able to visit 
during our investigatory trip to the east coast in February of this year. The committee spoke with a range of 
stakeholders in the ACT who provided comprehensive feedback about what works well and not so well in this 
process. I am generally in favour of introducing an option of conferencing as one step in the family violence 
restraining order process, although it is important to remember that it is not a panacea and it has its own unique 
challenges and potential pitfalls. It is an important additional tool in the toolkit to respond to and reduce family 
and domestic violence, and I guess we will see how it is implemented in Western Australia now that the legislation 
has passed. It was passed as a suite of COVID-19 response measures, and we are obviously cognisant that the 
COVID-19 period and the stresses of it lead to an increase in family and domestic violence, something that 
obviously the Parliament and the state responded to. We will see in the implementation how that conferencing 
model works and the results that it has. 
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The committee looked at the evaluations that had been undertaken of the previous family violence court, which 
dealt with criminal matters involving family and domestic violence, and I have to say that we were dismayed by 
the lack of transparency in the evaluation process. The narrowly focused review led to the replacement of the 
Family Violence Court with the family violence list that we see in some of our Magistrates Courts today. It was 
really difficult for the committee to ascertain why there was a shift in models, and what that shift had achieved, 
particularly as there seems to have been no clear objectives or framework for the family violence list. The family 
violence list model is due to be evaluated in 2021. The committee recommends that the evaluation be used as an 
opportunity to set objectives, identify indicators for success and establish a clear framework to guide the family 
violence list’s operations into the future. Without doing so, it will be difficult to identify the potential benefits of 
the model or any other replacement model, and, most importantly, it would also be difficult to assess the effectiveness 
of the model. There should be an increased focus on implementing best practice and building an evidence base for 
the effectiveness of court-based responses to family and domestic violence, including the family violence list 
model, behaviour change programs and family violence restraining order conferencing. These responses should 
be independently evaluated—I stress that; the evaluation needs to be independent—with the outcomes released 
upon conclusion of the evaluation so that the basis of future decision-making is clear. 

In our travels we saw in Queensland that the ongoing independent evaluation of its changes and the models that it 
is introducing are a built-in component of its framework. I think that leads to much better practice. In our travels 
to Melbourne, Canberra, Brisbane and the Gold Coast in February, we had the opportunity to explore how other 
court systems are structured to grapple with and respond to this important issue that we need to deal with of family 
and domestic violence in our society. Following its 2015 royal commission into family violence, the Victorian 
government’s justice response to family violence is considered across the board by every stakeholder we have 
spoken to as leading the nation. Its integrated court response is aspirational, and I think that is an aspiration we 
should aim for. That is not the committee’s view; it is my view. We should look at integrating our response as 
much as possible. There is a lot of commentary in the report that I think is useful to explain why that could be 
something that would make our system work better, particularly for victims, as well as assisting perpetrators to 
hopefully curb their abhorrent behaviour. It would take a significant whole-of-government approach and major 
expenditure to replicate this landmark systemic change in Western Australia, so we held back on saying, “You must 
do this, and you must do this immediately”, but if it is worth aspiring to, I think it is important to put in the building 
blocks to get to it. In Queensland, specialist family violence courts have been established to deal with related civil 
and criminal family violence matters. That, I think, is a halfway step to the Victorian model and, again, it is worth 
looking at as a system that could be integrated into what we do here in Western Australia. 

It was clear to the committee that better integration of related civil and criminal family violence matters within 
the Magistrates Court has significant potential to reduce re-traumatisation and improve outcomes for victims of 
family and domestic violence. The victim does not have to appear separately for their civil matter when seeking 
a family violence restraining order; they do not have to then come back and appear separately to be a witness 
and provide evidence for the criminal matter. That sort of integrated model could assist in the oversight and 
accountability of perpetrators undertaking behaviour change programs and could also provide time and cost 
savings within the court system. Regardless of the structure of such integration, the Magistrates Court of 
Western Australia should establish an overarching plan to manage all proceedings involving family violence. 
This plan should be developed and overseen by a strategic oversight group of stakeholders at a state level, and 
implemented by local oversight groups at an individual court level. Again, in that regard we saw in Queensland, 
at Southport Magistrates Court on the Gold Coast, how that sort of model of all the stakeholders at a local level 
getting together can aid outcomes, particularly for victims of family and domestic violence, and help the court 
processes, which is just as important. 

I would like to thank current and former members of the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee 
for their enthusiastic and collaborative approach to the inquiry—the current members, the member for Bunbury, 
the member for Burns Beach, the member for Vasse and the member for Churchlands; and the previous members, 
the member for Dawesville and the member for Carine. I would also like to thank all the stakeholders who so 
willingly participated in the inquiry. As always, I offer special thanks to the committee staff, who have worked 
tirelessly, efficiently and effectively to help the committee throughout the entire process. I specifically thank our 
staff for the work that they do. 

Unfortunately, the findings and recommendations of this inquiry will not stop family and domestic violence, but 
the implementation of the recommendations will go a long way towards opening the doors of justice to better 
support and protect victims of family and domestic violence as they interact with the Magistrates Court of 
Western Australia, and hold perpetrators accountable for their actions and support them to change their behaviour. 

It has been a challenging inquiry. Some of the evidence that we have received has been heartbreaking—especially, 
as I said at the outset, in relation to family and domestic violence in Aboriginal communities. I hope that this 
inquiry is one more step towards making our system work for the people for whom it should work—the victims—
and, in particular, reducing the number of victims we see in the future. 
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MR M.J. FOLKARD (Burns Beach) [10.06 am]: I rise to report on the eighth report of the Community Development 
and Justice Standing Committee, “Opening Doors to Justice: Supporting Victims by Improving the Management 
of Family and Domestic Violence Matters in the Magistrates Court of Western Australia”. Before I speak further, 
firstly, I would like to thank the chair of the committee, the member for Hillarys, and the member for Bunbury, 
the member for Vasse, the member for Churchlands, the member for Dawesville and the member for Carine. 
I would also like to thank our tireless staff, Ms Alison Sharpe, Ms Catherine Parsons and Mrs Alice Jones. 
The content of this report had a real and relevant effect on me. As members are all aware, I was in a past life 
a police officer. One of the last serious jobs I attended was a domestic violence–related homicide. The underlying 
cause and compelling factor was the performance of the Magistrates Court and its delays, so this report has had 
quite an impact on me through the journey. The report only scratches the surface of domestic violence. I have 
always believed that the best responses to domestic violence must be led by the community and must include the 
community as a whole for those responses to be effective. I believe the McGowan government has led the way 
through the creation of a Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence. I think that has been a positive 
step forward in this space. 
I note that, without fail, every witness who appeared before the committee said that they wanted more money, and 
I struggled with that. Not a single witness came before the committee and said, “Listen, we can improve the 
processes.” I battled with that. I am very wary of throwing money at a problem. We need better processes, so that 
compelled my thoughts in relation to our findings in the report.  
We also found that there was no consistency in processes or outcomes. We travelled all over Australia and met 
with stakeholders here in Western Australia, and in Melbourne, Canberra and the Gold Coast. When I raised with 
witnesses the matter of consistency of outcomes, all of them, without fail, would roll their eyes. The consistency 
between magistrates varied so much that it was almost as though the system has lost its sense of justice. That was 
interesting. We found that here in Western Australia. We also found that in Victoria when we talked to stakeholders. 
I also found it, I would not say invigorating, but pleasing, that one of the issues that came out consistently is that 
we need to look at the training of magistrates. I like the process that has been applied in Victoria through the 
Judicial College of Victoria. That has been reflected in our findings. I also like the idea that in Victoria, all the 
stakeholders in the court process receive consistent training so that a consistent message comes through. This 
applies not only to magistrates but perforates all the way through to even the security guards who protect the users 
of the court space. I found that quite compelling. We need to look at that here in the west. The Judicial College of 
Victoria also provides peer reviews of judgements, and mentoring. That helps enhance the process and obtain 
consistency, and thereby prevent frustration by the users of the court space. I thought that was interesting. It struck 
me that they are working to bring back a sense of justice within this space. The committee’s report picks up on the 
need to improve things, like having a bench book for magistrates so that they have something to reflect on. 
The other thing that stood out was that not only Victoria, but also the Australian Capital Territory and Queensland, 
have gone down the road of appointing specialist domestic violence magistrates. That is also something that we 
may need to consider in this state, and our report reflects that. 
I note that probably one of the best courts that we saw was a small community-based court in Melbourne. It was 
embedded in the community. I still reflect on this, that it had a childcare centre in the court space. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: Child-minding. 
Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Yes. That provided services for not only the stakeholders in the court but also the 
community at large. I thought if that breaks down the stigma within the family court and the family court process, 
that is a positive. It even had a little coffee shop, which is an idea that is quite new. In the background, the court 
provided the full package of domestic violence services, both police and community services. I also noted that 
both parties were supported. In this state, we need to do more work in the offending space so that when offenders 
go to court, everyone will know what is going on and what the outcomes are. I get that we need to support the 
victims of domestic violence, and they need probably stronger efforts in that space, but if we do not also get to the 
offenders, we will create further division and further enhancement of offending. 
I note that regional Western Australia effectively has these small courts. In my time as a policeman, we used to 
get all the services at those courts, because I used to drag them down. That seemed to work. For some reason, 
we have drifted away from that. If in regional WA we can embed community services within the framework of 
the court space, at even a small cost, the outcomes will be significant. I reflect on the chair’s comments about the 
over-representation of Aboriginal womenfolk within the space of domestic violence. We can do positive things, at 
a minor cost, to change the way in which we do this. I hope that is reflected in the government’s response. 
I will not talk too much more about this. I would like to thank everyone who put in a submission to the committee. 
I hope that, going forward, some of the recommendations, if not all, will be embraced and taken forward. 
MR D.T. PUNCH (Bunbury) [10.14 am]: I would like to make a brief contribution to the tabling of the eighth report 
of the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee and to thank all the members of the committee, 
past and present, and also our chair, the member for Hillarys, for his leadership in taking us through what has been 
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a very difficult topic. I would also like to extend my deep appreciation to our staff who supported us through this 
process, Alison Sharpe, Catherine Parsons and Alice Jones. I also want to thank all the people who took the time 
to make submissions, especially those who have experienced and survived domestic violence and had the courage 
to tell us their stories. I also want to acknowledge the many people, especially women and children, who have not 
survived and who are not here to tell us about their experiences. 
The Magistrates Courts of Western Australia is one part of a government justice, business and community response 
to family and domestic violence. Although the issues of disadvantage feature strongly in the statistics that we have 
heard today, it is not an issue just for the disadvantaged; it is an issue that impacts every sector of our community. 
The McGowan government has significantly raised the profile of family and domestic violence with the appointment 
of a Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence, and the development of a 10-year strategy, “Path to 
Safety: Western Australia’s strategy to reduce family and domestic violence 2020–2030”, with the intent of providing 
guidance and leadership for collective action across government, community, justice services and business. 
The eighth report of the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee, “Opening Doors to Justice”, 
is one part of the changing landscape. It has been developed in a climate in which there is a real focus on family 
and domestic violence, not only from the point of view of the justice response, but also how we inform the community 
and bring the issue into our conversations, and how we target our prevention and intervention programs, as well 
as our justice responses. This report focuses very closely—almost with laser-like precision—on the management of 
family and domestic violence matters, particularly restraining orders, in the Magistrates Court of Western Australia. 
The words “Magistrates Court of Western Australia” roll off the tongue relatively easily. We tend to think of 
a building. However, it is essentially a network of justice responses that covers over one million square kilometres 
of the most geographically diverse state in Australia, with a large number of communities, and with a broad sweep 
of cultural and linguistic diversity. The Magistrates Court of WA does not operate in isolation from the programs 
that have been implemented by this government. Part of the strategy that I referred to is focused on how to get 
a synchronicity between the range of services, how they are dealt with from a community point of view, how they 
are dealt with within the industry and business environment, and how to respond from a judicial point of view. 
Other members have spoken about the examination that the committee undertook and the places and courts that 
we visited. The leading edge of that was the search for best practice and better practice. The committee found that 
nationally, this occurs when courts that deal with family and domestic matters, particularly restraining orders, are 
grounded in the community, understand the community in which they operate, and are connected to a network of 
support services that are culturally and linguistically appropriate. Importantly, the better practice courts have 
buildings and systems that encourage people to feel safe and that separate perpetrators from victims; the implications 
of orders are fully explained to all parties; and the personal needs of, for example, parents with children are cared for 
with simple things like being cognisant of the need for child care. They also support the notion that people feel valued 
in that space and are not part of a conveyor belt going through for a justice order. Better practice presupposes that 
players in the system, be they magistrates, support staff or other professionals, are trained, have access to professional 
development and their safety and wellbeing is well supported. Better practice also demands coordination and 
professional case management when victims of violence are at the centre of a professional helping response. 
This report sets out 78 recommendations based on 85 findings. It is a very comprehensive report of one aspect of 
the family and domestic violence response. Those recommendations range from training for magistrates and 
support staff and anybody involved in the system of care and response, information to victims and perpetrators, 
building design, childcare and safety. Although many of the recommendations reflect a continuing call for more 
funding nationally, which is a fairly important issue, it is not a reason for not examining how current resources 
can be used more effectively. The report sets out a guidance framework for both the Chief Magistrate and the 
Attorney General to think about this important issue into the future as the government strategy on family and 
domestic violence unfolds. 
In its first three years, the McGowan government allocated over $53 million to new programs, so significant 
resources have been allocated to the global view of family and domestic violence, of which this report examines 
one part. Those new programs include perpetrator programs, refuge expansions, services for victims, tenancy law 
reform and extensive law reform dealing with issues such as suffocation and strangulation, persistent family 
violence offending by a perpetrator and increased penalties for breaking family violence restraining orders. In light 
of COVID, another $23 million in support funding has been made available to specifically address the issues that 
we know have arisen out of the changed circumstances and the new pressures that COVID has brought to intimate 
family relationships. 
This report is tabled in the context of a wideranging reform agenda. It needs to be considered in the context of that 
wide agenda. My hope is that it will be used well to inform the future operation of our Magistrates Court by all 
stakeholders who have an influence in the direction and the way in which we administer justice in this respect. 
Again, I would like to thank my fellow committee members and acknowledge that all of us heard some very 
harrowing stories. It is hard to believe that that sort of behaviour occurs in our community, but it does and we have 
to face up to it. I commend this report as one part of the jigsaw puzzle in the total response. 
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MR S.K. L’ESTRANGE (Churchlands) [10.21 am]: I, too, rise to speak on the report entitled “Opening Doors 
to Justice: Supporting Victims by Improving the Management of Family and Domestic Violence Matters in the 
Magistrates Court of Western Australia”. I am pleased to be a part of the Community Development and Justice 
Standing Committee that tabled this report today because the terms of reference are really important to help 
improve the court processes and the way we support people who are suffering in situations of family and domestic 
violence. It is particularly important if we look at the Magistrates Court of Western Australia’s management of 
matters involving family and domestic violence, the ease of access to the processes, the costs, the access to advice 
and support, and programs for the people involved and how other jurisdictions manage matters involving family 
and domestic violence, including an examination of non-adversarial methods and ways to improve the efficiency and 
effectiveness of the Magistrates Court of WA’s management of matters involving family and domestic violence. 

As the chair, the member for Hillarys, pointed out, the committee travel was very interesting. It gave us a lot of insights 
into how other jurisdictions are dealing with the issues. One of the things that stood out was the way it is being managed 
in Victoria. As the chair said, the Victorian government’s justice response to family violence is considered nation 
leading. Its integrated court response is aspirational. It would take a significant whole-of-government approach and 
major expenditure to replicate that landmark systemic change in Western Australia. As Western Australians, we 
should always aim to look for continuous improvement and how we can better manage situations so that things 
improve. There is no better example of why we should look for continuous improvement than in some statistics that 
we can all access quite freely through reports such as the “Department of Communities 2018–19 Annual Report” 
which includes statistics such as 47 623 family and domestic violence incidents occurred with and without children. 
In 2018–19, there were 15 996 cases of people receiving family and domestic violence services. 

Other statistics provided by the Australian Bureau of Statistics’ personal safety survey from 2016 show that 17 per cent 
of women, or 1.6 million, and six per cent of men, or 547 600, had experienced violence by a partner since the age 
of 15. One in four women, or 23 per cent or 2.2 million, and one in six men, or 16 per cent or 1.4 million, experienced 
emotional abuse by a partner since the age of 15. The Australian government’s National Plan to Reduce Violence 
against Women and their Children 2010–2022 found that the total annual cost of violence against women and their 
children in Australia was estimated to be $22 billion in 2015–16. These are sad statistics that point to why this report 
that we are tabling today is so important in helping us as a society to move forward to make this situation better. 

In 2019, the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare report shows that on average one woman was killed every 
nine days and one man was killed every 29 days by a partner between July 2014 and June 2016. Also, as highlighted 
by the chair and others, we have significant issues confronting our Indigenous communities. In 2016–17, Indigenous 
females aged 15 and over were 34 times more likely to be hospitalised for family violence as non-Indigenous females. 
That was from the report “Family, Domestic and Sexual Violence in Australia: Continuing the National Story 2019”. 

As Western Australians, we should sit up and listen to these statistics. We should take a really keen interest in this 
report that this parliamentary committee is tabling today. The government would do well to look at the findings 
and recommendations to see where things can improve so that, for example, that example in Victoria can be looked 
at quite closely. 

The impact on women, as I said, is of significant concern. Domestic violence itself has been under the spotlight 
even more so in recent times due to coronavirus. In fact, it rose by five per cent amid the COVID-19 emergency. 
WA Police had 2 082 reports of family-related assaults in March during the lockdown—the most for any month 
on record and a 17 per cent year-on-year increase. There was a 47 per cent rise in calls to the WA women’s domestic 
violence helpline in March and April compared with the same period last year. It is an issue. It is confronting 
households throughout Western Australia, and it has been put under even more pressure recently due to COVID-19. 

We understand that beyond those statistics I mentioned earlier, there are other effects. The Department of 
Communities, child protection and family support, shows the impacts of family and domestic violence on women 
and children in “Fact Sheet 6 Impacts of family and domestic violence on women”. Apart from the obvious physical 
and psychological injuries, women can suffer insomnia, chronic pain, exhaustion, reproductive health problems, 
higher rates of miscarriage, panic attacks, phobias, anxiety and sleeping disorders, higher stress levels, obviously, 
and a greater risk of suicide attempts, just to name a few. The Department of Communities fact sheet 6 shows the 
impact on children and states that when domestic violence occurs in a family with children, the violence is a form 
of child abuse in itself. The report, which, as I said before, I really encourage government members to read, has 
85 findings and 72 recommendations. The executive summary notes the need for an increase in judicial resourcing; 
the requirement—as the chair of the committee mentioned—for better training for magistrates and staff, which is 
integral to court accessibility; the need for access to legal and support services for the benefit of the court and its 
users; importantly, the need to look at alternative dispute resolution so that it can be done safely, because it offers 
many benefits; that the family violence restraining order process can be further improved to promote accessibility 
and efficiency; that specialist family and domestic violence courts need defined objectives to be truly effective; 
that the management of family and domestic violence criminal matters can be improved; that integrating related 
matters in different jurisdictions will improve consistency and minimise duplication; that improving court 
infrastructure will promote efficiency; and that an integrated government response is required. 
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As members have heard, this report is detailed. The fact that it makes 72 recommendations means that there is 
work that can be done. Like my colleagues on this committee, I commend the work of our principal research 
officer, Alison Sharpe, and research officers Catherine Parsons and Alice Jones, and thank them for their efforts 
in supporting the committee. I thank the former committee members, the members for Carine and Dawesville, for 
their efforts. I thank the member for Vasse, who joined me on this committee about a quarter of the way through 
the process, for her efforts. Of course, the members for Bunbury and Burns Beach have been with the inquiry 
throughout. It was a fantastic effort from them. I cannot ignore the fact that the committee was motivated and 
inspired by our chair, the member for Hillarys, who throughout this inquiry did an outstanding job in focusing all 
committee members on the task at hand. He was very collegiate in making sure that we were all involved in the 
process and able to engage with witnesses, and ensured that we all had equal time to present our concerns and 
questions. His attention to detail in the writing of the report was fantastic; he was obviously supported by the staff. 
Maybe a plan B for the member for Hillarys when he moves on from political life could be as an outstanding 
magistrate, supporting the community, because he has certainly made a lot of effort here. I thank all the committee 
members and the staff and commend this committee report to the house. 

MS L. METTAM (Vasse) [10.32 am]: I rise to make a contribution on and respond to the tabling of the report 
titled “Opening Doors to Justice: Supporting Victims by Improving the Management of Family and Domestic 
Violence Matters in the Magistrates Court of Western Australia”. As the member for Churchlands mentioned, 
I joined the committee partway through this inquiry. Joining this investigation and exploration of some of the 
challenges the Magistrates Court faces with domestic violence cases was an experience I found beneficial both 
professionally and personally. I certainly support and commend the 72 recommendations that were made as 
a result of this inquiry. 

At the outset, I thank my colleagues on this committee for their contributions. The committee was led with great 
leadership by the chair, the member for Hillarys. I thank the deputy chair, the member for Burns Beach; committee 
members, the members for Churchlands and Bunbury; and former committee members, the members for 
Dawesville and Carine. I would also like to thank principal research officer Alison Sharpe, Alice Jones and 
Catherine Parsons for the significant work undertaken coordinating this inquiry and putting together and producing 
the body of work before us today. 

Family and domestic violence is a significant and important issue, and it occurs in every section of society. As the 
member for Hillarys mentioned, Aboriginal people are significantly represented. Although they comprise only 
3.1 per cent of the population, we see that they are over-represented when it comes to family and domestic violence 
cases, making up 33 per cent of cases. Sadly, only 11 per cent of Aboriginal women apply for family violence 
restraining orders, which is a significant concern. 

The trigger for this inquiry was the resourcing of this concerning area. The most significant issue is that between 
2016–17 to 2018–19 the median time to trial in the WA Magistrates Court was 25 weeks. Over this period, 
applications for violence restraining orders increased by 14 per cent and applications for family violence 
restraining orders increased by 38 per cent, which is a significant concern. This wait time and the wait time for 
trial in general peaked at 25 weeks in April 2018. We heard evidence of family violence restraining orders being 
settled three years after applications had been first made. That is obviously not good enough. It is taking too long 
to hear these cases. We need more magistrates. The report states — 

Submissions from the Chief Magistrate, President of the CCWA and a community legal centre stated that 
funding for the MCWA and the CCWA has not kept pace with the increase in the number of matters … 
Courts are becoming ‘gridlocked’ due to significant increases in applications for FVROs which is not 
simply attributable to population growth. 

The committee’s recommendation 1 was around the obvious issue that there is a need for more funding for the 
appointment of additional magistrates. It is noted that during the inquiry, two additional magistrates were appointed 
in WA, but there is concern about whether these two magistrates will be able to keep up with this significant body 
of work that we are seeing coming through our courts at the moment. I had the benefit of catching up with 
representatives of the City of Karratha recently. One of the most significant issues in the local government area is 
the absence of a magistrate. There is a magistrate who flies in and out for only one or two days a month, and there 
is high demand, which puts pressure on that individual’s time. There are obvious benefits in the way in which 
courts are designed and we heard about the important role court infrastructure plays. In particular, we heard about 
the great benefits in the City of Melbourne and in Victoria in general from this working well. 

Evidence taken from Sharryn Jackson, the executive director of the Community Legal Centres Association WA, 
referred to the value of regional court infrastructure. She talked about the challenge of addressing and dealing with 
family and domestic violence matters in a state such as ours in which 80 per cent of our population is in the 
metropolitan area. She said — 

… regional courts that are in even worse states of disrepair or appropriateness than metropolitan 
courts … with no breakout rooms for them to be able to consult their clients. 
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I note in particular Ms Jackson’s comments on the services in Bunbury. I quote — 

I think the most classic example I heard when I was compiling the submission involved our South West 
Community Legal Centre in the member for Bunbury’s electorate. The facilities there are very poor. 
There is only one waiting area and there is only one room that is available for consultations with clients. 
That is both for respondents as well as applicants. As you understand, lawyers take very seriously privacy 
and the privilege of the exchange of information, and you like to do that not in the waiting room with 
30 other people who are waiting for the court list to be called that morning. On one occasion, the solicitor 
eventually found someone who would open the locked room so that she could have that consultation with 
her client. The sad thing was that they then missed the call in the waiting room for the matter that was 
being listed, and so an order did not issue and the process had to commence all over again. That is the 
kind of worst example. 

That is why this sort of infrastructure is so important. We know that in the regions, the challenges for magistrates 
who specialise in family and domestic violence is particularly significant given the number of cases and the 
population challenges. We are also hearing about significant issues that relate to the delivery of infrastructure. 

Victim support services were also something we heard much about. Magistrate Dean Potter raised concerns about 
a backward step occurring since a review had been undertaken. A review was commenced in 2016 into the way 
victim support services are provided to support family violence–related matters. That review was completed in 
2019 and indicated that the service was not working to its full capacity but it led to a shift to a more centralised 
model with 1800 phone numbers and generic email addresses being utilised. Magistrate Dean Potter raised 
significant concerns about this model and I quote — 

… the roll-back of having face-to-face contact on a daily basis at courthouses has clearly had an impact. 

The committee shared those concerns. Although the department states that it is seeing an increasing number of clients 
and it helps, it was not reflected in the information provided to the committee at the time of this report’s publication. 

Finding 21 states — 

Recent changes to the service delivery model of the Family Violence Service may have a negative effect 
on the quality and timeliness of the service provided to clients. 

Recommendation 15 indicated that the Attorney General conduct an ongoing review into this area. 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE 
COMMISSIONER FOR CHILDREN AND YOUNG PEOPLE 

Fifth Report — “From Words to Action: Fulfilling the Obligation to Be Child Safe” — Tabling 

MR K.M. O’DONNELL (Kalgoorlie) [10.42 am]: Greetings, Madam Deputy Speaker. I present for tabling the 
fifth report of the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee entitled “From Words to Action: 
Fulfilling the Obligation to be Child Safe”. I also table the submissions to the inquiry. 

[See papers 3564 and 3565.] 

Mr K.M. O’DONNELL: Firstly, I would like to say it was an honour being on this committee, professionally led 
by Hon Dr Sally Talbot and my fellow committee members Hon Donna Faragher and the member for Kingsley, 
Jessica Stojkovski. At no stage during our three and a half years together did any member politicise their comments 
or behaviour or take a party line. It was completely and thoroughly a bipartisan approach whilst on the committee. 
I was the deputy chair. I have been a president of various clubs and chaired meetings in my previous life but I take 
my hat off to Hon Dr Sally Talbot, who I believe did an outstanding job as chair, and leader of our committee. If 
committees were selected like an AFL draft, I believe Sally, Donna and Jessica would be selected in the top 10, 
based on their enthusiasm, keenness to learn and understand, and the hard work they put in. I would also like to 
acknowledge the hard work, due diligence and professionalism displayed by our two research officers, Renee Gould 
and Michele Chiasson, and Michael Burton. They organised witnesses and hearings, not only here in Perth but 
also in the United Kingdom on the other side of the world. I commend them on the great report they have compiled. 

The heading of the report is very apt, “From Words to Action”. How many of us during our lives are involved in 
an issue or a problem that needs addressing and we meet to discuss it and say “This is what should happen.” We all 
feel good and we all move on, but actually nothing is implemented and nothing changes, but we felt good talking 
about it. That is why this report does the complete opposite, hence the title, “From Words to Actions”. I would 
like to comment from the chair’s foreword and from our hearings. The first comment I will make from the chair’s 
foreword is from the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, and I quote — 

What if we changed the way we think about child sexual abuse, from inevitable to preventable? … We 
need to recognise that, like every form of violence, child sexual abuse is an avoidable tragedy. 

The Commissioner for Children and Young People, Colin Pettit, is a very good, decent man. He has taken on a great 
deal of work in relation to the royal commission recommendations, especially in the areas of child safe organisations, 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013564ae76caa81477781b1482585c4001674f5/$file/3564.pdf
https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/Test/Tables.nsf/screenLaunch
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children and young people with harmful sexual behaviours, child-friendly complaint systems and oversight of 
services for children and young people. The committee has monitored, reviewed and reported on this work on 
a regular basis and has consulted regularly with the commissioner during the fortieth Parliament. I would like to 
say that part of a lot of our work was about sexual abuse. During the early stages of my time as a police officer, 
I interviewed a child abuse offender. I wanted to pick up the typewriter and hit him with it. I regret ever thinking 
that, but my hat goes off to all those people who deal with child abuse given what they go through. I do not take 
anything away from the fact the child has gone through so much. However, I commend what the people dealing 
with those children do. Not just anybody can do it. 

The committee began to form the view that two common factors led to the creation of an unsafe environment for 
children and young people. The first was a failure by institutions to put the interests of children above all other 
considerations. The second was a failure by governing bodies to assess and monitor the capacity of institutions to 
give primacy to the interests of children. To test this proposition, we embarked on a series of hearings both in 
Western Australia and in interstate and overseas jurisdictions. 

The report’s basic premises are straightforward: that the institutional failure to put the interests of children first will 
be rectified once organisations embed the national child safe principles into the heart of their operations. Although 
the state government has accepted every relevant recommendation of the royal commission, implementation of the 
national child safe principles and oversight provisions are still in the planning stages. I will give another quote 
from the royal commission’s final report — 

The sexual abuse of a child is intolerable in a civilised society. It is the responsibility of our entire 
community to acknowledge that children are vulnerable to abuse. We must each resolve that we will do 
what we can to protect them. The tragic impact of abuse for individuals and through them our entire 
society demands nothing less. 

The World Health Organization estimates that in 2020 one billion children—50 per cent of everyone aged two to 17—
suffers some form of abuse or violence each year. That is staggering. The development of child safe standards 
aims to focus attention on the actions required to protect children from the harm and the lifelong impacts associated 
with child abuse. The future health of our society depends on us all making a collective effort to prevent child 
abuse and protect children from harm. This inquiry examined ways Western Australia can most effectively scale 
up its efforts, when assessing services outside the home, to ensure children are safe. This report outlines how child 
safety requires actions by the government, organisations and the community. 

A finding within the report was that directly engaging with children about what makes them feel safe is one of the 
most crucial aspects—talking with children, not just sitting at a desk on the sixth floor of an office building in 
St Georges Terrace making a decision, but conversing. Being “child safe” is more than just putting a code of ethics 
in place; it requires real change. The smallest to the biggest organisations will require accurate and appropriate 
support and advice about how to achieve this change and, importantly, how to respond appropriately to concerns 
about child abuse. The committee drew on the evidence gained during its investigative travels to emphasise that 
for the full benefits of the child safety outcomes to be realised, the government must signal its commitment by 
introducing legislation for mandatory implementation of national child safe principles. 

A final area that needs to be decided upon before child safe approaches can be effective is the way in which the 
independent oversight of the national child safety principles should operate and how child safety can be improved 
through the establishment of an independent oversight body that is able to hold organisations and the government 
to account for child safety. As part of this oversight, a mechanism for information sharing and collaboration is also 
critical. The committee made final observations that the national child safe principles have the potential to make 
a difference to the life of every single child living in Western Australia. If this potential is to be realised, however, 
wholesale reform of the attitudes and beliefs of the community and organisations is needed, as government 
regulations and reforms of organisational governance alone will not suffice. The reforms must centre around 
creating child safe communities and organisations and increasing ways in which the participation of children can 
be valued and encouraged. 

During my time as a former police officer, I found that data sharing was not on the agenda for various agencies. 
At times, I would need to go to the Department of Corrective Services, where public servants organise probation 
and community work for offenders. I walked into the office of one staff member—she invited me—and as I walked 
in she told me to hold on, and pulled a blind down on her computer over all the names of what she called clients; 
we call them offenders. As a police officer, I had put half of them there for her; I drummed up a lot of business for 
her! That goes to show that they did not want to let us know what information they had, and apparently we did 
not want to let them know what we had. We need to share information. The Children and Young People’s 
Commissioner Scotland said that problems can occur with oversharing, such as a teacher having access to a child’s 
medical details or even the child’s parents’ medical details—it was that in-depth. According to the Scottish 
commissioner’s office, the risk of oversharing is reduced when legislation ensures that information sharing is 
necessary, proportionate, relevant, adequate, timely, and done with the best interests of the child at its core. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 August 2020] 4965 

 

To finish up, I will talk about the trip that the committee went on. We were all travelling at different times to meet 
at the one location. I travelled with the two research officers. We stopped in Dubai about two in the morning on 
a layover and we booked into the lounge to have a break. The Emirates lady dealt with Renee and Michele and then 
she said to me, because I am an Emirates member, “You can go to the first-class lounge.” I said, “Really? That’s 
great. What about my two friends?” The reply was that I had to pick one. I thought how do I do that at two in the 
morning? I looked at the two girls and I could not do it. All three of us went to the lounge, but as we went in there 
Michele and Renee said, “Go on, Kyran, go and have a look. Have you ever been in first class?” I said that I never 
had, so they told me to go and have a look, and if it was any good I might be able to get them in. I went and had 
a look and I never went back to the other lounge. I can tell members that I enjoyed it and it was lovely. I enjoyed 
my time on the committee. I want to repeat that the committee was everything I had expected it to be from an 
outsider’s point of view. I loved the way the two Labor participants and the two Liberal participants got along and 
put everything else aside in order to deal with what was in front of us. It was a pleasure being involved with them 
and I wish to thank them. 
MRS J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI (Kingsley) [10.54 am]: I am very proud of this report and the work that has been 
done by my fellow committee members: the chair, Hon Dr Sally Talbot; the deputy chair, Kyran O’Donnell; and 
Hon Donna Faragher. Special thanks must also go to the secretariat staff: Renee Gould and Michele Chiasson. I would 
also like to extend my thanks to the many witnesses from Australia and overseas who contributed to this inquiry, 
some of whom are included in this report. 
In November 2012, Prime Minister Julia Gillard recommended to the Governor-General the establishment of 
a Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. An article titled “Speaking the 
Unspeakable, Naming the Unnameable” by Katie Wright and Shurlee Swain states — 

The establishment of the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse followed 
years of lobbying by survivor groups, damning findings from previous inquiries, and increasing societal 
recognition of the often lifelong and intergenerational damage caused by child sexual abuse. 

The Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse handed down its final report in 
December 2017 and the revelations and recommendations had far-reaching consequences for governments and 
organisations across Australia. However, these revelations were not unique to Australia. Many countries, states 
and jurisdictions across the world have grappled with their own versions of the royal commission and the subsequent 
steps taken to enact change to ensure that the most precious and vulnerable people in our community—our 
children—are protected and safe. Throughout this inquiry, we conducted many hearings of witnesses from within 
the Western Australian jurisdiction, and other jurisdictions around the country and overseas. Every hearing gave 
us a little more insight into the challenges, and the progress evident not only in our jurisdiction, but also in other 
jurisdictions. This was our opportunity to stitch together the many and varied learnings and the common themes 
present in the successful implementation of programs, policies and legislation that strive to ensure that our children 
are safe to be children, safe to be themselves and safe from child sexual abuse. 
One of the strongest messages for me in this report is that if we want our children and young people to be safe, we 
need to value them as active and engaged members of our society. Furthermore, we need to ensure that they are 
heard and supported to give voice to their concerns and opinions about how things impact on their world. The report 
highlights the need for cultural change and reform in not only government, but also non-government organisations 
that deliver services to children and young people. It is also important to note that a cultural change needs to occur 
in our communities, that we as a society demand that our children be safe in every setting whether it be in school, 
during extracurricular activities, in churches or at home. While acknowledging that many instances of child sexual 
abuse happen in the home, it is hoped that cultural changes in organisations and society as a whole will produce 
an environment that is hostile to child sexual abuse in all spheres, including the home. The culture of believing 
adults over children and protecting an organisation’s reputation as a priority over a child’s safety needs to end. 
The legislating of the national child safe principles is imperative to send the message of the importance of child safety 
in our community. Although work has started to change the culture of organisations and society as a whole, it is 
apparent that the culture of keeping children safe must be embedded in organisations in much the same way as health 
and safety now is. The breadth and variable size of organisations that provide services to children necessitates an 
adaptive approach that considers the capacity of an organisation to implement changes to become child safe. This 
does not negate the need for even the smallest volunteer organisation to be child safe but acknowledges that all 
organisations will require support and guidance to achieve this goal. From our exploration of child safe cultures in 
organisations, it became apparent that professionalising the role of a child safeguarding officer was one way to 
drive the cultural change needed to ensure that organisations are child safe. In instances of a child disclosing to 
a person in an organisation, a child safeguarding professional would also support all members of that organisation 
in dealing with the disclosure. 
A key learning for me from our overseas investigation was the importance of information sharing. The Irish 
witnesses explained to us their dare-to-share policy, which puts the welfare and safety of children at the forefront 
of decision-making around data sharing. While acknowledging the difficulties and sensitivities around privacy and 
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data sharing, we need to be brave to keep our children safe. We need to ensure that we have the whole picture of 
a child, a family or a community so that we can try to avoid situations such as that in Roebourne in which everyone 
had bits of information but nobody had the whole picture. We need to provide mechanisms for good-faith 
information sharing to prevent child sexual abuse and respond quickly to incidents and risks. 
The oversight of children in the state was one of the biggest issues grappled with in the report, particularly who 
should provide the oversight and how far their powers should extend. Although the report makes no specific 
recommendations about the who, it clearly identifies the need for oversight and the need for that oversight body to 
have the power to compel a response from organisations. Although many oversight bodies in the state provide 
oversight to a variety of areas, the lack of an oversight body specifically for children has resulted in some children, 
such as those at the Kath French Secure Care Centre, not having any oversight at all. Even in places in which oversight 
exists, the environment is not conducive to hearing the voices of children. As parents, we are often told by parenting 
experts that if we do not listen to our children when they come to us with the small things, they will never come to us 
with the big things. This is the same lesson that organisations that provide services for children need to understand. 
If we create an environment that discourages our children from speaking up about issues, concerns or ideas for their 
world, however small or seemingly insignificant they are to adults, we cannot expect them to feel safe and respected 
enough to speak up about the big issues, such as abuse. Creating an environment in which children and young people 
feel valued and heard is an important step to creating an environment in which abusing children and young people is 
not only obviously unacceptable but is understood as such by our children and young people. Even us here in 
Parliament have a responsibility to create an environment in which children are heard and respected. Parliament by 
its very nature is a very adult-dominated world; it is the same across the globe. However, jurisdictions are making 
important changes to address that. During our investigative travels in London, we learnt about the changes that have 
been made to the Westminster system of committee procedures to allow children to participate in inquiries or topic 
discussions that have a direct impact on them. I believe we have a great opportunity to give our children and young 
people a voice, to respect their viewpoints and acknowledge their contributions. The Western Australian state 
government is committed to implementing all the relevant royal commission recommendations and has made good 
progress towards this goal. There is no silver bullet to address the issue of child sexual abuse. Many reports over the 
years have highlighted and exposed instances of child sexual abuse in our society. I believe this report delivers some 
tangible suggestions for how government and non-government organisations and the community can move forward 
and create a society in which our children are safe, protected and respected. I commend the report to the house. 

EDUCATION AND HEALTH STANDING COMMITTEE 
Membership Change — Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [11.04 am]: I move — 
That the member for Moore be discharged from the Education and Health Standing Committee and that 
the member for Geraldton be appointed in his place. 

In briefly speaking to this motion, I thank the member for Moore for his contribution to the Education and Health 
Standing Committee, which has been recognised as outstanding; indeed, it will be written about in the future and 
remembered! I welcome from the interchange bench the member for Geraldton, who will be appointed to replace 
the member for Moore on this very important standing committee that is, of course, in operation in the house. I ask 
for support of this motion. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [11.05 am]: Clearly, the member for Moore has been an outstanding 
member of the Education and Health Standing Committee and would no doubt be very happy to accept the changes 
that the Leader of the House has put up. 
Question put and passed. 

ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Remaining Stages — Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MR D.A. TEMPLEMAN (Mandurah — Leader of the House) [11.05 am]: I move — 
That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020 
to proceed through all remaining stages without delay between the stages. 

As members are aware, this bill has been given significant priority by the government. As I highlighted when 
I gave notice of this motion yesterday, it is the government’s intention that we deal with the Electoral Amendment 
Bill 2020 today and that it pass through all stages without delay so that it can reach the upper house. In speaking 
to this motion, I indicate to members as a matter of notice that given that the upper house will shortly commence 
debate on the bill that was passed by our house last night—and given that we are unsure, of course, as to how long it 
will take to debate that bill in the other place and whether amendments will be moved and be successful—I inform 
members that if it is the case that this house needs to receive a message from the other place, we will potentially 
need to convene tomorrow. This is just a warning that depending on what happens in the other place, there is the 
possibility that the house may need to sit tomorrow. I will update the house as the day progresses. 
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MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [11.07 am]: It is obviously news to me about the Iron Ore Processing 
(Mineralogy Pty. Ltd.) Agreement Amendment Bill 2020, but not unexpected, I suspect. During the second reading 
debate on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020, the opposition will seek better clarity as to why the government 
considers this bill so urgent. We are in a state of emergency, yet the government has sought to introduce changes 
to our electoral system without delay between the stages and without the normal oversight that would be required 
from both houses. I look forward to exploring those issues during the second reading debate. 

Question put and passed. 

WORKERS’ COMPENSATION AND INJURY MANAGEMENT AMENDMENT 
(COVID-19 RESPONSE) BILL 2020 

Council’s Amendments — Consideration in Detail 

The following amendments made by the Council now considered — 

No 1 

Clause 2, page 2, after line 7 — To insert — 

(b) sections 3 and 15A – on the day after this Act receives the Royal Assent; 

No 2 

Clause 2, page 2, after line 9 — To insert — 

(2) However if a provision of this Act does not come into operation before the end of the period of 
10 years beginning on the day on which this Act receives the Royal Assent, the provision is 
repealed on the day after that period ends. 

No 3 

New Clause 15A, page 9, after line 25 — To insert — 

314B. Review of Act 

(1) The Minister must review the operation and effectiveness of this Act, and prepare a report based 
on the review – 

(a) as soon as practicable after the 5th anniversary of the day on which the Workers’ Compensation 
and Injury Management Amendment (COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020 section 15A comes 
into operation; and 

(b) after that, at intervals of not more than 5 years. 

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

(3) The Minister must transmit a copy of the report to the Clerk of a House of Parliament if – 

(a) the report has been prepared; and 

(b) the Minister is of the opinion that the House will not sit during the period of 21 days after 
the finalisation of the report. 

(4) A copy of the report transmitted to the Clerk of a House is taken to have been laid before that House. 

(5) The laying of a copy of a report that is taken to have occurred under subsection (4) must be 
recorded in the Minutes, or Votes and Proceedings, of the House on the first sitting day of the 
House after the receipt of the copy by the Clerk. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON — by leave: I move — 

That the amendments made by the Council be agreed to. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Briefly, the Council has insisted on these technical amendments in relation to 
proclamation day, the repealing of any provisions that are not proclaimed within 10 years of the act receiving royal 
assent and a review, which, I believe, is a review period of five years. Given the potential impact of the bill that 
we are passing into law today on premiums, and given that there has not been any actuarial assessment until now, 
will the minister commit to a full actuarial assessment on the impact of these changes contained in this bill on the 
workers’ compensation scheme and on premiums within the scheme as part of the review he will conduct, assuming 
he is still minister, in five years? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: That is disappointing, and I will just leave that on the record. Otherwise, we do not 
have any objection at all to the three amendments being proposed. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: These are opposition amendments. It is the opposition asking for these to be included, 
and we are agreeing to them. I would invite the opposition to let us know what the validity or efficacy of those 
amendments is. These are not government amendments. We have not sought these amendments. We did seek 
amendments when the bill was passing through this chamber to deal with some technical issues that have been 
raised during the process of drafting, but these are opposition amendments. The government has supported them 
because we think this is important legislation and they do no damage, but as to the efficacy, their need and what 
will arise from them, the opposition should tell us what they will do, because they are opposition amendments, not 
government amendments. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I do not know what triggered that from the minister. I gave a brief description of each 
amendment and I suggested that we are supporting these amendments. The need and necessity for them, as asked 
for by the Legislative Council—obviously a majority of the Legislative Council agreed to them—was debated in 
that house. I think that is pretty clear. Again, I do know what led to that outburst from the minister, but we want 
to pass these and we want to pass them now. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am sure the opposition does want to pass them, because they are Liberal Party amendments. 
I cannot quote uncorrected Hansard. The last time I was in this position I tried to explain what had happened in 
the other house by reference to uncorrected Hansard, it was pointed out to me that I was unable to do that. I invite 
the member for Hillarys to let us know why the Liberal Party is insisting that the government accept these 
amendments; that is what I invite the member for Hillarys to do. He could advise the house why he did not move 
these amendments as the shadow minister with responsibility for this legislation. They were never proposed by the 
Liberal Party. Here is a shadow minister with no power, no authority and no control of his own agenda. He is the shadow 
minister and he never suggested any of these amendments. Not a single amendment was moved by the shadow 
minister. Not a single criticism was raised by the shadow minister, because he is irrelevant in the Liberal Party. 
The Liberal Party does not care about the shadow minister, because it did not let him move these amendments. It 
does not trust him to move these amendments and it does not think he is relevant to these amendments. 

The Liberal Party waited until the bill went to the other house and then somebody did it who is not the shadow 
Minister for Industrial Relations, who is not responsible for the passage of the legislation and who, if he were in 
government would not be part of the decision-making process to deal with this legislation. The Liberal Party left 
the member for Hillarys in the shade. It never even told him about these amendments. The first he knew about 
them was the same time I did—when they appeared on the notice paper. He is irrelevant to this portfolio. The 
Liberal Party does not trust him to make decisions. He cannot be negotiated with, because he has no power in the 
Liberal Party. Instead, we have Hon Nick Goiran running the industrial relations agenda in the Liberal Party. 
Hon Nick Goiran is the real shadow Minister for Industrial Relations, not the member for Hillarys. The member 
for Hillarys has no authority in the Liberal Party. He cannot even propose amendments to bills that he is the 
shadow minister for. That is how irrelevant he is, and we see that every time anything comes in—commerce 
bills, industrial relations bills and, I imagine, other bills. He does not move the amendments. The Liberal Party 
does not trust him with any responsibilities. It leaves it to upper house members to make the decisions, not the 
shadow minister. 

Normally, the shadow minister takes the lead on policy agenda. The shadow minister gets the political party’s 
agenda together, but not this shadow minister. He has nothing to do with the policy area that has been allocated to 
him. Why do only upper house Liberals move amendments to legislation? Why does the member for Hillarys not do 
any work? Why does he do not work at all to bring suggestions forward? The Liberal Party moved five amendments 
to this bill—three of them are reflected here. How many of them came from the pan of the member for Hillarys? 
None. He is a disgrace, because he is a lazy, good-for-nothing nobody. Even his Liberal colleagues agree with me. 
That is why they do not let him move amendments. That is why they do not even let him propose new ideas. He 
is irrelevant to the debate in industrial relations. He sits there like a shag on a rock—let me use that term. He does 
not even know what he is attempting to achieve by these Liberal Party amendments. Every time a bill comes to 
this house he does not do anything about it. It goes to the upper house and gets amended by the real shadow 
Minister for Industrial Relations. You are a lazy disgrace to this Parliament, and this is just another example of 
why you have done nothing. 

Withdrawal of Remark 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The number of times the Minister for Commerce; Industrial Relations has — 

Mr W.J. Johnston: I am not the Minister for Commerce. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sorry, the Minister for Industrial Relations. They are personal attacks and imputations on 
the member for Hillarys, and I ask him to withdraw. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): That is not a point of order, thank you. 
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Debate Resumed 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I will respond to that, minister. As I said, I do not know what you are on today; I have 
absolutely no idea what you are on today. We have three classic upper house amendments. They are in almost 
every bill that comes back to this house. They are not substantive to the topic of the bill. They are a proclamation 
clause, a repeal clause in case the provision does not get proclaimed and a review clause. They were introduced in 
the upper house. Good luck to the upper house; that is what it does. It is the house of review; that is what it does. 
The minister invites me to bring amendments to this house. I will bring substantive amendments. What will the 
minister do to them? He will bat them away using his numbers, as he does. Good luck to him. He has the numbers, 
he does it. The minister should not go around making accusations. He is the minister who brings in bills without 
consultation. This legislation in particular that we are considering amendments to had no industry consultation 
whatsoever—the minister just brought it in under the guise of COVID-19. He did not even bother sending someone 
a letter. He does not have to do extensive consultation. 
We know some of this was contemplated by the previous government. The previous government did not get around 
to doing it, but it was contemplated and discussed. The minister could have done that, but he did not. He did not 
even bother giving any of the stakeholders the courtesy of letting them know what he was doing. I asked him one 
pertinent question today, given that he has not done any actuarial work, to work out what impact his own changes 
will make to the scheme, a scheme that is paid for by employers across this state. There are no actuarial calculations 
whatsoever on the impact. It may be minimal, and I agree with the minister that it probably is minimal, but he did 
not make any actuarial calculations before he introduced the bill. I did not ask the minister to do them today; I did 
not ask him to do them tomorrow. I asked him whether perhaps in five years, when this act is to be reviewed and 
if he is still the minister, he would commit to doing some actuarial work. His answer was a glib no. That is how 
much the minister cares about the efficacy of a scheme that is there to protect injured workers. He does not even 
care about doing the hard yards, the actuarial calculations, to work out what impact the changes might have on the 
scheme—whether the scheme will run out of money or employers would have to pay more. Does the minister want 
to talk about laziness? Does the minister want to talk about sloppiness? Does the minister want to talk about taking 
not only the Parliament but also every employer and employee in this state for granted? He should have a good 
look in the mirror. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member does not understand a thing. No wonder the Liberal Party does not let him 
propose amendments to legislation. No wonder the Liberal Party relies on the upper house members. He said that 
these were standard amendments. If they are standard amendments, how come he did not move them? If they 
are exactly what the member expected to be moved, why did he not move them? He also said that I did not consult 
with industry; that is absolutely not true. The Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Amendment 
(COVID-19 Response) Bill 2020 is a response to demands from industry. It was industry that asked us to bring 
this legislation forward. That remark was simply not true. An industry delegation gave me a petition on the steps 
of Parliament on a wintry day in June, so the idea that somehow or other this is not a response to industry demands 
is simply false. 
The member asked me whether, if I were still minister in five years’ time, I would include actuarial commitments 
as part of the review of the act. The reason I will not do that is that the act will have been repealed by then. As the 
member knows, because we discussed this when the bill first came through this place, a rewrite of the legislation 
is pending. We all know that. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis interjected. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, that is correct. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis interjected. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is true that parliamentary counsel has not completed its work, but as I also told the member, 
the approval to draft has already been given; it was done in 2017. The member might not know, because he does 
not pay much attention, that a commitment has also been given to provide an exposure draft of the legislation once 
parliamentary counsel has finished its work. I understand that the Liberal Party does not trust the member with 
this portfolio, which is why he did not get to move these amendments. We all know that if the Liberal Party thought 
he was doing a good job, it would have got him to move these amendments. I also understand that because the 
Liberal Party cannot trust him with this portfolio, he cannot explain why these amendments are so good; I get that. 
He got up and asked questions about these amendments — 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I did not! I did not ask you one question about the amendments themselves—not one. 
I asked you one question — 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): Member for Hillarys! You were not interrupted. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I pay as much attention to the member for Hillarys as his Liberal Party colleagues do. 
Question put and passed; the Council’s amendments agreed to. 
The Council acquainted accordingly. 



4970 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 August 2020] 

 

ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2020 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 25 June. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [11.23 am]: I rise to speak to the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. At the 
outset, I reflect on the fact that I am the lead speaker for the opposition on this bill in the Legislative Assembly, 
although this is not my portfolio; Hon Simon O’Brien in the other place is the Liberal Party spokesperson for 
electoral affairs, and I thank him for his guidance throughout this process as we deal with this bill. I would also 
like to thank the Western Australian Electoral Commission for its continued work, and particularly recognise 
Robert Kennedy, who has been appointed as Electoral Commissioner. I understand Mr Kennedy was installed as 
commissioner at the height of the pandemic. I had the good fortune of working with Mr Kennedy in the Department 
of the Premier and Cabinet when I worked there for Colin Barnett, and he is a man of integrity. He will be 
a fantastic Electoral Commissioner. 

The Western Australian Electoral Commission has operated since 1904; it was called the State Electoral Department 
until 1987, when the name was changed to the current name. The Western Australian Electoral Commission, as 
with the Australian Electoral Commission, is a professional and diligent protector of our democracy and plays 
a very important part in our state elections and the ongoing protection of our democratic system. Obviously, 
COVID-19 creates a very challenging environment for the commission for the upcoming election, particularly if 
we are experiencing an outbreak of the pandemic at that time; however, I am sure the WAEC will rise to the 
challenge. It will be interesting for all political participants. 

I note that the government has argued that this bill is somehow urgent. I do not quite understand that. I do not quite 
understand why, during a state of emergency, the government is seeking to introduce changes to the Electoral Act, 
which underpins our state’s democracy and the way in which we participate in elections. To have the bill declared 
urgent and without delay between the stages I believe undermines the integrity of our electoral process, to be frank. 
We could otherwise have important oversight of this very important bill and a fulsome opportunity to interrogate 
it at every stage. Delays, as they have been called, are in fact important stages during which we deal with legislation 
in first, second and third readings. They allow members of this place to properly consider legislation when it is 
brought before the house. There is no more important legislation for this house to contemplate than a bill to amend 
the Electoral Act, which affects the way in which we do democracy in Western Australia. With more than 50 pieces 
of government legislation yet to be passed, some of which the government has set for priority, I find it interesting 
that yet another piece of legislation has been brought before this house this week and declared urgent. That suggests 
that there is some imperative to it being passed within the day. I do not quite understand that. I am yet to hear from 
the Attorney General why that should be the case, and I hope we get a greater explanation from him during his 
reply to the second reading debate about why it is important for this bill to be declared urgent and without delay 
between the stages. 

The reality is that the government should rename this bill the “Supporting Labor’s Backroom Union Bosses 
2020 Bill”, because that is all this bill is seeking to do. That is the true spirit of the legislation that is before this 
house. The bill is not about enhancing or protecting our state’s democracy; instead, it is about trying to enshrine 
an inherent disadvantage to both the Liberal Party and the Nationals WA. Thankfully, neither of those parties are 
controlled by backroom union bosses. This bill really exposes the envy of the government and unaligned 
government members, who know that members on this side of the house have the capacity to think independently 
and are not drones who are under the control of union bosses, as members of the treasury bench are. This bill 
seeks to penalise the Liberal and National Parties for not being controlled by the unions; that is all this bill seeks 
to do. It is nothing more than a blatant attempt by the government to enable the Labor Party to protect its union 
mates and allow them to bankroll Labor in the upcoming election. It allows the Labor Party to go cap in hand 
to its union bosses, who installed it in this place in the first instance, and to put the Liberal and National Parties 
at a deliberate disadvantage. 

Typically, changes to the Electoral Act are made in a spirit of bipartisanship and mutual cooperation between the 
parties. That has not occurred here at all. The Labor Party has ignored longstanding convention by ensuring that it 
does not need to consult with any political participant other than, of course, itself. That is all the Labor Party has done 
here; it has consulted only with itself. In office, Labor has ignored the parties in opposition. That is to its detriment 
and the detriment of the Western Australian democratic system, which we should all hold high and seek to protect. 
Instead, this bill represents a combination of broken promises, which we will get to later, and is the greatest threat 
to our democracy and the upcoming election that we have seen in the fortieth Parliament.  

This bill has been brought forward by a government that has declared this bill urgent and wants to ensure that it is 
passed without delay between the stages, but has allowed for no proper oversight and scrutiny. This bill has been 
brought forward by a government whose leader calls the opposition terrorists and enemies of the state, at a time 
when we are in a state of emergency. This is the context in which we are expected to deal with this legislation. The 
overreach by this government, which is encapsulated in many parts of this bill, cannot be understated. This bill 
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should be held up as a hallmark of this government’s overreach and the Labor Party’s attempts to steamroll the 
opposition. It is seeking to, effectively, ensure that the Liberal and National Parties not only tread water but drown 
in the sea of democracy, while the Labor Party rides high on the SS McGowan, powered by backroom union cash. 
During the 2017 election, the Labor Party made a series of commitments as part of its policy “Disclosure and 
Democracy in the Digital Age”. That policy was released with some fanfare. It made a number of promises. It states — 

A Labor Government will: 
• Introduce an online electronic disclosure of donations system. 
• Reduce public disclosure threshold for donations. 
• Provide greater transparency around third party fundraising bodies. 
• Implement election campaign spending caps for candidates and political parties. 
• Promote a greater civics education in primary and secondary schools. 

When we go through the many promises that the Labor Party made, we find a number of commitments have not 
been met in this legislation. That represents yet another failure of the McGowan Labor government to fulfil the 
promises that it made to the electorate prior to the 2017 election. Under the guise of being concerned about 
protecting our democracy, and in a fomented spirit of care and concern about the foundations of transparency and 
the way we do business at our elections, Labor has done none of this in the legislation it has brought to this place 
and has sought to have declared urgent, in a state of emergency, by a government that calls its opposition terrorists 
and enemies of the state. It is absolutely unacceptable that many of the ideas in this bill that have merit are 
intertwined with ideas that are fundamentally unacceptable. Many of the concepts that would have been supported 
find themselves salt and peppered throughout this bill, and are inherently unacceptable to the minor parties that 
find themselves in opposition, the Liberal Party and the National Party. The Liberal Party and the National Party 
have been subjugated and oppressed in this legislation, and we now find ourselves at the wrong end of a government 
that believes it is electorally powerful at this time and seeks to restrict our participation in our state’s democracy. 
That could not be more obvious than when it comes to the so-called disclosure thresholds. Those disclosure 
thresholds are undoubtedly in place to support the Labor Party’s union bosses and seek to injure the Liberal and 
National Parties. The Labor Party’s policy “Disclosure and Democracy in the Digital Age” also states, under the 
heading “Reduction in public disclosure threshold for donations” — 

WA Labor believes that all organisations and individuals have the right to participate in our democracy, 
including through the provision of financial support to election candidates and political parties. 
Currently, gifts or donation amounts of less than $2,300 do not need to be disclosed. 
WA Labor believes that any contribution greater than $1,000 is significant. 
• WA Labor will legislate to lower the public disclosure threshold from $2,300 to $1,000. 

It goes on to say—this is a very ironic statement in contrast with the bill before us — 
It is important that this fundamental right is also as transparent as possible and significant contributions 
to election candidates and political parties are made public. 

The government cannot demonstrate a pressing need for this legislation. It also cannot explain the rationale for how 
the figure of $1 000 was landed on and established. In questions asked by the opposition in briefings, the government 
could not provide any reason for why $1 000 rather than $2 300 was the chosen figure. That was perhaps because 
the government did not want to admit what we all know to be the truth. That is, that the figure of $1 000, as 
arbitrary as it is, seeks to target mum-and-dad donors who might support their local members of Parliament or 
candidates as part of the political process. If we look at the history of elections, the Liberal and National Parties 
are more popularly preferred by the people of Western Australia. The Liberal and National Parties have formed 
government for longer and have been more successful at every single election since the Second World War. We 
are the parties of the Howard battlers and the quiet Australians. The people who want to support their local 
member or exceptional local candidate will likely be those quiet, everyday Western Australians who want to chip 
in a little bit to help support important work in their communities. The Labor Party wants to expose those quiet 
Western Australians who are committed to the democratic process to subjugation and demonisation by the militant 
unions and the Labor Party machine. There can be no doubt that the $1 000 donation threshold is not about 
targeting the rich or the traditionally influential; it is about trying to restrict those everyday Western Australians 
who might support their local member or exceptional local candidate. The Labor Party in this part of the bill has 
blatantly revealed that it wants to try to restrict the small donations—which typically support local campaigns—
from people who more often than not are not even members of a particular political party. 
The Labor Party can provide no justification or rationale for how that figure of $1 000 was landed on. The Labor Party 
will parade those parts of the bill as though it is somehow the defender of our democracy and is trying to protect 
Western Australia’s upcoming election, which is somehow under threat from the everyday mums and dads who 
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might want to support their great local member, like the member for Darling Range, or great local candidates like 
Liam Staltari in Kalamunda, for example. The Labor Party has brought forward this bill in the full knowledge that 
unions raise far more money from the dues of their rank-and-file members than the individual contributions of 
$1 000 that might be put forward by everyday mums and dads. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Without their permission. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Without their permission, indeed, member for Riverton. 
The Labor Party and its union bosses want to see the names of those everyday Western Australians published, 
when the rank-and-file members who contribute to the union movement, and often contribute more than $1 000 
a year to their union, do not have their names published. The unions then spend that money, not on ensuring that 
they stand up for their union members, but on bankrolling certain sections of the Labor Party that the union bosses 
seek to target. The government has brought forward this bill in the full knowledge that the $1 000 disclosure threshold 
is more about ensuring that the everyday mums and dads in Western Australia who might seek to support their 
local member or exceptional local candidate will have their names published, while the bulk of supporters who 
raise money for the Labor Party will have none of that. The disparity is obvious. The Labor Party is seeking to 
undermine our state’s democracy. 
However, it is not all bad news. There is one part of this bill that is an important part of the process, and that is the 
restriction on allowing foreign donors to contribute to the political process. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: You can drive a truck through it. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is right. However, the intent of restricting foreign donors is meritorious. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: The reality is something different. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Yes, the reality is something different. 
While the Labor Party is seeking to restrict everyday mums and dads from donating, it is also trying to suggest 
that it wants to stop foreign donors. That is perhaps the one redeeming concept enshrined in the bill. That ultimately 
follows the lead of the Liberal and National Parties in the commonwealth Parliament some two years ago when 
they banned foreign donors. It is important that members of Parliament do not become fully owned and operated 
subsidiaries of foreign entities, as we have seen with Labor members on the east coast. Therefore, this is an 
important concept. However, given the nature of the bill, my concern is that the Labor Party has sought to 
intertwine foreign donors with other measures that we believe seek to support the union moment and restrict the 
Liberal and National Parties’ participation in the democratic system. 
It is important that we place restrictions on foreign donors. That is why on 11 August, in the other house, 
Hon Simon O’Brien gave notice of a motion that at the next sitting of the house, he will move that a bill for an act 
to amend the Electoral Act 1907 to ban foreign donations be introduced and read a first time. The title of that bill 
is Electoral Amendment (Banning of Foreign Donations) Bill 2020. The Liberal Party has made a commitment to 
ensure that there is a real and tangible ban on foreign donations and foreign influence in our elections. That is 
inherent in the legislation that has been brought forward by the Liberal and National coalition in the commonwealth 
Parliament. The federal Labor Party did not initially support such a ban when it was introduced in the commonwealth 
Parliament. The Labor Party in this state has come late to the party on this issue. As the member for Riverton 
rightly pointed out, the Labor Party in this state has brought forward a flawed bill that seeks to place restrictions 
on the participation of the Liberal and National Parties in the upcoming state election. It is important that foreign 
donors do not influence our local elections. It is important that we do not see the foreign influence that we have 
seen with members of the federal Parliament who have been bought out by foreign entities, such as the likes of 
former Senator Sam Dastyari, who openly, after being bought out by a foreign entity, acted in a treasonous, if not 
seditious, manner. That is absolutely unacceptable. We hope that the Labor Party will support our ban in the foreign 
donations bill that will be introduced in the Legislative Council. 
Lastly, I would like to talk about what I believe to be the most heinous affront to Western Australia’s democracy 
that the Labor Party wants to introduce—that is, so-called donation caps. Its policy states — 

Political parties gain much of their electoral campaign resources from donations and various fundraising 
activities. The current system results in massive funding disparity between election candidates and 
political parties. 
Currently the candidates with the most funds available to them has a large advantage. 
WA Labor supports change in this area to help reign in escalating costs associated with campaigning and 
restore balance and fairness to the political process. 
• WA Labor will implement election spending caps for candidates and political parties. 

That was the Labor Party’s commitment at the last election. Although the Labor Party claims that this will allow 
for a more even playing field in our democracy, that is simply not the case. Instead, these amendments seek to 
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inherently subvert our democratic system by holding back the Liberal and National Parties while providing an 
unfair advantage for the Labor Party and its union mates. We do not know how the expenditure cap was reached. 
Whilst I was preparing my speech this morning, I appreciated that the Attorney General provided me with some 
legal advice on how the cap was established. Certainly, it reflects what I believe was a High Court challenge, 
which suggested that somehow spending caps during elections may impinge on freedom and participation in our 
nation’s democracy. The Labor Party will undoubtedly argue that the spending caps are more generous than what 
was spent at the last general election. That may be the case if we entirely exclude its union contributions. 

If we look at the Darling Range by-election, for example, undoubtedly, the Labor Party outspent the Liberal Party 
three to one. Although these spending caps were introduced during the general election, and Labor somehow 
suggests that the lofty figure of $8.125 million is more generous than what was spent at the 2017 general election, 
if we look at the individual breakdown of each seat, we find that the Labor Party undoubtedly exceeded the 
spending of the Liberal Party at the last state by-election. This figure fundamentally undermines our democracy 
and the implied right of political freedom by restricting the Liberal and National Parties while allowing for militant 
unions to run rampant. 

The Labor Party may say that there is no reason for the opposition to baulk at the caps, because they generously 
allow for freedom of political participation. Members should not be misled. A key critical element has been omitted 
from the narrative of this government. Although the spending of political parties is capped, there is also a provision 
for “other entities” to spend up to $2 million per election regardless of whether they contest or field a candidate in 
that election. By extension, we know that some 14 unions are affiliated with the Labor Party in Western Australia. 
In this case, these 14 other entities, as defined in this bill, could each spend $2 million in the upcoming general 
election. Therefore, that means that there is a significant disparity between the political parties in how much they 
can genuinely spend in the upcoming state election. If we assume that our friends in the Nationals WA, for 
example, fill every lower house seat that is available to them in the regions and, indeed, win every regional upper 
house contest, I believe the National Party could spend somewhere around $2.5 million at the upcoming election. 
If we assume that the Liberal Party follows what we did in 2017, when we fielded candidates in every one of the 
59 Legislative Assembly districts and every one of the Legislative Council regions, the Liberal Party could spend 
$8.1 million. If the Labor Party followed suit and received $2 million from each of its 14 affiliated union bodies, 
and fielded 59 Legislative Assembly candidates and candidates in every one of the six regions, under this 
legislation, it would be able to spend $46.12 million. The Liberal Party would be restricted to $8 million and the 
National Party restricted to $2 million. That is the difference. That is what this legislation seeks to introduce. 

At the moment, the government is riding a wave of popularity. However, it calls the opposition “terrorists” and 
seeks to implement very real financial caps on how much the opposition parties can spend in an upcoming election. 
That is a very real cause for concern, doubled down by the fact that this government seeks to make the legislation 
urgent. If we have a situation in which the National Party could spend 5.4 per cent and the Liberal Party could 
spend 17 per cent of what would be available to Labor and the unions, that would be inherently unfair. It would 
undermine our democratic process and should be rejected by this Parliament. It is absolutely unacceptable that the 
Labor Party so blatantly seeks to subjugate and oppress the minor opposition parties in this place, which could be 
significantly outspent. Labor and the unions, $46 million; the Liberal Party, $8 million; and the National Party, 
$2.5 million. That is completely unacceptable. 

This legislation provides an inherent advantage to the Labor Party and its backroom union bosses. We know it 
does that because the only reason many members find themselves elected to this place is because they are a member 
of a union. We know that 14 affiliated unions would be captured by this legislation as affiliated entities or other 
entities that would be able to spend an exceptionally large amount of money in contesting the upcoming general 
election. That is inherently unacceptable. This aspect in particular should be rejected. I understand the need to provide 
for a fairer playing field. We understand and appreciate the need for fairness, transparency and accountability. That 
is what all of us seek to achieve. The Labor Party has not done that. Under the guise of somehow trying to provide 
for a fairer and transparent democratic system, it has sought to ensure that it ties the hands of the National Party 
and the Liberal Party behind our backs and that we drown in its so-called sea of democracy while it swims along 
freely, backed up by its union mates. The bill is inherently unacceptable and unfair, which is one of the reasons 
the Labor Party will not support the legislation before this house. The Labor Party should not be allowed to run 
wild in the manner that it does to ensure that its union mates can bankroll it to the tune of $46 million, while the 
Liberal Party and our friends in the National Party are restricted even more. That is absolutely unacceptable. I find 
it inherently unfair that the Labor Party is trying to ram this legislation through without proper scrutiny by declaring 
it an emergency or urgent bill and expecting that somehow this Parliament will not treat it with the seriousness 
that it deserves. 

The Labor Party has broken many election promises when it comes to introducing this bill before the house. Many 
commitments in its so-called “Disclosure and Democracy in the Digital Age” election policy of 2017 have not 
been met. A public inquiry has not taken place, which it said would occur. There has not been the appropriate 
consultation that it expected to achieve as part of a longstanding convention to work with the major political parties 
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to ensure that we can enhance and protect our state’s democracy. Instead, the Labor Party has been arrogantly 
overreached by a Premier and a government that believe they are unassailably popular. They are trying their very best 
in this legislation to ensure that the Liberal and National Parties are at a deliberate disadvantage. I will not stand 
for that. The Liberal Party will not stand for that. That is why we will not be supporting the Electoral Amendment 
Bill 2020 either here or in the other place. We urge the government to work with the parties in this Parliament to 
come up with a more palatable solution that ensures that the Liberal and National Parties are not deliberately 
undermined but have a fair playing field. The government should not somehow wave this policy about as if it is 
a bastion that is protecting our democracy when, in fact, it is trying to exploit its popularity in a state of emergency 
by the Premier calling the opposition parties terrorists and enemies of the state. The Liberal Party does not support 
this bill. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [11.48 am]: I will be speaking on the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020 
on behalf of the Nationals WA. As with the member for Dawesville, I am not the Nationals’ spokesperson on this 
bill; our lead speaker, Hon Martin Aldridge, is in the Legislative Council. He has taken the briefings and assisted 
me on our position and a range of issues in this bill. I want to say from the outset—the member for Dawesville 
provided a similar argument—that the notion of bringing this on as an urgent bill comes as somewhat of a surprise. 
Yes, a range of COVID-related matters are included and we rightly need to deal with those in an urgent way—the 
opposition has been very accommodating with that—but that does not mean that the house should not stick to its 
normal rules.  

As has been highlighted, matters as important as electoral reform, which are obviously right at the core, at the 
heart, of our democracy, should be given the due diligence that they deserve, and that is clearly not what this 
government is offering. The government has the benefit of numbers in the Legislative Assembly in order to achieve 
that, but I suspect, as usual, a number of issues will play out on this in the upper house. I think the upper house 
will be where much of the game will be played. 

Coming to some of the matters that sit within the bill, what has been highlighted already, and will no doubt come 
up in discussion in the consideration in detail stage, is that although the government is trying to achieve a number 
of objectives with this legislation, as the member for Riverton just interjected, you could drive a bus through this 
bill. The government is clearly trying to achieve a particular objective but there are simply holes in many of its 
efforts and, therefore, it will not achieve those outcomes. In principle, the aim of the bill is to achieve three different 
things. The legislation is trying to deal with some of the disclosure laws around political donations, which I will 
talk about in a minute; introduce expenditure caps in and around election campaigns for the period 1 October until 
the election, which is pretty soon; and put bans on political donations. In essence, those are the elements of the 
legislation. The second part of the bill makes a range of consequential amendments. 

As the legislation applies to disclosure laws, parties would be required to disclose on a quarterly basis. It has 
always been a contention that the public never gets visibility of who makes contributions to various campaigns 
until well after the election. I think the court of public opinion would say that we need to have some sort of visibility 
of that, so under this bill there will be quarterly disclosures that will be published online by the Western Australian 
Electoral Commission. Sitting within this is a range of responsibilities for auditing and accountability that will 
probably flow back to the commission, and there needs to be appropriate resourcing to achieve that. To this point, 
there has been no discussion about resourcing, and that will be a consequence of this bill. 

There are relationships between the scale of donations. Presently, it is $2 500 at the state level but, of course, 
a commonwealth disclosure threshold of $14 000 applies to parties affiliated at a federal level. If this bill were to 
succeed in the other place, that principle will be taken away and the threshold will be $1 000. The member for 
Dawesville pointed out that there certainly are a lot of donations in that space. I do not get many, mind you, but 
I know that a lot of people do give donations to support their local member. They probably do not want to have 
a level of public visibility of that, and I think that will have an impact on their desire to donate to and support 
a member of Parliament. I do not know how far that will extend. Nevertheless, the government is putting in a much 
lower threshold with this legislation. 

The electoral expenditure and gifts return period following an election will come down to 12 weeks. This bill is 
pitching some changes in some of the disclosure laws. The expenditure cap for electoral seats and regions will be 
$125 000. As the member for Dawesville highlighted, if we multiply that by every seat in Western Australia run 
in by the two major parties, that is an expenditure cap of just over $8 million. There are also expenditure caps for 
by-elections in both districts and regions, independent candidates and others who might contribute to a political 
campaign who sit outside the candidates and/or the political parties. What has been highlighted, and it certainly is 
an issue for the Nationals WA, is: who will be captured by that? In our briefing we received some advice that unions 
would be exempt from that. We asked twice and they said unions would be exempt. I want to hear that in this chamber. 
That suggests that the major donors for the Labor Party will be exempt from this $2 million cap, yet donors for 
parties on this side of the house who come from the corporate world might have a $2 million limit on what they 
might put into a campaign. The National Party is familiar with some of those campaigns. We took a hit at the last 
election from the campaign run by the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western Australia. Putting that aside, 
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if this legislation is about fair play, we need to have fair play for all parties. We have been advised, and the question 
was asked twice, about whether unions fit into the space defined as corporate, I suppose. The answer was that, no, 
it does not affect them. That advice is clearly contrary to the advice the Liberal Party is receiving. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: Either way, it’s more concerning. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: It is much more concerning because it lifts the caps that the member for Dawesville was 
talking about into the ether. What about groups like Getup! or unincorporated groups? Are they captured by this 
legislation? What is the line in the sand for organisations? I am not responsible for going over the bill, but when 
I read the bill it was pretty hard to find where it talks about those limits. Page 15 of the bill refers to expenditure 
caps for a person being $2 million; it does not refer to corporations. I do not know what provision of the bill draws 
a line in the sand on which outside groups can contribute and, indeed, what the definition of one of those groups 
is. If a number of those groups that each have a $2 million cap run campaigns that are very similar in nature, will 
they be treated as one group or as being separate? What are the rules around that? Once again, there seem to be 
a lot of holes in this legislation that have not been accounted for. If the government is genuine about trying to level 
the playing field for all parties, which should be appropriate for our democracy, there should be clarity around 
how these issues will be managed. 
The National Party is onside on foreign political donations. We do not want someone from another country having 
influence on Western Australian politics. It is interesting that the threshold is that a person has to be a citizen 
and/or a resident of Western Australia or Australia. If it is a corporate body, it has to have an ABN. I do not get 
many donations so it is not necessarily something that I have a big issue with, but presumably if someone does, 
they would have to get a certificate of authenticity from the person who is making the donation to say that they are 
an Australian citizen. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Member, it’s a piece of cake to get an ABN. All you have to do is promise that you’ll undertake 
activity in Australia, and you can ship it in. It takes you five minutes. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The member for Riverton has highlighted that no matter who a person is, it will not be hard 
to get the right to make a donation to a political party in Western Australia. The objective is sound, but this is 
clearly a big hole that a bus can drive through. 
There are a number of issues with this legislation. I want to touch on some of the flaws in the bill that go to the fact 
that the National Party will not be supporting clause 15. There is an effort with that clause to put a $125 000 cap 
on each candidate for each seat. 
Mr T.J. Healy: That’s plenty. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That is plenty, yes. Okay, consider the seat of Albany, which the Labor Party would like to 
retain after the resignation of the good member for Albany. Does the member consider that the Labor Party will 
spend only $125 000 in Albany? Is that the answer? 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Does this legislation say that the Labor Party can spend only $125 000? That is not the case. 
I am sure the Labor Party will pull a bit of funding out of the seat of Rockingham to stick in Albany, because with 
the Premier running at 89 per cent popularity, he will probably do okay. What happens with that? The Labor Party 
will get an increased amount of money to spend in the seat of Albany, so what is the point of having a cap? 
Members opposite can choose; they will have $8.1 million across a campaign in Western Australia to spend—
almost as much as they like in one seat by taking that cap from another seat and the member for Southern River 
knows that. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is he telling me that he cannot? 
Mr T.J. Healy: There is more than enough money there in Albany. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Is the member telling me he cannot? 
The government’s objective is to level the playing field and say “Righto, what we can spend on a seat is capped.” 
That is a sound objective; it fits democracy as I see it, but that will not be achieved by what the government is 
putting up here. 
Mr T.J. Healy interjected. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: If he were to say — 

Point of Order 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am very interested in the contribution from the member for Warren–Blackwood. I am not at all 
interested in hearing from the member for Southern River. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The very clear point I am making is that it sounds nice when running a public line that all we 
can spend is $125 000 on a seat. However, this legislation does not achieve that because candidates can choose to 
pull money from another seat. I think the Labor Party spent just over $4 million in the last election. The Liberal Party 
spend something like $4.1 million and the Nationals spent $2.5 million, well below that threshold. It therefore 
means that we can pretty much pull as much money as we want to put into a seat. It will not achieve the objective 
of levelling out how much can be spent on a seat. Straightaway, that is a hole a bus can drive through. 

There is the issue of who is in and who is out. Some of the advice Hon Martin Aldridge got was that if a number 
of private groups are outside running a very similar campaign, they will be pulled up and told that collectively 
they could not spend more than $2 million. How the hell will that work? How do we measure that? Who will make 
the call that whatever is run by this group over here is different from whatever is run by this group compared with 
the one over the back that is running a campaign? Collectively, they will be very similar campaigns, so I am sure 
that will stack up! Once again there is a massive hole in this. 

As I highlighted earlier, there is an issue about the resources that need to go to the WA Electoral Commission to 
support this. There will be a significant amount of increased monitoring because the consequences of not meeting the 
objectives are substantial, including jail terms, as I understand. As a result, there must be a level of rigour to support 
campaigns, political parties and candidates to meet those objectives. That might be fine for the Liberal Party, the 
Labor Party and the National Party, but think about Independent candidates. Where is the level playing field in 
this bill for an Independent who will have a cap of $125 000 on their seat, because that will be the only seat they 
will run in in Western Australia? 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: Are you thinking about leaving the party? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: There will be $125 000 for an independent running in one seat. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, members. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The Labor Party can pull some of the cap out of the seats of Rockingham or the seat of 
Mindarie and put it in the seat of Albany, but an Independent candidate running for the seat of Albany will be able 
to spend only $125 000. Where is the fairness in that? 

Mr C.J. Tallentire: It is money that’s spent on election campaigns. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I would have thought the member for Thornlie, of all people, would want an Independent 
to run. A principal of our democracy is that anyone who sits in the community can try to win a seat in Parliament 
to represent the people in their district. That is a basic principle of democracy. The member is saying that an 
Independent candidate who wants to do that, will have a cap of $125 000 on what they can spend. However, 
a member of the Labor Party will not only have a limit of $8.1 million on the caps on all the seats they are running 
in, but also a big string of unions can spend $2 million each to run a campaign. That is not fair. 

Mr C.J. Tallentire interjected. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The member for Thornlie is supporting a position that is not fair and that is why the National Party 
does not support clause 15.  

We will also start to see ghost candidates. Someone can sign up in another seat with the intention of not running 
and spend $10 to do so and be able to pick up some cap for another seat to spend in the seat they might choose to 
run for. Once again, the objectives look fine in principle, but we could drive a bus right through them. That is the 
issue and if the Labor Party thinks for a minute that it will achieve its outcome, it will not do that. 

Of course, the two basic principles are lost on this: firstly, trying to limit the input from external parties is one of 
the objectives that will not be achieved; secondly, in trying to even the playing field for all parties, think about 
what constraints will be put on a single Independent trying to run for a seat. That also will not be achieved because 
we can drive a bus through some of the rules. 

The issue for the National Party is clause 15. We will not support clause 15 when we debate this in consideration in 
detail. I suspect some pretty strong games will be played around this in the upper house. Although the Labor Party 
has the numbers down here, that is where the final decisions will be made about what happens with this. The 
National Party is not happy about this being an urgent bill. We think it contains significant flaws. Although we 
support many aspects of the bill, clause 15 is our big issue. That will play out on this floor, but more important, it 
will play out on the floor of the Legislative Council. 

DR D.J. HONEY (Cottesloe) [12.07 pm]: I, too, rise to speak to the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. As has been 
questioned, I think in good detail and very well by the member for Dawesville: why is this bill coming on as an 
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urgent bill under the COVID provisions? This is nothing to do with COVID. We agreed to those provisions in 
good faith when we came in here, and supported the government lock step to implement important legislation that 
is genuinely to do with COVID. 
Mr T.J. Healy interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Lock step, member, we supported the government on legislation — 
Mr T.J. Healy interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: — that is genuinely meant to deal with the COVID issue; however, we are seeing a continuing 
stretching of the boundaries and gaming of the system, which is not in good faith. Nothing speaks more to the poor 
faith of this bill coming forward than the fact there was no discussion with the opposition whatsoever before this 
bill came into the chamber. Again, as the member for Dawesville elegantly pointed out in his speech to this house, 
it is custom and practice whenever we bring electoral reform bills to this Parliament that they be bipartisan. This 
is not bipartisan. No effort was made whatsoever to communicate with the opposition—the Liberal Party or the 
Nationals WA—on this bill. What does that speak to? It speaks to the fact that this is partisan legislation. This 
legislation is aimed precisely at trying to cripple the ability of the Liberal Party and the National Party and any 
other parties in this Parliament, collectively, from competing on a level playing field. 
Mr T.J. Healy interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River; the member is not taking interjections. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not interested in any interjections, member. In his second reading speech, the Attorney General 
says that this government promised fairness across the entire political system; no single entity is being targeted; 
these rules are for everyone and this bill is about transparency, integrity and accountability. As has been elegantly 
pointed out by the member for Warren–Blackwood and the member for Dawesville, this bill achieves anything but 
that. I will go through that in a little detail. 
We have heard that in any coming election, the cap on the National Party will be $2.5 million and the cap on the 
Liberal Party will be $8 million. However, the Labor Party, through the party itself and its 14 affiliated unions, 
will have a cap of $46 million. How can the Attorney General bring a bill before this place and talk about a level 
playing field and transparency is absolutely beyond me. When it comes to transparency, we see in this bill that 
there is transparency for one side. The Labor Party knows that the overwhelming number of donations and the 
amount collected falls within that few thousand gap. We know from history that when people’s names are revealed 
in the press in certain areas, those people are victimised and vilified. Some of those people might be from small 
businesses in Labor electorates. We saw this happen in Kwinana. The owner of a particular bottle shop was 
a supporter of the Liberal Party and had made donations. That was found out. The unions advertised that and then 
the unions implemented a boycott of that business that crippled it. In fact, that businessperson had to withdraw from 
making donations because they were being victimised to the point that their business was going to collapse. That 
is what the Electoral Amendment Bill enables. Again, as has been said before, the Liberal Party overwhelmingly 
relies on mum-and-dad donors, small business people, sole operators and the smaller end of town to contribute to 
our campaigns; that is what this bill targets. It provides no transparency on union donations. 
I had a lot to do with unions in my life before I came into this place. As I have said in this place, I have good regard 
for the unions that I dealt with, but in terms of those unions, its members have no choice about donations to the 
Labor Party. They are unions that are affiliated with the Labor Party and they donate significant funds, despite the 
fact that a large percentage of those members may be Liberal Party or Nationals WA supporters. They might even 
be Clive Palmer supporters—shock, horror, members on the other side! Those members have no choice. Not only 
is there is no transparency for those members, but also there is no transparency of those donations going in on an 
individual basis; it simply goes in as a union donation. This is not a fair bill. It does not create a level playing field. 
This bill squarely targets the Liberal and National Parties’ donor base to cripple our ability to run a campaign. 
One thing we do know is that since the Labor Party was elected, it has been assiduous in raising funds and using 
ministerial offices, or at least ministerial imprimatur, to raise funds. We have seen the notices from certain ministers 
talking about their portfolios stating: “If you want to talk to the minister, come to a $3 000-a-head fundraising 
dinner.” The Labor Party has been out there raising funds and, with this legislation, it is secure in the knowledge that 
it has many millions of dollars coming from the union movements for which, in effect, there will be no accountability. 
This bill is about entrenching the electoral dominance of the Labor Party in future elections. It provides no 
transparency and no level playing field. This is a harsh partisan bill designed to cripple the ability of any party 
other than the Labor Party to effectively compete in an election. If we go through the bill — 
Mr T. Healy interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: As I said, I am not so fussed about the member’s interjections. 
Clause 13 of the bills deals with foreign donors. As has already been pointed out, we are concerned about the ability 
of foreign entities to influence elections in Western Australia. Certainly, we are very keen to ensure that that is not 
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able to happen. There was a mention of loopholes, but there is foreign influence in this state. We have different foreign 
groups in this state such as Pew Charitable Trusts that has many millions of dollars coming in from America. It 
then makes donations to groups like the Australian Conservation Foundation and others that are left-leaning groups 
and typically support the Labor Party—in fact, I would say that they universally support the Labor Party. There is 
no transparency on that under this legislation—none whatsoever. Under this legislation there is no transparency of 
a group like the Pew foundation, which is predominantly left leaning and donates to other activist groups in this 
state that support the Labor Party, yet during elections those groups are very actively engaged in political campaigns. 
As I said, they are overwhelmingly in support of the Labor Party, and sometimes they may be in support of the 
Greens, but this bill provides no transparency on that. That foreign influence in our state will continue. But as 
I say, we oppose that direct influence of foreign donors and, as already been indicated, an amendment has been 
submitted in the upper house. 

With regard to caps on electoral allowances, I do not think it will add much to the debate for me to go through that 
in detail because that has been done well. The problem with this bill is that it does not create a level playing field. 
It does not introduce fairness and transparency in any way other than a way that will harm the electoral ability of 
the Liberal and National Parties in this place. I am really disturbed by the political environment at the moment. 
This government is acting as though this is a one-party state. A bill was introduced into Parliament under which 
the Premier would be able to change any law or regulation with the stroke of a pen. Fortunately, and only because 
we have an upper house that could block it, it was withdrawn. But that is the mindset of this government. We are 
a one-party state with state-controlled press, as we are seeing at the moment. This bill is not about a level playing 
field; it is about entrenching the ability of the Labor Party and its 14 affiliated unions to utterly control and utterly 
dominate elections in this state. This bill will entrench the victimisation — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms S.E. Winton): Minister for Tourism! Member for Cottesloe, are you accepting 
interjections? 

Dr D.J. HONEY: I am not accepting interjections. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Tourism, the member has indicated that he will not be accepting interjections. 

Mr D.R. Michael interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta! The member for Cottesloe has indicated that he will not be 
accepting interjections, so be quiet. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: This bill absolutely entrenches the ability of the Labor Party and its 14 affiliated unions to utterly 
financially dominate any future election in this state with no transparency at all on the donations behind the unions. 
As I said, it entrenches victimisation of small, mum-and-dad owners who want to support the political process—
an inevitable consequence of the publication of the names of those small donors. We are not talking about some 
megalomaniac coming in and influencing the election; we are talking about ordinary citizens and households 
making a contribution to support a particular candidate. This bill provides no transparency on union donors and 
no fairness. This bill is not an urgent COVID bill. It is an absolute disgrace and misuse of Parliament and this bill 
should not be before this place. If the Labor Party wants to bring forward a bill that entrenches transparency and 
fairness and prevents one side of this place utterly financially dominating the opposition, then bring it forward. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: The member has already indicated that he wants to be heard in silence, so can we 
please respect that. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: This bill does nothing for transparency, nothing for fairness and nothing for a level playing 
field. It simply entrenches this government’s political advantage. The Electoral Amendment Bill 2020 should not 
be passed. 

MR C.J. TALLENTIRE (Thornlie — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.18 pm]: I rise to offer my wholehearted 
support for the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. It is much needed because money is not the answer to our democracy. 
Money is in fact a big problem in our democracy. We only have to look at the problems in the United States with 
a money-dominated political process and an appalling democratic result. That situation is exactly what we want to 
avoid. We want a political and a democratic process that is based on ideas, good policy and commitment to things 
that will make people’s lives better. The idea that a party can win an election just by throwing massive amounts 
of money at it is completely wrong, yet members opposite seem to have this idea that massive amounts of money 
will win an election; that is false. That is why it is a very sensible idea to have a cap. If a Legislative Assembly 
candidate cannot win a seat on a budget of $125 000, I do not think that they would be worth their place in this 
chamber. That is a fact. How many members opposite have spent more than $125 000 on their individual campaign? 
If they have spent that amount, what have they spent it on? Have they spent it on heaps of television advertising?  

Mr D.T. Redman interjected  
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Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Yes, and look at the result. If too much money is spent on a campaign —  

Several members interjected. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Can I have some protection, please, Madam Acting Speaker?  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L. Mettam): The member for Thornlie has indicated that he would like to be heard 
in silence so can we respect that, please?  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: All members need to accept that the spending of ridiculous amounts of money on 
a campaign annoys the voter—that is the end result. They see the wastage so a cap of $125 000 per electorate is 
entirely reasonable. People are appalled —  

Mr D.T. Redman: That is the point; it’s actually not a cap, member.  

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Yes. During his second reading contribution, the member for Warren–Blackwood 
touched on the point that we can shift from a relatively safe seat to another seat, which expands the capacity 
somewhat. Pouring more money into an electorate is a reasonable tactical ploy that a party office can make. It is 
my view that over time, once we accept this notion of a cap, that amount will come down. That is my hope. I think 
that that is the expectation of voters. 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Thornlie, are you accepting interjections? 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: Not just at the moment, thank you.  

Mr A. Krsticevic: He picks and chooses. 

Mr C.J. TALLENTIRE: I will come to the member for Carine’s interjection. I am sure it will be a worthwhile one. 

I recently held a fundraiser at the Royal Aero Club of Western Australia in Jandakot, to which humble Labor voters 
came along. Most of them paid $50, and some paid $30, to attend. Our voter base is not as cashed up as that of the 
Liberal Party—that is a reality. The fact is that fundraisers are good events because they bring together the troops. 
People like the social aspect of them. Indeed, for most of us at the fundraiser, it was one of the biggest social 
gatherings we have attended since the COVID-19 restrictions were lifted. To say that we should be pouring energy 
into fundraiser events is something that again the voting public is appalled by. Our equivalents in the United States 
are told to spend between 60 per cent and 70 per cent of their time on fundraising. That is an appalling state of 
affairs. Can members imagine? They are told, “Don’t waste your time working on policies, talking to constituents 
or working on legislation. Spend your time fundraising.” That is the way we are going. We could end up going the 
way of the United States. We do not want to end up like that. We want our politics to be based on talking to voters, 
talking about ideas, working up good legislation, critiquing legislation and having good sensible debate. We do 
not want our political system to be dominated by the raising of money, which is where we are headed at the moment 
and why the cap is a fantastic concept and so needed. Moreover, it is the expectation of the Western Australian 
public. The Western Australian public is appalled by the wastage of funds.  

I want to get on to one other issue. We all know that Mr Palmer spent more than $70 million during the last federal 
election campaign. The money he poured into that election campaign is more than anyone has spent in the history 
of Australian politics. It was perfectly legal for him to pour that money in, but what an appalling waste. I think the 
general view of the Australian public being against Clive Palmer is added to by his ability to waste money. We do 
not want that sort of influence on our politics. The Liberal and National Parties should watch this if they are not 
prepared to not bring in a cap and if they are prepared to allow someone like Clive Palmer to throw $70 million at 
a federal election campaign, because he could go further than that. We all know that he has deeper pockets than 
$70 million and he could go a whole lot further. We do not want that situation exacerbated at all. Members opposite 
should talk to their constituents because there is a really strong groundswell of support for this legislation. People 
want to see us out there talking to voters, not wasting money on all sorts of posters everywhere that clutter up our 
neighbourhoods and adverts that people do not read in community newspapers. People want to see us talking to 
voters. I offer my full support for this legislation.  

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [12.25 pm]: That was very entertaining. The Labor Party has solidly booked and 
purchased every advertising spot in my two local newspapers through to the next election. The member for 
Thornlie, who just said that the public does not want to see that, is one of the purchasers. The Electoral Amendment 
Bill 2020 is an attempt by the Labor Party to gain electoral power under the banner of COVID-19 and advantage 
itself financially. Let us be honest—that is what it is doing. The cap is not a cap. The cap is a cap for us, but it is 
not a cap for the Labor Party. The disclosure is not a disclosure for the Labor Party, but it is for us. Most of the 
Labor Party’s money comes from the union movement. Most union members, of course, generally have no say in 
whether their union donates to the Labor Party—their contribution is forced on them even if they do not want it—
and the contribution through the union movement is not disclosed on an individual basis. The Labor Party has 
a large number of political entities, such as the unions, on which the government has put a cap of $2 million each. 
If we add that up, they can spend pushing $50 million during the next election campaign. The cap applies only to 
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the candidates in each seat. The cap for political entities is not apportioned over the seats. The union movement 
can directly run a parallel campaign on a statewide basis but concentrate it in a specific electorate, but that is not 
included in the cap. The government is rigging the system and it is trying to hide that rigging under the banner of 
COVID-19. People want us to work together and if it is hidden under the banner of COVID-19, it can say that it 
is an emergency bill and that the parties are working together. This bill will undermine people’s support of the 
political process. The government is specifically undermining it. This action is excessive. The government is trying 
to rig the political system to the advantage of the Labor Party and the union movement—make no bones about it, 
that is what this bill will do.  
The member for Southern River said that $125 000 is enough. If that is the case, the government should take all 
the money spent by the Labor Party, apportion it across all the electorates and cap the total at $125 000, including all 
those political entities, such as the union movement. The government should take $125 000 and times it by 59 and 
that should be the total limit that can be spent holus-bolus by political candidates and by the Labor Party and all 
its associated entities. Of course, that will not cover the whole amount, because this bill does not include a whole 
range of things, including payment in kind, parallel campaigns and all sorts of other stuff.  
During the last state election, members of the union movement were campaigning outside my electorate office or 
in my electorate on a weekly basis. The Missos army was out there. It did not spend any money but its members’ 
wages were paid while they campaigned. That is not included in the bill. Payment in kind and parallel campaigns 
are not included in the bill. The structure of the union movement and its ownership of the Labor Party is an advantage.  
Now the government is trying to rig it again. If the government had said that a political party and its associated entities 
could spend no more than $125 000 on average and that would be aggregated over the whole state electorate, we 
would have accepted it, but the government is not doing that. We run campaigns largely by individual candidates 
raising money for themselves. The Labor Party gets most of its money from the union movement—aggregated to 
trades hall and directly to the Labor Party. The government is trying to rig this for its advantage. That is why we 
are not going to support this bill. One of the previous speakers said that people are sick of the amount of money 
spent on, and the aggressiveness of, election campaigns, and they are. So why is the government doing this? Without 
a shadow of doubt, in this next campaign we will see the Labor Party spend not only more than the Liberal Party, 
the Nationals WA and the rest of the other parties put together, but also more than it has ever spent at a state election. 
There is absolutely no doubt. The union movement will come out in full force. We will see a tsunami of money 
spent directly by candidates, but, more importantly, through the Labor Party. This bill tries to facilitate that. 
I turn to a couple of things. I would like to talk about foreign donors. This is a Clayton’s attempt to restrict foreign 
donors. All that someone needs is an Australian business number or a number registered with the Australian Securities 
and Investments Commission or one of the company regulators, and, if they do that, they are a local. What is 
stopping a person from overseas from coming in and setting up a little business called Consulting.org, getting an 
ABN and taking the money in full from overseas? Nothing. We know that foreign donations are one of the real 
crucial issues in our elections. I cannot say that about Western Australia, but look at New South Wales. It is not 
just foreign corporate entities; it is entities associated with foreign governments that are often not democratic and 
clearly interfering in not just the political wellbeing, but the democracy, of our nation. This safeguard is totally 
inadequate. It is a Clayton’s attempt. It is an attempt to say that we are doing it when we are not.  
I think the previous speaker had it right. The real weakness of this bill is that people are sick of the amount of money 
spent on elections, but we know that politics is an aggressive business, things are costly and if people do not have 
the money, they cannot get their voices out there, particularly in the noise that is out there.  
Mr T.J. Healy: Just do the work. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Do not lecture me about doing the work. 
Mr T.J. Healy: Didn’t you used to work for a conservative think tank? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. 
Mr T.J. Healy: Were they funded by overseas and different things? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it was mostly funded by individuals—Australians. 
Mr T.J. Healy: Did they support your election? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, of course not.  
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: They are actually not able to. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is not able to. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: It is every group.  
This displays the member’s character. He thought we would do that, because he would. He would use any means, 
fair or foul, to advance himself. That is the problem. We have to go into politics to go to the lowest common 
denominator, member for Southern River, and there have to be safeguards. This bill does not have them. It frees 
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them up. It frees up foreign interests, property developers and unions to flood money into the Labor government. 
That is what this bill is for. Make no bones about it, that is what it is for. We will see the result of the flood of 
money coming in. The government is trying to rig the system under the aegis of COVID-19. Give us a break! This 
is not the first bill the government is trying to do that with; there is a whole raft of them.  
Mr D.R. Michael: It is not a COVID-19 bill; that is not correct. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The government attempted to do it.  
There is a whole range of other issues that this bill does not deal with. In other states, particularly New South Wales 
and Queensland, there have been a number of major reviews into election funding. In those states they have caps 
and greater transparency, and my colleagues have addressed some of the pitfalls that will arise with us, because 
our individual donors have been and will be targeted by union people, particularly if they are a business that unions 
can have leverage over, to stop them donating to the Liberal Party. That will happen without doubt. That is the 
nature of the Labor Party and its union affiliates. There is a whole range of things not considered by the bill, such 
as payment in kind, parallel campaigns, property developers, and tobacco companies. 
Mr D.R. Michael: What party do they still donate to? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Not ours. 
The government could have banned tobacco companies, but it did not. New South Wales did and Queensland did. 
Another really interesting thing the government could have explored, but I know it would not, is liquor companies. 
That is banned. Liquor outlets, distributors and producers are banned in New South Wales. Why did the government 
not consider those? That would be a legitimate debate. The government should have done that through the bill. If 
the objective is to take the heat out of this system, ensure that the lowest common denominator does not drive it, 
and, indeed, limit the amount of resources pumped into elections, the government would have said that this had to 
be done collectively through all the parties, and it would have put together an independent group, as was done in 
New South Wales and Queensland, to outline all the issues for discussion and then bring them forward. The 
government did not do that. It did not do that, because it did not want to. The Labor government wants to rig the 
system to its advantage. My colleagues, I will not be here, but remember this.  
I would like to outline some reforms that I would like a future Liberal government to bring in. The first relates to 
payment in kind. We all know that the union movement pays money directly to the Labor Party, and that is disclosed. 
It gives money to many associated entities under the act, and it also gives it to trades hall, which is an associated 
entity under the act, and I assume that most of that is disclosed. The union movement also runs all sorts of parallel 
campaigns under various names unrelated to union names, or under fake community groups. 
Mr D.R. Michael: Name one. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not need to. There was one to save Western Power. Its members wore yellow and black 
and walked around my electorate. That, of course, was fully funded and staffed, and with material distributed, by 
union people. We all saw them at the booths. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: They bragged about being on the payroll. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. I sat down and had a chat with them, some were friendly, and they said that they were on 
the payroll. 
Mr T.J. Healy: Should we include victory life church? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not even know what victory life church is, mate. 
Mr T.J. Healy: The one next to your electorate. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Which one? 
Mr T.J. Healy: On Ranford Road. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, the one that is shut down right now. 
Mr T.J. Healy: They have affiliates. I know they employ a lot of people. They work. They employ a lot of chaplains 
and youth workers—great people. Do they? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Are you accusing victory life church of donating to me? 
Mr T.J. Healy: It is a great church. I think it is a fantastic church, but would you include it? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Here we go. The member brings it. The member specifies a certain church. 
Mr T.J. Healy: But they run the campaigns. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, no. The union movement ran a campaign on us. 
Mr T.J. Healy: They letterbox, they work and they do all that. Would that be in-kind support? That is all I am asking. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: If the church ran a parallel campaign for the member or me, yes, but it does not. 
Mr T.J. Healy: Not for the member this time around. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, it never did. It did not exist in my electorate last time—actually, it did have a little church. 
Mr T.J. Healy: It had a big Joe Francis sign out the front. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. 
Mr T.J. Healy: It did. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Was it in my electorate? 
Mr T.J. Healy: I think you have said yes. You have answered my question.  
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, if a church or any other entity runs a parallel campaign at a district level or higher—
because some of these campaigns are state-based, some are local-based and some are region-based—and it is clear 
that they are running a campaign during an election, it should be included. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, and also if people are paid to hand out how-to-votes, that should be declared in the process. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. If my neighbour agrees to hand out how-to-votes for the Labor Party, that is an individual. 
Ms R. Saffioti: If a local pastor tells someone to hand out how-to-votes and the church community does that as 
part of that organisation, would you include that as in-kind contributions? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: As long as the union does, too. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Okay, so you believe that should happen? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, if it can be proved that the pastor said, “Go out there and do it”, yes. We need — 
Mr T.J. Healy: I think you should check with Goiran about this. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I do not need to talk to Hon Nick Goiran about this. All I say is: the government is worried 
about the churches — 
Several members interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, it is. I have great affiliations, but I can assure members opposite that the churches are not 
behind me or behind the Liberal Party to a significant degree in my electorate. Anyway, they do not go out and 
run parallel campaigns like the union movement and the Labor Party’s associated bodies do, on a regular basis. 
We can see it. At each campaign, the unions come up with some fictitious campaign, masquerading as a community 
group, and they run that. That is one issue. Another issue we need to tackle is to make sure that people who donate 
to parties do so in full knowledge that they are doing so, and willingly. A large amount of union funds that are 
paid primarily to the Labor Party are paid without the knowledge of union members, or under coercion. Now that 
the Labor Party has set up a process in which the government of the day can unilaterally change the electoral 
funding rules to disadvantage others, we should ensure that union members have to tick off on all contributions to 
the Labor Party. 
Mr T.J. Healy: So if BHP gives you money, all shareholders should tick off? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: BHP and all the corporations have to disclose to shareholders their donations to political parties. 
By the way, to my knowledge BHP stopped donating to political parties some years ago. But there is a policy for 
corporations to declare in full, and it is secured transparently, and they disclose to their shareholders their donations 
across the board. Unions take money from individuals and do not ask their permission; nor do they go to their 
members and say, “Members, do you willingly want us to take a share of your contribution and give it to the 
Labor Party?” 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: One of the key issues we have is further tightening the foreign involvement policies. This is 
a really serious issue. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, the minister was not here, and I will go through — 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, foreign entities. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Then why does this bill seek to stop foreign donations? 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Because there are some parties that are not currently covered by the provisions—those that 
are registered only in the state system. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. One of the issues I raised is that this restriction says that a party cannot have foreign 
donations, and if an entity has an Australian ABN or an equivalent registration with one of the corporate regulators, 
it is defined under this bill as a local entity, and can give donations. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Sure, but your party and my party are also regulated by the federal system, so we still have to 
comply with the federal rules. This is about: how do you practically get the state Electoral Commission to do the 
review of those parties? What is the mechanism that you use to find the disclosure? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Where the funds come from. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s correct, so it has to be an enforceable arrangement. Unless you are going to give 
tens of millions of dollars to the commission for it to do company searches and detailed analyses, it’s just — 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister was not here when I started. My point is to indicate further areas of reform. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is the minister’s view. 
Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L. Mettam): Member for Riverton, are you accepting interjections? 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, not any more. 
We should approach this in a bipartisan way. If the issue is: let us take some of the lowest common denominators 
and the tricks out of it, take away the extent of resources pumped into campaigning and get back to local, grassroots 
issues, we need to act collectively and agree collectively, to the extent that we can. That is not what is being done 
here; that is my point. The government has set new standards of debasement through a unilateral bill that was not 
discussed with us and that seeks to advantage the Labor Party over everyone else. My point is that a future Liberal 
government, whenever that may be, must re-base this legislation to take away some of the advantages that the future 
Labor Party will have inherited because of its relationship with the union movement, and some of the advantages that 
it is giving itself through this legislation. We also have to look at the range of non-profit organisations springing 
up—this is not just the Labor Party—that have political motives and that campaign. 
Dr A.D. Buti: What about tobacco companies? Do you take any sponsorship from tobacco companies? You don’t 
anymore, but when was that — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, the member for Riverton has already stated that he is not 
taking interjections. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I might add that it is worth considering what New South Wales has done, which is to ban money 
from certain types of entities—I mentioned this; I am not sure if a member for Armadale was here—including 
tobacco companies. I also think it would be a legitimate debating point to include property developers, liquor outlets 
and perhaps even gambling outfits. We would have to define those more widely; I am not going to ban someone 
who owns a bottle shop from making a donation, but there is an issue when parties take donations from a body 
whose wealth is primarily gleaned from government activity. We all know that that is an issue. New South Wales 
conducted an expert review in 2017 that canvassed all those issues. It also looked at local government funding, 
which is relevant, and put those issues to a bipartisan body that made some decisions. It approved some of it, and 
put in bans on property developers, tobacco and, to some extent, alcohol producers. We should consider something 
like that if we want to safeguard the independence of our political system. 
I am not in a position to suggest that right now; I have not gone through all the issues. When bans like that are put 
in place, they can be driven around and therefore it is futile. The US is always coming up with these types of 
restrictions and people can get around them. But those are the things we actually did. The member for Gosnells is 
right: people are sick of the amount of money being spent.  
Another issue raised is: money ain’t everything. The Darling Range by-election showed that. The government 
spent three times what we did, and that was an advantage to us; the member for Gosnells was right. The government 
flooded the newspaper and pestered the hell out of people —  
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Everybody is being bugged every night by someone calling. Nearly $400 000 was spent on 
that by-election, and we had a 9.3 per cent swing. 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The reason for that was local actions, such as doorknocking — 
Ms R. Saffioti interjected 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Transport, the member for Riverton has asked for no interjections. 
Several members interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There is a noise at the back. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: The member for Riverton has indicated that he wants to be heard in silence. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I want to step back from partisan stuff. We all know the threats to our democracy. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 5005.] 

ROBERT HOLLINGSWORTH — TRIBUTE 
Statement by Member for Darling Range 

MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [12.50 pm]: I would like to take this opportunity to inform the  
Legislative Assembly of the sad passing of a local legend in my community of Darling Range, Robert Hollingsworth. 
I attended Robert’s funeral on 23 July. It was clear that he made a remarkable impact throughout his life. He was 
born in East Fremantle in 1939, and at the age of 15 he began his apprenticeship at The West Australian. He was 
soon a stalwart of the Western Australian newspaper industry, serving as Daily News supervisor and assistant to 
the day printer. 
Robert began his own small business with his wife, Pamela, and three sons—Wesley, a printer, Hartley, a graphic 
design compositor, and Dale, an accountant. Throughout this time, Robert devoted himself to his community, 
serving as a Rotarian, for which he was awarded the prestigious Paul Harris Fellowship for his contribution to the 
community. He was also an active member the Jarrahdale Heritage Society, a founding member of Byford Probus, 
and a former president of the Serpentine–Jarrahdale men’s shed. 
Robert was a well-loved and cherished member of his community and certainly made a valued contribution and 
collected many friends. On behalf of the Darling Range community, I thank Robert for his service and thank his 
family for sharing him with us. He will be missed. Vale Robert Hollingsworth. 

DOREEN SOUTHAM — TRIBUTE 
Statement by Member for Armadale 

DR A.D. BUTI (Armadale) [12.51 pm]: On 6 June 2020, Doreen Southam passed away at Dale Cottages in 
Armadale. Doreen was born on 3 July 1942 in war-torn Britain. Throughout her life, she displayed the determined 
British bulldog resilient spirit that was on show during the war years in Britain where citizens pulled together for 
the war effort. Doreen was my first legal secretary, but, more importantly, she was my friend. She was also the 
friend of many whom she came in contact with, including members of the Armadale–Kelmscott branch of the 
Australian Labor Party. Doreen was a dedicated member of the Labor Party. She helped many Labor candidates 
in elections. Various orthopaedic surgeries did not slow her down; she just turned up with walking sticks or in splints 
and got on with the job. 
At the 2015 Canning by-election, Doreen set up the pre-polling booth on many days, and after her car was vandalised 
and off the road for a few days, she pushed the campaign materials to the booth in a shopping trolley. But Doreen 
was more than a dedicated member of the Labor Party. Doreen was a dedicated member of her local community. 
Yes, she was on the red side, but she was also on the side of people in the community, whatever their politics. Her 
driving motivation was to help build a great community and to help those who needed help. 
Doreen was always on the move. She had to be order to fit in all the tasks she set herself on a daily basis. Whether 
it was gardening at home, helping out running the Armadale Neighbourhood Watch group, or supporting her 
grandson, Doreen approached all tasks and challenges with enthusiasm and enjoyment. Simply put, Doreen loved 
life. All those who came in contact with Doreen loved her. 
Rest in peace my friend, the wonderful and beautiful Doreen Southam. 

CITY OF GREATER GERALDTON — CITIZENSHIP CEREMONY 
Statement by Member for Geraldton 

MR I.C. BLAYNEY (Geraldton) [12.53 pm]: On 30 July, the City of Greater Geraldton held its first citizenship 
ceremony since the COVID-19 restrictions were eased. It was a pleasure to attend and welcome our newest 
citizens. From Germany, we had Xenia Schneider. From India, we had Mrs Ancy Dsouza, Miss Caitlyn Gomez, 
Miss Clarice Gomez and Mr Shelton Gomez, Mrs Sonia John, Mr Sandeep Khanna, Mrs Bincy Sunny Paul and 
Master Noel Sunny, and Mr Vineeth Kumar Vijayakumar. From New Zealand, we had Mr Darcy Robert Stanley Smith. 
From the Philippines, we had Mr Mario Cepillo, Master Grant Daniel Cepillo and Miss Shanice Mhay Cepillo, and 
Mrs Madeleine Millama. South Africans included Mrs Jean de Klerk, Dr Daniel Laubscher, and Daniel, Michaela, 
and Michelle-Lee Laubscher, Ian and Terressa Sloan, Adam and Chantel Van Aswegen, and Ms Ruth Vorster. 
From Sweden, we welcomed Miss Linda Euren. From the United Kingdom, we had Mr George Godfrey, 
Mrs Kim Frances Holdsworth, Mrs Karen Johnston, Miss Amber Jones, Mr Daniel Rees, Mr Kevin Lumsden and 
Ms Rebecca Rose. Finally, from the United States of America, we had Mr Michael Anick. 
I would like to acknowledge the service of the Mayor of the City of Greater Geraldton, Mr Shane Van Styn, and 
Ms Laani Peglar, the executive support secretary. 
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Congratulations and welcome again to Geraldton’s newest citizens. I hope your future in our city is long and 
pleasant, and I look forward to attending more citizenship ceremonies. 

SHEOAK GROVE PRIMARY SCHOOL 
Statement by Member for Baldivis 

MR R.R. WHITBY (Baldivis — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.55 pm]: We know that COVID-19 has made 
2020 a year like no other but just imagine what it has been like for a brand-new school in its very first year. The 
Premier, the Minister for Education and Training and I attended the official opening of Sheoak Grove Primary 
School in Baldivis on 21 February. We could not imagine the year that lay ahead. First years are key to establishing 
the right culture and relationships in new schools. Principal Craig Stanners had all that to deal with, plus a pandemic. 
But today Sheoak Grove is thriving thanks to Mr Stanners, deputy Donna Oliver, manager corporate services 
Amanda Martin, passionate teachers and staff, and committed and involved parents. 
Sheoak Grove has an active P&C. Thanks to president Renee Hewitt, vice-president Nakira Burkala, secretary 
Vicki Bell and treasurer Tracey Boswell, and the executive team of Anita Stokes, Hayley Johanson, Kellie Upsall, 
Joel Tuffin and Danielle Tuffin. Guiding the school is a dedicated board, including Vicki Bell, Louise Bloom, 
Renee Hewitt, Jared McEntee, Cherie Mokomoko, Dewald Pretorius, Anita Stokes, Danielle Tuffin and Kellie Upsall. 
Their school year is not over yet but Sheoak Grove is growing strong and living up to its motto to “shine, grow 
and connect”. 

SHIRE OF COOLGARDIE — REGIONAL WASTE FACILITY 
Statement by Member for Kalgoorlie 

MR K.M. O’DONNELL (Kalgoorlie) [12.56 pm]: Greetings, Madam Acting Speaker. Our regional local 
governments are progressive and forward thinking. I recently heard about the Shire of Coolgardie’s proposed 
regional waste facility and believe it to be an outstanding project. There are so many boxes ticked in favour for 
this development that it is an absolute no-brainer. Not only will the project be the first of its kind in Australia, but 
it will also create much-needed jobs, with no environmental footprint and no negative impact on the community. 
A plant will be installed to convert plastics, tyres, oil and sludge—which is normally sent to landfill, dumped or 
transported somewhere else—into biogas and diesel to support off-grid energy solutions. The positive effects for 
the community and for our region will be aplenty. Not only that, the Shire of Coolgardie has also adopted the 
2020–21 budget with a zero increase in rates and has not increased fees and charges for the use of all shire facilities. 
This is a much-needed move in these challenging times. 
As for the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder, I have been briefed on the Kalgoorlie water bank project, which I believe 
to be equally outstanding. The Kalgoorlie water bank is aimed to provide water for major industries so their 
business development and growth is not limited to the current water usage they are able to pay for. The water bank 
will provide competitive rates for water through its fit-for-purpose water scheme. Recycled water will go into 
reticulating parks, ovals, schools and sporting club facilities et cetera. 
Both the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder and the Shire of Coolgardie need vital support. 
Also, the Eucla airstrip at the epicentre of the hard border needs upgrading. Any water on the strip means that 
planes cannot land. The Royal Flying Doctor Service, the police and locals use it. We need the state and federal 
governments to come together and get this done. 

WILSON PARK — NETBALL COURTS UPGRADE 
Statement by Member for Belmont 

MS C.M. ROWE (Belmont) [12.58 pm]: I rise today to draw attention to the urgent need for upgrades to the 
netball courts at Wilson Park in Rivervale and to acknowledge the hard work and dedication of the volunteers at 
the Belmont Netball Association. Wilson Park is the home of netball in my electorate. The courts are used by the 
Belmont Netball Association and its membership of nearly 600 players across six local clubs. A natural consequence 
of the courts’ popularity, along with the age of the courts, is that the playing surfaces are in desperate need of an 
upgrade. The court surfaces are totally worn and of a substandard quality, increasing the likelihood of player injuries. 
The BNA is well placed to establish a strong netball hub at Wilson Park if playing facilities are upgraded to 
a higher level. An upgrade to the playing surfaces and lighting at Wilson Park would mean a great deal to my 
community. I am currently in the process of collecting petition signatures in support of these upgrades to 
demonstrate the level of community support for this project and encourage interested locals to sign my petition. 
I would like to finish by acknowledging the dedication of all the volunteers at the BNA. I would especially like to 
thank treasurer Anne Deacon and administrator Narelle Parker, who have done an outstanding job in organising 
the return of competition at Wilson Park. I have been working closely with Anne and Narelle to advocate for these 
upgrades and hope we can succeed in getting this much-needed infrastructure upgrade for our community. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
YOUTH — UNEMPLOYMENT 

539. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Premier: 
I refer to the Australian Bureau of Statistics data released today that highlights that Western Australia’s unemployment 
rate continues to be the second highest in the nation and well above the national average. Can the Premier confirm 
that youth unemployment has jumped a further 1.5 per cent to 16.7 per cent and that our youth have been left 
behind by his government? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
The state of Western Australia, like the rest of the country and the rest of the world, is confronting a pandemic 
and an economic situation that we have not seen in 100 years. This is obviously a very difficult thing to deal with. 
We have been working very hard to get jobs and opportunities back into the Western Australian economy in 
a COVID-safe way. As the Leader of the Opposition might know, we have opened up our economy within our 
hard borders, far greater than any other state in Australia. Our rules around cafes, restaurants, bars, pubs, the casino 
and the like are far more relaxed than any other state in Australia, and that is because we do not have community 
spread of COVID-19. Members will find that that is not the situation in other states. 
The figures handed down today are encouraging. They show that Western Australia has recorded the strongest growth 
in employment of all mainland states and territories. A total of 19 200 Western Australians found work in July. Half 
of those were in full-time jobs. Western Australia has now recovered more than 41 000 jobs that were lost since the 
start of the pandemic. The number of people currently employed in Western Australia is higher than what it was 
when we came to government. There are now 10 000 more Western Australians in work than in March 2017. 
Obviously, there is a long way to go and there is a lot more work to do, but our recovery plan we launched a few 
weeks ago is very devoted to and focused on getting as much employment back as possible. Obviously, our hard 
border allows us to open up the economy far more than we otherwise would have been able to do had the border 
come down, as the Liberal Party advocated. 

YOUTH — UNEMPLOYMENT 
540. Mrs L.M. HARVEY to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the Premier outline to the house what the government’s youth and overall 
jobs targets are; and, if not, why not? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Obviously, our aim is to drive the unemployment rate down to as low as possible, but we are in a pandemic that 
has impacted the entire world. I do not know whether the Leader of the Opposition listened to what I just said. We 
have the strongest employment growth of all mainland states and territories. A total of 19 200 Western Australians 
found work in July. Since the start of the pandemic, we have recovered 41 000 jobs. We have easily the highest 
participation rate in the nation and it is growing, which obviously impacts the figures. Clearly, the situation is 
difficult for many people and many businesses across Western Australia, but we are doing all we can to recover 
the situation, which obviously has been created by a pandemic that was outside our control. 

IRON ORE PROCESSING (MINERALOGY PTY. LTD.) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
541. Mr T.J. HEALY to the Premier: 
I refer to the legislation that passed Parliament last night, which seeks to deal with damages claims submitted by 
Clive Palmer, Mineralogy and International Minerals against the state of Western Australia. 
(1) Can the Premier advise the house what is at risk for the people of Western Australia if this legislation is 

unnecessarily held up and delayed by a parliamentary committee? 
(2) Can the Premier advise the house whether the action this government is taking to protect the interests of 

Western Australia could have been avoided? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
(1)–(2) I would like to comment on the most critical and time-sensitive issue in Western Australia today. I would 

like to pass on my thanks to members of this house, who passed the legislation in relation to Mineralogy 
last evening—for progressing an essential bill to protect the interests of the people of Western Australia. 
I just want to remind people what is at risk. It was canvassed by the Attorney General yesterday. The cost 
of failure in this matter is extreme. Never before have damages been sought under an arbitration process 
in relation to a state agreement act. We have 70 of those state agreement acts and they go back 80 or so years 
in Western Australia. Never before have they been sought to be arbitrated and never before have damages 
been sought by any party in relation to these matters. The position taken by Mr Clive Palmer is that he is 
seeking a payment from the taxpayers of Western Australia of around $30 billion—that is, $30 000 million, 
or $12 000 per person in Western Australia—plus further unspecified damages for other breaches he 
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claims the former government made. That would mean it is well in excess of $30 billion. It is good that 
the bill passed the Assembly last night, and I would urge all members of Parliament, in both houses, to 
support the passage of the bill today. 
Members would be aware that yesterday Mr Clive Palmer began proceedings to try to register his 
arbitration in the New South Wales Supreme Court. I understand he has also filed an application in the 
Queensland Supreme Court. It is essential that, for whatever legal wrangling that follows, Western Australia 
is in the strongest position possible to protect our state when the lawyers have it out in New South Wales 
and Queensland. It is in the interests of this state that during any proceedings or discussion in the New South 
Wales or Queensland Supreme Courts concerning an act of the Western Australian Parliament that will 
settle the matter, it is passed with the signature of the Governor upon it. Western Australia’s case is far 
stronger if this legislation is passed today. We cannot have a parliamentary committee taking four to 
six weeks to consider this legislation. This is urgent; this is not some game. 
It could be disastrous if the legislation is delayed. People across Western Australia are asking whether all of 
this could have been avoided. Let me be clear: as was canvassed in the media—I have been very clear publicly 
about this—my government, and me personally, believe that Premier Colin Barnett made the right decision 
and took the right course of action when, as state development minister, he protected Western Australia at the 
time from a proposal by Mr Palmer that was flawed and without appropriate detail. Mr Barnett made the right 
decision. We want to back in Mr Barnett and the former government’s decision here. But it has come to our 
attention this morning that there was advice given to the government in 2014 that could have potentially 
put a stop to this whole sorry saga then and there. Following the handing down of the arbitral award 
by Mr McHugh, AC, QC, on 20 May 2014, advice was provided by the State Solicitor’s Office concerning 
whether the state should appeal. That advice was provided in late May 2014 by Mr Robert Mitchell, SC, who 
is now Hon Justice of Appeal Mitchell, SC. Although that advice is not available to the current government, 
I have here a memo from Nicholas Egan, the State Solicitor. The memo confirms that the previous Liberal 
government was advised to appeal the award in 2014 and self-evidently that advice was not followed by the 
government of the day at ministerial level. For the benefit of the house, I now table the memo. 

[See paper 3566.] 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There was an opportunity to protect the taxpayers of Western Australia that the former 
government chose not to adopt. What is done is done. I cannot undo the inaction of the past, but we can do our 
best to rectify the situation we now face. I urge everyone to please abandon efforts to delay this legislation. Please 
support the people of Western Australia. This is an extremely important matter. I urge the Legislative Council and 
the Liberal Party to please help us undo the issues that have occurred in the past. Please help us undo the issues in 
the Legislative Council. Please help us get this legislation through. This legislation is designed to protect the 
taxpayers of Western Australia from a rapacious and greedy claim by a Queensland billionaire that would potentially 
bankrupt the state of Western Australia. Opposition members have an obligation to help us. They have an obligation 
to do the right thing by the people of Western Australia. This is not a joke. This is not a game. This is one of the most 
serious issues this Parliament will deal with. Please assist us here. We do not have the numbers in the upper house. 
We rely upon the opposition to help us. The ball is now in the Liberal Party’s court. Help us resolve this matter. 

CORONAVIRUS — WESTERN AUSTRALIAN JOBS ACT — UNEMPLOYMENT 
542. Mrs A.K. HAYDEN to the Premier: 
I refer to Western Australia having the second highest unemployment rate in the nation. Why is the Premier awarding 
government contracts to eastern states companies instead of Western Australian small businesses, including the 
$2 million Wander Out Yonder campaign going to a Sydney company, his own department giving a $3 million 
media monitoring contract to a Victorian company and another being awarded to Victoria to supply barbecues for 
a park in Collie? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
As I indicated before, Western Australia recorded the strongest employment growth of all mainland states and 
territories in July. Nearly 20 000 Western Australians found work in July. We recovered more than 41 000 jobs lost 
since the start of the pandemic. We now have by far the highest participation rate, which obviously impacts the 
unemployment rate adversely, but it means that more people are in the jobs market in Western Australia. 
I will make a few points about what the member said then. We have passed the Western Australian Jobs Act. That is 
ensuring that far more contracts go to Western Australian businesses across our state. It is ensuring that the 
participation plans that are put in place are written into contracts. The member raised the case of barbecues—
a $62 000 contract for a Victorian company to supply barbecues for Lake Kepwari. Just so she knows, 99 per cent of the 
contracts for Lake Kepwari went to local regional businesses—99 per cent of contracts. In relation to the barbecues, 
apparently it is a company expert at installing barbecues, but the member will be interested to know something. In 2016, 
the former government spent $300 000 with a South Australian company to provide 102 barbecues on Rottnest Island. 
Mr P. Papalia: Who was the parliamentary secretary? 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013566afacbea059dc6532e482585c40016753c/$file/3566.pdf
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Mr M. McGOWAN: Yes. So, $62 000 went on barbecues from a Victorian company, while 99 per cent of the 
contracts went to local and regional businesses. When the member was in office, $300 000—in fact, $296 000—
went to a South Australian company to put in 102 barbecues on Rottnest Island. 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Considering that the member was the then Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Tourism, 
she should check her facts before she asks questions. 

CORONAVIRUS — WESTERN AUSTRALIAN JOBS ACT — UNEMPLOYMENT 
543. Mrs A.K. HAYDEN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Considering that we are all in this together with COVID-19, when will the 
Premier’s government start shopping with and supporting local small businesses, like he is calling on every 
Western Australian to do? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
We do. We passed the jobs act. We recently changed the Buy Local regulations to make it far stronger for regional 
businesses to receive contracts. In fact, under the policy that I launched in Kalgoorlie the other week, we have 
increased tenfold the allowance for regional small businesses. It was warmly received by regional businesses all 
over Western Australia. We are doing everything we can to get businesses back in Western Australia. We launched 
a recovery plan, but the biggest threat to our state today is Clive Palmer. He is the biggest threat. The member 
might talk about some barbecues in Collie, but the biggest threat facing Western Australia is Clive Palmer, and we 
need the Liberal Party’s support to resolve that matter. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN 
544. Mr M.J. FOLKARD to the Premier: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s $5.5 billion recovery plan. Can the Premier outline to the house how 
this will create more job opportunities for Western Australians and bring more local manufacturing back to WA? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Obviously, the pandemic has been difficult for the Western Australian economy. Prior to the pandemic arriving, 
we had created over 70 000 jobs since March 2017. Today’s figures are encouraging. We have the strongest 
employment growth of all the mainland states in Australia; 19 200 Western Australians found work in July. That 
means that Western Australia has now recovered more than 41 000 jobs since the start of the pandemic. The number 
of people currently employed in Western Australia is higher than it was when we came to office—by 10 000 people. 
The unemployment rate has fallen over the last month by half a percentage point. The number of people unemployed 
has also fallen over the last month. Our participation rate has increased from 66.6 per cent to 67.2 per cent and 
remains the highest in the country, which obviously impacts the unemployment rate. These statistics take in only 
the first two weeks of the phase 4 easing of restrictions in Western Australia, and obviously the easing will have 
had benefits since that time. It shows that through our hard border, we have been able to reopen our economy faster 
and get more Western Australians back to work than we otherwise would have. The border has allowed us to do 
that. It is self-evident: if we contain the spread of the virus, we can get more people back to work, and that is what 
we are doing. 
As part of our $5.5 billion recovery plan that we launched recently, the first state in Australia to do so, we are 
committed to bringing local manufacturing back to Western Australia. Yesterday, the Minister for Transport spoke 
about our $40.1 million investment in a new diesel railcar maintenance facility in Bellevue. We are working with 
the mining industry on either further maintaining or the construction of railcars in Western Australia. We brought 
the Matagarup Bridge back to Western Australia. We are investing $1.3 billion in railcar manufacturing in 
Bellevue on top of all this. The other day we announced $13.2 million of project funding to attract a global cathode 
active materials manufacturer to Western Australia so that we can get further up the chain in manufacturing 
batteries in Western Australia. We will do everything we can to help one of those businesses with land and 
assistance to establish here in Western Australia. Last week, I announced a project with the potential to build wind 
turbines locally. We are doing everything we can to get manufacturing into Western Australia. I note that the 
opposition has rejected local manufacturing and has repeatedly said things like this, and I want to quote what the 
opposition leader said at a Business News Western Australia function on 11 March 2020 — 

The McGowan Government’s investment in a state run, unsustainable, failed manufacturing industry in 
order to placate the union backers is to my mind, just a waste of your money. 
What we will not do is heavily subsidise industries where the state has no comparative advantage, nor 
bring back industries from a bygone era. 

The Leader of the Opposition was referring then to railcar manufacturing. We have secured a contract at 25 per cent 
less cost than the railcars bought from Queensland by the previous government, with over 50 per cent local content 
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as part of our contract, as opposed to two per cent local content when the former government did it. We are committed 
to local jobs, to local manufacturing, to our recovery plan and to making sure that Western Australia retains the 
enviable position as being the best state in Australia. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN — NEW ZEALAND WORKERS 
545. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Premier: 
I refer to the comments the Premier made in this place on Tuesday in response to the member for Central Wheatbelt 
when he said, “We are not going to give in to the National Party’s plans to bring people in from overseas.” I refer 
also to the letter received from the Minister for Agriculture and Food by Hon Colin de Grussa yesterday that states — 

It will likely prove challenging for workers to be sourced from Europe. However, I am optimistic about 
the prospect of sourcing labour from New Zealand which I have strongly encouraged. 

Can the Premier outline to the house what the government’s position is on sourcing labour from New Zealand? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Obviously, New Zealand, up until yesterday, had a zero rate of community spread of coronavirus, which is a very 
similar rate to that of Western Australia—zero. New Zealand had no community spread of the virus for 102 days 
and we have had zero community spread for 130 or so days, so we have done slightly better than New Zealand, 
but it has had very little community spread of the virus. Obviously, if it had community spread of the virus, it would 
be difficult for New Zealand to manage and would mean that there would not be an agreement with New Zealand. 
I make the point that until such time as our hard border arrangements change, we will not bring in from overseas 
any workers in that manner. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN — NEW ZEALAND WORKERS 
546. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Given that that letter arrived yesterday, has the Premier informed the Minister 
for Agriculture and Food of his position regarding sourcing labour from New Zealand? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Our position is clear. I admit that it is difficult, because I have had Hon Dr Steve Thomas and the like wanting to 
bring in workers from overseas. I think he wanted to bring people from Vanuatu, as I recall. These are difficult 
matters, particularly for the agricultural industry, because it relies upon a seasonal workforce. It is obviously a very 
difficult thing for many industries to manage. Whilst COVID-19 is out there, it is very difficult for us to bring in 
people from overseas. I have advised the Prime Minister of that. We will be pursuing a policy of employing locally. 

HEALTH SERVICES — SOUTH WEST — ADDITIONAL FUNDING 
547. Mr D.T. PUNCH to the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s $5.5 billion WA recovery plan, which includes a massive investment 
in our health system. Can the minister outline to the house what this government’s additional funding for the 
Bunbury hospital redevelopment will mean for the delivery of health care in the south west and can the minister 
advise the house what this and other upgrades to hospitals across WA will mean for local jobs and local businesses? 
Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The member for Bunbury never stops advocating for his community. It was 
great to be with him at Bunbury hospital the other day when we announced a further $38 million towards the 
redevelopment of Bunbury hospital. This is additional funding to help facilitate the next stage of works at this, our 
busiest hospital in our country hospital system. 
Bunbury hospital services more than 170 000 south west residents in addition to the seasonal tourists who impact 
on that hospital. It is doing a great job, but the size of the hospital means that it is now no longer fit for purpose, 
and so we are getting on with the job of continuing to expand it. The additional funding will help facilitate the next 
stage of work. The state government reaffirms its commitment that we want to make sure that people can receive 
the care they need where they live and when they need it. 
This renewed funding comes on top of the $22.8 million already earmarked for that project and brings the total 
investment in the South West Health Campus to $60.8 million to ensure that it grows with the thriving community 
of Bunbury and its hinterland. The $22.8 million that is already earmarked will see a focus on service planning 
and development in addition to the construction of an additional operating theatre; the reconfiguration of the 
emergency department fast-track area; the establishment of an acute medical assessment unit; the implementation 
of a mental health observation area; the procurement of extra clinical equipment for the intensive care unit; and 
improved hospital-in-the-home and telehealth capability at community locations, a project that is already underway. 
A lot of the member’s constituents will be most interested in the increase of about 250 parking bays on that site. 
I give the community of Bunbury and the south west their due; they know how to creatively park when they need 
to when using the parking bays at that hospital. 
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It is great to bring this extra funding to bear. Of course, we are expecting a lot of local jobs to come out of these 
early projects, which will see a bonanza in local jobs over the summer months. This comes in addition to a range 
of important upgrades and funding announcements that we made recently, including the upgrade to Collie Hospital 
and, as part of the project definition, the consideration of options for the design of a new operating theatre complex 
at that hospital. A community reference group is in place looking at the imminent expansion of the operating theatre 
there. People in the member for Balcatta’s electorate will have seen the ongoing construction of the maternity 
assessment unit as well as the therapy hub and the rehabilitation ward. Those upgrades are well and truly underway. 
The member for Geraldton will look on with great fondness at the terrific work of the McGowan Labor government 
as we turn the sod on 4 June to commence the redevelopment of Geraldton Health Campus. 
We announced the early works for the expansion of Joondalup Health Campus, which will see the administration 
area moved as part of the expansion of the emergency department at that hospital. We also announced the expansion 
of the Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital emergency department, which will see a new eight-bed behaviour assessment 
unit brought into that hospital in addition to the changes we brought in at the time of COVID-19 for new negative 
pressure rooms at that hospital’s emergency department. The Royal Perth Hospital medihotel has reached practical 
completion and we have seen some great works by a local construction firm, creating more jobs. 
The $80 million maintenance package for our entire hospital sector right across the state will see an exceptional 
level of work undertaken right across all hospitals—country, regional and metropolitan—to ensure that we get the 
maximum capacity to get people back into the workforce. The expansion of our hospitals via this funding is very 
welcome and it is great to see ongoing investment in our hospital system. 

CORONAVIRUS — QUARANTINE BREACHES 
548. Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP to the Minister for Health: 
Notably absent from that answer was Peel Health Campus. 
I refer to yet another breach of the hard border, as reported by WAtoday, by a 28-year-old Ascot woman. Does the 
minister now agree with the opposition that an independent risk assessment and COVID-19 outbreak preparedness 
review is needed to identify and address the shortfalls in our border and quarantine protocols such as this breach? 
Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
I apologise to the house for not mentioning Peel Health Campus. I thank the member for Dawesville because he is 
very much aware, but no more aware than the member for Mandurah, that the only government since the Carpenter 
Labor government to invest significantly in the expansion of Peel Health Campus has been the McGowan Labor 
government. For eight and a half years it was neglected. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Order, member for Dawesville! You are the one who brought this on.  
Mr R.H. COOK: Member for Dawesville, we have not even touched the commonwealth government funding yet. 
At the moment, that hospital’s emergency department is being expanded. There is an expansion of the hospital 
parking as well as the waiting area for emergency department patients thanks to the McGowan Labor government’s 
investment. We look forward to working with our partners, the commonwealth government — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: And the next member for Dawesville! 
Mr R.H. COOK: And the next member for Dawesville! We will ensure that there is ongoing redevelopment of 
the Peel Health Campus. It is a great investment by the McGowan Labor government. 
I thank the member for Dawesville for raising the issue of the great work by the Western Australia Police Force, 
under the guidance of the Minister for Police, in tracking down the latest Western Australian who thought that 
they could outsmart our hard border policy. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: They got through all the way to Scarborough! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Excuse me! Member for Armadale, you are not even in the chamber, but I am still going to call 
you. Member for Dawesville, you are in the chamber, and I am calling you. I know that you like the limelight, but 
two questions in a row and you are going feral! 
Mr R.H. COOK: We are very proud of our hard border policy. It is interesting that the member for Dawesville 
would wish to critique our hard border policy because if we had had a Liberal government during the COVID-19 
pandemic—perish the thought—we would not have to worry about our border mechanisms, because it would have 
dismantled them. The Leader of the Opposition, in May and in June and throughout her commentary on our hard 
border policy, called for the McGowan government to tear the hard border down. On 18 May, she made her famous 
remarks to Jacob Kagi from ABC news. He asked if she would dismantle the hard borders and she said, yes, 
she would. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: Tell the truth! 
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Mr R.H. COOK: Is the Leader of the Opposition saying that she did not say on 18 May that she would bring down 
the hard border? I believe Mr Kagi asked, “If you were Premier, would you reopen the interstate border now?” 

Point of Order 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Point of order! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! I will hear this interesting point in silence, please. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Mr Speaker, the question was in relation to the government’s position on the independent 
expert review that the opposition has called for. I ask the minister to get back to answering that question. 

The SPEAKER: It is a good point, member, but it was about the hard border, so I will not allow it. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr R.H. COOK: Indeed, it was about the hard border, which the Leader of the Opposition said she would pull down. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr R.H. COOK: On 18 May, in answer to the question, “If you were Premier, would you reopen the interstate 
border now?”, the Leader of the Opposition said, “I would.” I am not sure why the member for Dawesville is so 
worried about our hard border, because if members opposite were sitting on these benches, they would have 
dismantled them by now. 

Let us go to the hard borders. How is it that we were able to detect this person who smuggled themselves across 
the border? It is because of the excellent system—the G2G PASS app—which tracked this person throughout their 
travels. It was because we knew this person should have been in the state and had not reported via the G2G PASS 
app that they were in the state that we were able to undertake an investigation, ensure that we intercepted that 
person, ensure that we arrested that person, and ensure that that person will pay for trying to transgress our hard 
borders. This is down to the great work of the WA police and the cutting-edge technology we have to make sure 
that we can track, trace and ensure that our hard border is in place. This is an example of the success story of our 
hard border. We do not want to take our frontline troops, who are defending our hard border, off the front line to 
undertake a spurious inquiry that the member for Dawesville would have us venture forth on. Our hard border is 
working. It is keeping Western Australians safe and in the workplace. 

CORONAVIRUS — QUARANTINE BREACHES 

549. Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP to the Minister for Health: 

I have a supplementary question. Would it not be prudent to undertake an independent COVID preparedness 
review now, before there is any outbreak and while we have the capacity? 

Mr R.S. Love: They’re not social distancing! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Those two members there will separate. It is so easy just to do it. Is there another one? 
Do you want me to separate from the chair, do you? We used to call them dobbers in primary school. 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 

Western Australia is in the fight of its life. Let us compare this with another situation in which we would be 
operating under the Emergency Management Act. Let us say we are in a bushfire situation and this is day 5 of the 
bushfire, which continues to rage and engage all our emergency services personnel. It continues to be a threat to 
the community in much the same way as COVID-19 is. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Mr R.H. COOK: If the member for Dawesville had his way, we would pull the firefighters off the front line! 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr R.H. COOK: He would say, “Everyone come back and let’s have a bit of a chat. Let’s sit down and have a bit 
of a talk.” 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central! Sorry, member for Warren–Blackwood—I am so used to 
calling the member for North West Central—I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr R.H. COOK: If the member for Dawesville had his way, he would have all the firefighters off the front line, 
sitting in the crib tent — 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order for the third time. Get ready to pack your bags. 

Mr R.H. COOK: They would be sitting in the crib tent and having a jolly good chinwag about how the fire was going. 

Member for Dawesville, we have people on the front line protecting Western Australians today. There will come 
a time when we have to look back and see what the learnings are from this. We continue to refine our processes 
as we experience more and learn more about COVID-19. But now is not the time to pull people off the front line. 
Now is the time to make sure that we keep all our guns blazing on this disease. Now is the time to continue to 
protect Western Australians and, in doing so, help Western Australians get back to work. 

CORONAVIRUS — STATE ECONOMIC RECOVERY PLAN 

550. Ms C.M. ROWE to the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the McGowan government’s $5.5 billion recovery plan, which includes a significant investment in 
maintaining state government assets. Can the minister update the house on what the government is doing to provide 
safer and more modern facilities for our hardworking police officers, and how this work will support local jobs 
and local businesses? 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS replied: 
Firstly, I thank the member for Belmont for her question and for her strong support of police officers in this state, 
none more so than the hardworking officers at Belmont Police Station. 

The McGowan government is spending $96.5 million as part of the WA recovery plan to upgrade and refurbish 
police stations across Western Australia. This is on top of the $91 million announced a short while ago, which 
included funding for 150 additional police officers. Included in that $96.5 million of recovery money is $52.6 million 
that will go towards the construction of a purpose-built modern policing station in Fremantle, to be built on the 
Stan Riley Reserve site on South Terrace near the corner of Parry Street. In 2012, the old Fremantle Police Station 
had to be vacated. The station, which was built back in 1987, was not fit for purpose and also had asbestos issues. 
The former government moved the police out into a temporary location in an old bank building in High Street. 
That was not fit for purpose at all. It did not meet modern standards, it did not meet the standards required for 
custody, and it certainly did not provide secure parking or a whole range of other issues for our police. Despite that 
move having been taken in 2012, over the next five years, nothing was done by the former government. No money 
was even allocated in the forward estimates for a well-known problem that needed a resolution and clearly needed 
significant money to put in place a proper, fully functioning police station for a major regional centre. Fremantle 
has traditionally been second only to Perth in terms of its significance as a major metropolitan regional centre. We 
have been planning it for quite some time, but, finally, through the COVID-19 money that is part of the recovery 
package, $52.5 million has been allocated to get works underway. The first tender for work will go out in November 
this year. 

On top of that, we are also allocating $23.5 million to a series of upgrades at police stations. As the member for 
Belmont would be aware, that includes $1.5 million for upgrading Belmont Police Station, which will make 
a range of improvements, including the creation of more space so that in future more officers can be located there. 
There will be $14.5 million towards five multifunction police stations in regional Western Australia. Unfortunately, 
there have been known issues there with air conditioning and other matters that have needed to be addressed, and 
finally they will be addressed. In Fremantle, too, there will be a new wharf and jetty for the headquarters of the 
Fremantle water police at a cost $4.2 million. 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mrs M.H. ROBERTS: Again, that building has been an issue for quite some years, one that was neglected by the 
former government. Rather than trying to repair a pretty much irreparable old wharf and jetty, our water police 
will get a new wharf and jetty at a cost of $4.2 million. 

Also, $2 million is allocated for the remaining WA Police Force analogue radio network in the Kimberley and for 
various other maintenance and refurbishment works. This, of course, is in addition to works that are currently 
underway. Members, like the member for Armadale, are well aware that the $85.5 million Armadale police 
complex is under construction; I know he watches that on a daily basis and gives me constant updates on the fantastic 
progress being made there. Of course, very soon, we will, for the member for Collie–Preston, meet one of his 
election commitments by opening the new Capel police station. 
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CORONAVIRUS — AGRICULTURE 

551. Mr P.J. RUNDLE to the Premier: 
Our agricultural sector is worth $10 billion to the state’s economy and is critical to the state’s economic recovery. 
Given the leading role the Premier has played supporting fly in, fly out workers and Australian Football League 
players to be re-located to Western Australia, why is the Premier not demonstrating the same leadership to support 
our agricultural sector? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I am unaware of what the member is referring to. I do not know who the member is talking about. Obviously, we 
have had some requests. I think Hon Rick Wilson, a federal member of Parliament, wants some agricultural 
workers to come from overseas, and Hon Dr Steve Thomas wants some to come from Vanuatu, but I am unaware 
of anything else that the member is referring to. 

CORONAVIRUS — AGRICULTURE 
552. Mr P.J. RUNDLE to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. What I am referring to is government assistance to bring in specialised skills for 
our workforce for the agricultural sector. My question is: what do I say to the four or five farming constituents who 
contact me every day asking me what is the Premier doing about getting specialised skilled staff for the forthcoming 
spring shearing program or the upcoming grain harvest? 
The SPEAKER: This is a supplementary, member. It is not a speech. 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
I am unaware because the member did not express what specialist skills. What is the member talking about? 
Mr P.J. Rundle: Shearing and harvesting. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The member did not say that. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood, I let the member for Roe, but it is his question, not yours. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: My father was a wool classer. I spent a lot of time in shearing sheds when I was a lad. 
In any event, we have a hard border. When the member refers to the FIFO workforce, our aim has been to get the 
FIFO workforce to move here permanently from the eastern states. We have expressed that to the industry. 
In respect of the AFL, which the member seems to run down—I am not sure that one of the member’s relatives 
would be too happy with those comments—we have organised an arrangement by which they quarantine for 
two weeks. I understand that very shortly the teams will be on their way out of the state. In any event, I am unaware 
of any specific requests in relation to this matter. However, we have said that, particularly when it comes to 
seasonal matters and people who might be required in agricultural areas and, indeed, in tourism and other industries, 
we want to see Western Australians employed. As I said, we are encouraging and working towards getting 
Western Australians out there to undertake these roles. 

CORONAVIRUS — TOURISM INDUSTRY — RECOVERY PACKAGE 
553. Ms J. FARRER to the Minister for Tourism: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s $5.54 billion recovery plan, which includes a massive investment in 
upgrading tourism infrastructure across the state. 
(1) Can the minister outline to the house what this massive investment will mean for WA’s iconic tourism 

destinations? 
(2) Can the minister advise the house how this major infrastructure package will support local jobs and local 

businesses? 
Mr P. PAPALIA replied: 
I thank the member for her question. 
(1)–(2) I am happy to report that the Kimberley is the recipient of a significant investment by the state government 
as part of the unprecedented $150 million funding package towards tourism and infrastructure across the state as 
part of its recovery plan. The Premier; the Minister for Environment; the local member, the member for Mandurah; 
and I announced only about a week and a half ago an extraordinary commitment across the state in a vast array of 
different sites, predominantly dealing with providing additional upgrades or new infrastructure to support our 
magnificent natural attractions. The reason people were flocking to Western Australia from all parts of the globe 
and particularly all parts of the eastern states before COVID-19 was to visit our unique natural attractions and 
engage in some of the things people can do nowhere else on the planet, such as swimming with whale sharks and 
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whales; trips into remote parts of the magnificent Kimberley, a place that has unparalleled beauty and also 
magnificent natural attractions the likes of which there is no equivalent on the planet; and also other parts of the 
state. There is the beautiful south, with a coast with the whitest sands in the world, where people can walk past 
kangaroos and get a coffee at Doc’s coffee shop on the beach. There are magnificent attractions. There has been 
fantastic investment in walkways and other amenities to provide better facilities for people who are visiting. There 
are places in Kalbarri like the Kalbarri gorges, with the great skywalks now delivered by the McGowan government. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: It is a key element of the Wander Out Yonder campaign, attracting many thousands of people 
from the metropolitan area and further south to Kalbarri in numbers the likes of which they have never seen. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: People had better book early if they want to visit and stay up there. On the way up, people had 
better book in at Geraldton as well, because they are having unbelievable numbers of visitors. They have never seen 
so many visitors staying on the way up and on the way back. The investment by the McGowan government in 
infrastructure across the state is an investment in the future, but right now it is creating jobs right around the state. In 
every single region of Western Australia, jobs are being created as we enhance the attractions for Western Australians 
to use right now, but also to make it a better attraction in the future. 

I look forward to visiting the member for Kimberley very shortly when we launch Shinju Matsuri and seeing some 
of the sites where some of the investment will be dedicated. 

Ms L. Mettam interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I cannot hear the member. There are too many members talking on that side. 

I look forward to also visiting some of the sites that have benefited from part of that $150 million package. It has 
been an extraordinary investment. The Kimberley is going to benefit. Cape Leveque Road will soon be opened 
permanently and as a part of our investment, three Aboriginal communities will benefit from the creation of 
Camping with Custodian sites, an all-day product from Broome, enhancing the attraction of Broome and the wider 
Kimberley, but also providing an opportunity for employment for Aboriginal on country. 

WESTPORT TASKFORCE — AUTOMATED OUTER HARBOUR 

554. Ms L. METTAM to the Premier: 
I refer to the Labor Party’s policy of an automated outer harbour instead of the Liberal Party’s job-creating Roe 8 
and 9 inner-harbour project. Will the Premier be open and accountable to the community and explain how much 
of the environmentally important Cockburn Sound seagrass meadows and snapper population will be decimated 
with his automated outer harbour? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
It is a preposterous question—another ridiculous question by the Liberal Party. It is just ridiculous. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood and member for Carine, you are getting close to going home! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Obviously, we went to the state election with our policy around Roe 8 and Roe 9 and we 
implemented our policy and that was to protect the Beeliar wetlands. We said exactly what we were going to do 
before the election and we did exactly what we said we were going to do after the election. 

Ms L. Mettam interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse, you have a supplementary coming. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: We were successful at the election and we were very clear about what our policy was and 
we protected Roe 8 and Roe 9. We then said that we would do a major planning exercise with a view to modernising 
Western Australia’s freight and trade. Our state is growing and will continue to grow. Our economy will continue 
to grow. Container trade will continue to grow. Fremantle port is 120 years old. By such time as we get a new port 
in Kwinana, it will be 132 years old or 130 years old. It is an old port where trucks and freight are funnelled 
through the middle of the city into the second hub of Perth. It is not the way to undertake modern container trade. 

Modern cities remove traffic out of the centre of town and they have technologically advanced ports—that is what 
they do. The idea that somehow there cannot be any technology in a port, which appears to be the opposition’s 
position, means that we would go back to lumpers carrying sacks on their backs. If the idea is that we cannot have 
technology, why do we not go back to that and the old dockers that the member for South Perth remembers so 
well. I think his father might have been one back then, lumping sacks of wheat on his back. If the opposition does 
not want any technology, that is where we end up. A new port will have many, many jobs. A modern industrial 
facility that has proper freight routes will have many thousands of jobs associated with it and in it. 
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In relation to Cockburn Sound, of course, as we have said, and opposition members may not have carefully read 
the announcement we made, a full environmental assessment will take place. We have allocated $29 million 
towards that. I have lived alongside Cockburn Sound for the majority of my life. I am probably the only person 
here who has, so I am very aware of Cockburn Sound. Cockburn Sound currently has around nine ports or berths 
in it—that is just me counting them off the top of my head—with numerous channels and the like running through 
it. If any environmental damage was done to Cockburn Sound, it was done in the 1960s and 1970s when nitrogen 
was poured in by industries without any regulation by government. That was when the major damage was done to 
Cockburn Sound. These days it is much more sensitively and appropriately managed and that would continue 
under any project we take forward. 

WESTPORT TASKFORCE — AUTOMATED OUTER HARBOUR 
555. Ms L. METTAM to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the Premier outline to the house what other environmental damage, in 
addition to the damage to the seagrass meadows and snapper population, will occur as a direct result of his 
automated outer harbour? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
As I said, I do not know whether the member has ever been to the Kwinana industrial strip. I do not know whether 
the member has actually been there. I live there. I live right next door to it. I drive through it every day—every 
single day, multiple times—so I know it pretty well. I walk on the beach there all the time. It is very close to my 
house. I regularly swim in Cockburn Sound during summer with my children. As I said, any damage done to 
Cockburn Sound was largely done in the 1960s and 1970s with nitrogen inflow, so I do not know whether the 
member is aware of that. That was the main problem that had the major impact on seagrass meadows throughout 
Cockburn Sound. Since then, there has been an enormous amount of work done on seagrass rehabilitation and a lot 
of it has been successful. We currently have, as I said, around nine ports or berths within Cockburn Sound—a new 
port, a new harbour, would be another one, so it would go to 10. Obviously, anything we do will have full 
environmental assessment to make sure that we protect the environment as best we can within that area. 
I want to also tell the house about the area in question. I do not know whether the member has ever been to Alcoa—
I suspect not—but the area in question between Alcoa and the Kwinana bulk cargo jetty is a very heavily 
industrialised area. Just to the south of that is the BP refinery, CBH Group, Kwinana nickel refinery, Alcoa, 
Henderson and the Australian Marine Complex. Just across the way is Australia’s biggest naval base. Those are 
currently on Cockburn Sound. That is just a snapshot. There is a lot more than that. There are major fuel 
installations such as Cockburn Cement and other major industrial activity. Obviously, we manage that on a daily 
basis. State governments always have managed it, going back to 1952 or even beyond. If we go back even further, 
we can go back to 1916 or so when the initial plans were released for a naval base and that is why there is a suburb 
there called Naval Base. But in any event, we manage all of those things on a daily basis, and I think, by world 
standards, we manage it well. It is a good-quality standard of management of Cockburn Sound. 
I was at Woodman Point the other day with my daughter, climbing around the rocks. People were fishing there. 
People were swimming—in the middle of this weather! It is right next to major industrial installations. Therefore, 
all I can say is that we will continue to manage it well. We will ensure that Western Australia has a strong future 
in freight and trade and we will ensure that the highest of environmental standards are in place, as they currently are. 
The SPEAKER: That is the end of question time. 

PROCEDURE AND PRIVILEGES COMMITTEE 
Inquiry into the Legislative Assembly’s Response to the COVID-19 Pandemic — 

Extension of Reporting Date — Statement by Speaker 
THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) [2.56 pm]: The Procedure and Privileges Committee has resolved to extend 
the reporting date on its inquiry into the Legislative Assembly’s response to the COVID-19 pandemic to 
19 November 2020. The PPC invites members’ feedback on the COVID-19-related changes that have been 
introduced by the Legislative Assembly in the chamber and the committees, and whether any of these changes should 
be retained in a non-pandemic environment. The PPC also welcomes members’ thoughts and suggestions regarding 
any future pandemic, particularly a pandemic of greater virulence, and whether there should be the capacity for 
the house to operate in a hybrid or remote fashion if required. If members would like to make a submission, please 
deliver it or email it to the PPC’s principal research officer, Dr Isla Macphail.  

REGIONAL WESTERN AUSTRALIA — WORKFORCE 
Matter of Public Interest 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) informed the Assembly that he was in receipt within the prescribed time of 
a letter from the member for North West Central seeking to debate a matter of public interest. 
[In compliance with standing orders, at least five members rose in their places.] 
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MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [2.58 pm]: I move — 

That this house notes the critical skilled and unskilled worker shortage affecting regional Western Australia 
and calls on the state government to introduce immediate measures to address short-term challenges 
affecting businesses and key industries from operating. 

We are fully aware that it has been a long and difficult time in our country and particularly in our state. It has 
affected communities and potentially hundreds, if not thousands, of small businesses. Some of those businesses 
have had to back-operate, some are just surviving, and others have been unable to weather the storm that they have 
had to endure, leaving some people financially ruined and others without jobs. As the Premier pointed out in 
Parliament yesterday, right now, many businesses in WA are in a fortunate position compared with others in 
Australia. Although the removal of regional borders and the increased movement of people within WA has been 
hugely beneficial to industries that were decimated and effectively shut down and accruing large fixed cost debts, we 
need to remember that this is still going on. We are a long way from “business as usual” when it comes to regional 
businesses. We need to celebrate the fact that there is a large number of visitors visiting our regional communities 
right across Western Australia, but we also need to recognise that the change in circumstances creates a new set of 
challenges, whether it be mobile phone coverage—using your phone in Kalbarri is difficult—or water constraints 
that are occurring in our regional towns because of the influx of tourists, or even wastewater treatments, as our 
sewage ponds struggle to cope with the demand in places like Exmouth. There is a need to be careful not to generalise 
that large numbers of people are moving around the state and therefore businesses are going well. Many businesses 
are going well but are still struggling with enormous challenges. Some rely on interstate and international markets, 
and they are still struggling. Some tour operators are not seeing the numbers they need to be able to survive. Many 
operators have been working seven days a week for the past month, unable to source workers; they are exhausted 
and have been forced to physically close for a day or two. In Exmouth, the Potshot Hotel and Grace’s Tavern are 
having to close one day a week to give their staff a bit of time to recuperate. Many businesses are also trying to 
source what they need to be able to operate, as well as looking at a rise in transport costs. One operator said that 
their transport costs have risen by seven per cent. The government has given credits of $2 500 to businesses 
particularly in the north west that are with Horizon Power, but businesses have also seen an increase in their charges 
for power. All local governments have had their street lighting costs increased by 10.6 per cent. How is the 
government paying for the $2 500 that it is giving to businesses? It has upped the costs for small businesses that 
are with Horizon Power and increased street lighting costs by 10.6 per cent for local governments that come under 
Horizon Power. The Minister for Local Government said, “Spend all your reserves and don’t increase your rates.” 
That is what local governments have done, but here we have the government slugging local governments with 
a 10.6 per cent increase. 

Many businesses are still not able to capitalise on the increased number of visitors for many reasons, a main one being 
that they are not able to source workers. Even if they can source workers, there is no accommodation, particularly 
in the hot spots of Kalbarri, Shark Bay, Coral Bay and Exmouth. The Premier said, “When I was young, we’d just 
roll out a mattress or a swag”—I do not think he said “swag”, but I will say it—“and just go find somewhere to lay.” 
There is no capacity to do that, because people are visiting our regional towns. The campaign Wander Out Yonder 
has cost hundreds of thousands of dollars. That money has gone east and has resulted in a campaign to get people 
from Perth to visit regional WA. People from Perth have nowhere else to go; they are going to visit regional WA 
anyway, and that is what has happened. It is a questionable move to waste this money over east—that money could 
have gone into working out how we can provide immediate relief to our small businesses to enable them to provide 
a product for those visitors coming up from Perth to places like Kalbarri, Shark Bay, Coral Bay and Exmouth, to 
provide immediate solutions to the problem that we have. 

The school holidays are coming up again. When we have somewhere in the order of 15 000 to 20 000 people in 
Exmouth, or an influx of 10 000 people in Kalbarri, or 6 000 people in Coral Bay, it puts pressure on those places. 
There is no accommodation available, which then puts pressure on those small businesses that cannot source the 
people they need to work. Backpackers are ending their working life here in Western Australia in a lot of regional 
communities because their visas are expiring. Has the government tackled the visa situation to be able to extend 
visas for those backpackers? Everyone says that we need locals to work, and I agree. This is a great opportunity to 
get local people and people from Perth to come to the regions to work, but what is the government doing to create 
a campaign to educate and offer ways in which people can work in a seasonal environment? What opportunity is 
the government providing for local people to be able to upskill to cover what is normally covered by backpackers, 
because locals just do not take those jobs? We need to attract 18 to 25-year-olds to the regions and encourage 
students to take a gap year from university or their studies to come up and fill that void, but there needs to be an 
education program by the government to say, “Here are those opportunities.” Whether it be in the Kimberley for 
three months, the Gascoyne for three months and the south west for three months of the year, the government 
needs to work out how to connect that up to offer 12 months a year employment. But do not forget our seniors. Do 
not forget our grey nomads travelling around regional WA who can still offer two or three hours of work a day. 
They want to work; they want to help out; they want to stay in the regional community. Has the government had 
any discussions with the federal government to try to change some of the requirements that mean they cannot earn 
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X amount of dollars? Are we looking at ways in which we can utilise a workforce that is already travelling around 
regional WA to fill some of these voids? They are the questions. The government may say, “Yes, we’re fantastic; 
the borders are closed and we don’t have the COVID-19 pandemic here in Western Australia at the moment”, but 
this is the real test of the government. This situation may not go away, so we need to be able to tackle some of 
those desperate areas, and the dire impact that Wander Out Yonder is having on regional businesses. We need 
people to work in regional towns. We need workers’ accommodation now—a short-term solution with a long-term 
plan in mind to be able to build houses or villages to house our workforce, as we have done in places like Karratha 
and Coral Bay, but we need more. That is where the government needs to step in and help our businesses that are 
struggling. The mental health situation that is occurring is growing every day because small businesses cannot 
even get chefs in from the Northern Territory or Queensland, because applications keep getting rejected. We need 
a plan by government to be able to assist our small businesses. 

Members, when we look at what is needed, we do not need talk. We do not need a campaign just to bring people out 
to the regions. We need a proper plan to be able to get people into the workforce in regional WA, but we also need 
accommodation for our tourism businesses, because we cannot cater for an increased workforce. People are stretched 
to their limits. This government will be tested in time, when small businesses can flourish, not under pressure, and 
the product of tourism is not going to be damaged because this government will not help our small businesses.  

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [3.09 pm]: I want to support the motion moved by the member for 
North West Central relating to the shortage of skilled and unskilled regional workers in regional Western Australia, 
which is affecting the agricultural sector. I have a lot of horticultural people in my patch. A lot of vines in vineyards 
are now being pruned, as members can imagine. The grapes were picked at harvest earlier in the year. Every time 
you have a glass of wine—every time you pour that lovely red, Mr Speaker, from Albany—do not forget that 
someone has been out pruning the vines. If that does not get done, we will not finish up with that bottle of wine. 
That applies right across the horticultural sector—in Margaret River, in the great southern and in Manjimup. We 
are coming up to the harvest season in the Manjimup–Pemberton area; it is in October and November, once the 
avocados come on. It will be a relatively small crop this year; nevertheless, those crops will be coming on and they 
will need to be harvested. Apple trees are being pruned at the moment. The apple harvest will come on with the new 
season. The member for Moore will talk about the general farm sector—the broadacre areas in particular. These 
groups typically rely on backpackers and the seasonal worker program. Essentially, visa workers from overseas 
come here for a short period and do a very focused piece of work, whether that work be simply hard labour or 
relatively highly skilled jobs such as pruning. It might not sound like it is highly skilled work, but, in fact, it is. A lot 
of jobs rely heavily on those overseas workers. 

I want to pay tribute to the Shire of Manjimup, which did a damn good job of managing displaced workers when 
the COVID-19 lockdown was enforced. Those workers are getting a relative amount of support now. But we cannot 
run them into the ground. We have the potential issue of people being overworked—backpackers who are locked 
into the state because of the COVID restrictions. 

A number of horticultural businesses in my area—I have letters here to that effect—bring workers in from Tonga, 
Estonia and Europe. They rely heavily on them and the nature of the work that they do. The typical question that 
gets asked—it will get asked in this place—is: why do we not employ Western Australians to do these jobs? That 
is a question that I have asked. Why is that not happening? In my area, businesses had a great deal of difficulty 
attracting workers. The seasonal nature of the work is one thing that goes against them. In some cases, it is very 
hard work and these businesses find it difficult to source people who are prepared to do the work. That is interesting. 
Reliability and consistency seem to be challenges in some of the regional locations. The fact that the work is in 
regional locations means that people need to move from areas with high populations to areas of low populations. 
That does not suit everyone’s needs. The bottom line is that these businesses would dearly love to have a seasonal 
workforce from Western Australia but they have not been able to achieve it. For that reason, they have relied on 
overseas sources. 

There are largely two solutions. The solution that the government is putting up involves sourcing a workforce from 
Western Australia. The other option is bringing people in from overseas under exactly the same arrangements that 
we had for other sectors within our economy. We know that the resources sector is reliant on people coming in 
from outside. It has special arrangements in place to manage the quarantine restrictions that Western Australia has 
placed on them to isolate and do all that needs to be done for a skilled workforce and an unskilled workforce in 
the resources sector. We manage the transport of food and agricultural product that goes backwards and forwards 
across our borders. Why? It is because it is essential to Western Australia. We have a range of other essential services, 
including the Australian Security Intelligence Organisation, for example. People come across our borders every 
day with no requirement to be holed up in a hotel somewhere for two weeks. We manage all these issues now. 

I understand that Western Australia is also signatory to 500 people coming in from overseas a week. Some of them 
are COVID positive. We manage them in our hotels now. That is a process that we manage in Western Australia 
because we have responsibilities to take that on, yet for some reason we are not able to consider the option of a travel 
bubble for essential workers to support our agricultural sector and support food production in Western Australia. 
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This is not just about accounting practices in West Perth or retail or whatever it might be; this is about food production 
in Western Australia, and nothing is more essential than that. It is a $10 billion sector in Western Australia, as was 
highlighted by the member for North West Central, yet we are facing one of the greatest challenges that we have 
had right across regional Western Australia in being able to harvest the very crops that these farmers have put in 
the ground to not only support our economy, but also provide food for Western Australians. If we cannot put some 
sort of priority on a workforce for food production, we have lost the game. 
If the government is going to take a stand, as the Premier said today, and say that it will not be bringing in anyone 
from overseas, counter to what the Minister for Agriculture and Food said in the other place, what is the plan for 
Western Australia? How will the government ensure that people move down to Manjimup, the great southern, 
Frankland River, Mt Barker, Denmark, Pemberton and Northcliffe? How will we get people to move into those 
areas to pick crops when the time comes and prune when the time comes? I know it is a nice place to be, but when 
it comes to many of these issues, we do not have people prepared to take that step. What is the state government’s 
plan to support that? I have not seen one yet. I have heard a lot of rhetoric on the radio from the minister for 
agriculture. We now hear that the Premier is not prepared to consider overseas options. We should not write that 
off. The Northern Territory has considered those options and no doubt it will consider options that allow it to 
manage the COVID risk. That is what we are doing; we are managing the risk of COVID. Why not manage it in 
the agricultural sector by supporting food production in Western Australia for our nation and as one of our key 
exports to overseas countries. 
This government has been found wanting on this front. It does not seem to be a sensitised point for the Premier. 
Why? It is because he does not have to face down those people in regional Western Australia on the front line of 
food production in this state. He might be able to see what goes on down in Rockingham and Cockburn Sound and 
have a swim on the weekends, but he does not know what happens in Margaret River, Manjimup, Pemberton, the 
wheatbelt, as represented by the member for Moore, and the north west central areas as represented by the member 
for North West Central. That is the issue. There is no plan from this government. This is a key sector worth 
$10 billion in Western Australia. We have not seen a plan. The government needs to put something on the table. 
MS L. METTAM (Vasse) [3.16 pm]: I rise to support the National Party’s motion moved this afternoon — 

That this house notes the critical skilled and unskilled worker shortage affecting regional Western Australia 
and calls on the state government to introduce immediate measures to address short-term challenges 
affecting businesses and key industries from operating. 

As a regional member, this issue has been raised with me and my office regularly. It is an issue that is widespread 
across the hospitality and tourism industry and also across the food production industry—the $10 billion sector 
that other members have already spoken about. 
When COVID-19 first struck WA, the hospitality and tourism industry took a significant hit with $3.1 billion 
worth of bookings, or 30 000 jobs, lost. Six months’ worth of bookings were cancelled and refunds were paid to 
customers following the regional WA travel restrictions. These businesses have been obedient. They have followed 
the necessary restrictions that were put in place, but a new challenge faces these businesses across Western Australia. 
One of the restaurants in my electorate, Wills Domain, is typical of many businesses across the broader Margaret River 
region that is experiencing a shortage of workers, including wait staff, chefs and front-of-house people. The local 
cleaning company cannot get staff to work. This is at a time when the unemployment rate in WA is the second 
worst in the nation at 8.3 per cent, well above the national average. 
We have a significant pool of unemployed workers in WA who have the capacity to potentially fill these positions, 
but the plan that we have heard from the government so far is just an advertising plan. We hear from small 
businesses that that certainly falls well short of what is required to address this significant shortage. What it means 
on the ground is that our businesses are unable to operate for the hours that they usually operate and provide the 
business and the service that they usually provide. Wills Domain, which is usually open seven days a week, is locked 
into working significantly fewer days. As a result, other jobs are on the line. Overwhelmingly, the proportion of 
fresh produce sold in WA or Australian retail outlets is sourced domestically. As a result, the horticultural industry 
is not subject to serious restrictions impacting trade as a result of the COVID pandemic. A big component of the 
seasonal workforce in Australian horticulture comes from overseas, with working holiday-makers and the seasonal 
worker program making up a major proportion of those workers. Largely in the past, many backpackers would 
perform three months of horticulture work to qualify for their second year in Australia under their visas. With these 
visas now running out, this sector is facing a serious issue and a critical shortage of workers. Vinepower is one of 
the operators that has written to me about this issue. The next vintage is set to commence in February 2021 and 
Vinepower requires 450 workers for the wine grape–picking season. The Busselton Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry has also highlighted similar concerns from local businesses that are experiencing staff shortages—
Computer West and Beyond Safety to name a couple, as well as our cafes. 
We have heard the Premier talk in this place about an advertising campaign that will be introduced by the 
McGowan government, but the feedback that I have received is that it will fall well short of supporting these 
regional businesses in the agriculture sector, the hospitality sector and the tourism industry that have already been 
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through a challenging period. Overwhelmingly, they have supported the restrictions that have been in place, but 
they seek some additional support from this government. We have seen this government support other industries 
such as the mining industry, and we have talked about the support that has been provided to other sectors as well. 
Some of the supportive remarks made by the Minister for Agriculture and Food have been raised in this place 
already, but it is of concern that when it comes to a real plan to address the significant skills shortage and challenges 
for these regional businesses, the government’s only answer is an advertising campaign. We need incentives to 
attract workers for our small businesses. 
Mr P. Papalia: What is it you’re actually calling for? 
Ms L. METTAM: We are asking for a plan. 
Mr P. Papalia: No, that’s not what you said. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! She has accepted the interjection. 
Ms L. METTAM: We are seeking a real plan—something more than an advertising campaign—to actually 
support our small businesses. The attitude that the minister brings to this place is quite disrespectful to the many 
small businesses in the agricultural industry—a $10 billion industry in Western Australia. I will conclude my 
remarks, but there is an opportunity for this government to show some interest outside the metropolitan area and 
support these small businesses and family-run farms as well. 
MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [3.23 pm]: I would like to contribute to this 
excellent matter of public interest brought to the house by the member for North West Central. In doing so, I would 
like to say that the Nationals WA very strongly support the measures that were put in place, when necessary, to 
protect our borders and to ensure that people do not come into our state and bring an unacceptable level of risk 
into Western Australia. Nothing I am going to ask for or talk about is in any way intended to bring about a situation 
in which we would be bringing people who may be a risk into the state. 
The Nationals are very concerned about the agricultural workforce in the short term. The government has spoken 
about longer-term situations in which we might be able to train up shearers, harvest operators, truck drivers et cetera, 
but we need skills on the ground for the coming shearing season, which is getting underway right now throughout 
my area and will continue right the way through into summer. The harvest period is not very far off. I was in the 
northern part of my electorate last week and the crops are well out in ear, and it will not be very long before they 
start ripening and need to be harvested. We need staff and we need them very quickly. The Nationals have identified 
that we need around 1 000 extra skilled workers to come forward and help out the farming communities for this 
harvest. We need 200 more shearers than are currently in the state. We need 450 grape pickers and fruit and vegetable 
workers throughout the state. Moora Citrus, in my electorate, is a case in point. On Country Hour on 11 August, 
Shane Kay from Moora Citrus highlighted that he usually employs around 80 seasonal workers at this time; 
however, he is now running into difficulties all season, but especially now, in trying to fill those labour shortages. 
The Premier, quite disparagingly, referred to bringing in workers from Vanuatu, which is something that the 
Northern Territory government has organised. There has been a longstanding arrangement for Pacific Islander workers 
to come into Australia to help fill these seasonal opportunities. In the case of Moora Citrus, it has a longstanding 
arrangement with Tonga. Tongans come in and help with that. In fact, I believe a community in Tonga now calls itself 
Moora in recognition of how important that relationship between Tonga and Moora has become. They cannot come in. 
I do not know the situation in Tonga, but it could well be that we need to investigate whether some of those South Seas 
people could come in and help with the harvest, because they have the skills that we need on the ground now. 
I am aware that just outside Perth, strawberry growers are advertising for people to pick their own strawberries 
right now. If people go up Indian Ocean Drive near Woodridge, they will see the signs telling people to come and 
pick their own strawberries, because no-one is available to pick the strawberries. We have a real skills shortage; 
we have a real worker shortage right now. 
In mining, we know that the big miners have their own arrangements in place. They sit at the table with the 
government and make these arrangements, but what about the small miners? In yesterday’s The West Australian, 
an article by Timothy Maslin-Davies highlighted the number of small mining contractors that are unable to provide 
staff because of the uneven playing field between them and the big miners in recruitment and the inflow of workers 
into the community. They have a great shortage at the moment. We have identified that about 8 000 people are 
needed to come into the state to assist with the mining industry. 
Going back to shearers, New Zealand is the place where we normally get our shearers from. They are having 
a little spike of COVID-19 at the moment, and this community transmission is unfortunate timing-wise. Generally 
speaking, New Zealand has been lauded as one of those places that has successfully handled the virus, along with 
Western Australia. We desperately need to get some direct flights in from New Zealand. To our knowledge, only 
one shearer has successfully negotiated their way through from New Zealand. The problem is that there are no 
direct flights, which means that they have to come into Australia from Auckland or wherever, isolate in Australia 
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for two weeks, then come to Western Australia and isolate for another two weeks, which is a month in isolation. That 
is impractical. We need to get direct flights from Auckland to Perth, even if a charter arrangement could be put in 
place, to get shearers here. They could go straight into either a bubble or an isolation arrangement so that it could 
be done safely. Nothing we are asking for is in any way meant to threaten community safety, but we believe that 
we need to look at ways of ensuring that we can get beyond these little hurdles that unfortunately get put in place—
unintended, I am sure. But a four-week quarantine period for a worker who is coming to work in Western Australia 
from a country that has little or, until now, no community transmission to speak of and has two separate islands anyway 
seems to be something that we could help with so that we could arrange to have workers come as soon as possible. 
We understand the need to make sure that young Western Australians have opportunities. I have a young grandnephew 
who has just taken up shearing, which is a bit of a strange occupation for his area; he lives in Albany. Not many 
of his mates are doing that. He is proudly working in the shearing sheds and learning that trade.  
MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Tourism) [3.29 pm]: I think we have arrived at peak wilful ignorance 
by virtue of this matter of public interest today from the Nationals WA and backed by the member for Vasse. It is 
extraordinary. We are in a pandemic. We have had possibly the best response to that threat of anywhere on the 
globe. I have consistently stated that I think Australia has had a great response, but I think that within this nation, 
Western Australia has had easily the best response in the nation and possibly the best on the globe as a result of 
excellent leadership from the Prime Minister, the national cabinet and our Premier down to our ministers and the 
senior public servants involved in this response. The governance model that Australia is served by is easily the 
best in the world, as is confirmed by our response. Federations have collapsed under the threat of this COVID 
crisis, but ours has stood up and demonstrated the worth of what we have inherited in the form of our system. 
Finally, the biggest contributing factor is the willingness of Western Australians to sacrifice self-interest in the 
interests of the welfare of their fellow citizens. That has driven our magnificent response in WA, and continues to 
be our most powerful weapon. 
Therefore, it was really disappointing to witness what I have this afternoon—the unpredictability of members of the 
Liberal Party in the upper house supporting Clive Palmer against the interests of their fellow Western Australians. 
Against the interests of every Western Australian, members of the Liberal Party of Western Australia in the upper 
house voted for that embarrassment of an individual from Queensland, yet members have come into this place 
today and demanded that, at the expense of young local workers, overseas workers be brought in, risking the state’s 
borders and our capacity to ensure that we remain COVID free and able to have the most open economy in the 
country. That is what has been proposed. Consistently, every speaker spoke of the need to bring in overseas workers. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Moore, you were heard in silence. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: It is understood right around the country that a significant element in preventing all Australians, 
but young Western Australians in particular — 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood, you were heard in silence. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: — from returning to the workplace or taking up opportunities has been the generosity of the 
JobKeeper and JobSeeker schemes. They are great. I am so thankful that they were launched by the federal 
government when they were, but, undeniably, some elements of those schemes are inhibiting the ability to attract 
workers to opportunities. Some of that will play out in the regions. As members have indicated, we are asking 
people to make a considerable shift in their lifestyle, with a change in location and a shift from their home for 
a period, away from the metropolitan area predominantly, to any other region where there is potentially a job. They 
will need to go to a new location, find accommodation, undertake a new life and, in some cases in the agricultural 
sector, take on some pretty hard work. If people are getting compensated more significantly for not doing that, 
they are not likely to be enticed—so that is a challenge. But that will end shortly and there will be an adjustment 
in the JobKeeper and JobSeeker programs in September. I believe there is an opportunity for a good campaign to 
draw people’s attention to opportunities in other regions in different sectors from those they may be employed in 
at the moment, or even in the one they are employed in but outside the metropolitan area. A marketing campaign, 
coupled with links to services that place people with potential employers, would be a very significant response, 
and we are working on that, particularly in the hospitality and tourism sectors. 
All members would be aware that not that long ago, there was angst in this house and in some places outside this 
house that Western Australians would not travel and that there would not be great demand for accommodation and 
hospitality in the cafes, bars and restaurants across the regions. People were telling us that we had to increase grant 
schemes and put more money into subsidising people to survive because there was not going to be enough demand 
outside the school holidays. Firstly, they said that they would not go there for the school holidays, and when it 
became evident that that was false, people said that after the school holidays they were going to hit a cliff and there 
would not be any visitors. Now we know that that is not true. We know that the Wander Out Yonder campaign 
has worked and that Western Australians are travelling around the state in numbers like never before. 
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We are now confronting the reasonably recent phenomenon of the challenge of attracting people, particularly in 
hospitality, to the regions to support those businesses that are now fearful not of not surviving, but of being 
overworked and exhausted because they are confronting such increased demand. We are working on that. We have 
embarked on a range of supports for tourism businesses and other small businesses across the state. With respect 
to placement, the agricultural sector is already benefiting, and will continue to benefit, from a program that is being 
established by the Minister for Agriculture and Food. On 13 August, she reported that more than 10 900 jobseekers 
were registered on the Studium platform. We have 162 employers offering employment and 77 employers with an 
agrifood offering, with 67 of those 77 from regional areas. The number of jobs being offered by each employer 
varies from one to seven in the grant sector through to 150 to 300 for horticultural work. That program has been 
established by the government to support food and ag activities and to try to place people with employers. We will 
do a similar thing with hospitality, but we are responding to a challenge that was not here a little while ago. We 
are in a pandemic. When we do that, it will be effective, but I feel it will also need to be at a time when JobSeeker 
and JobKeeper have been modified a little to make the attraction greater. 

Mr R.S. Love: That’s great, but if you have a skill shortage, as in the shearing industry, it’s not going to correct that. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am not familiar with those applications that the Premier referred to, but I think the member 
may have misinterpreted what he said. I think he referred to the two applications, but I do not know whether he 
responded to that. He was responding to a potential suggestion that far greater numbers from elsewhere might be 
required. What he did say about shearers in particular was that—I assume that he was indicating those from the 
eastern seaboard—they could relocate here, in the same way as miners have. That is an opportunity to grow the 
population of Western Australia and to grow the skill set and the level of skilled labour here in Western Australia. 
They would become Western Australians if they did that, rather than us assuming that they did not want to base 
themselves here. The suggestion that we are going to open up the borders to fill skill gaps right now is fraught. It 
is understandable, given that New Zealand is not like it was two days ago. There are a lot of challenges associated 
with considering bringing in people from the Pacific Islands. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Can I just say something? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I am going to let other people speak, but I will say that there are significant opportunities in the 
regions for Western Australians in a range of industries and a range of sectors. In the agricultural sector, not all 
the workers are skilled labour. Teams of backpackers are trained in horticulture. That happens every year. They 
may not have tried it in the past, but they might be more attracted to it in this environment in which people do not 
have opportunities in the city but there are opportunities in the regions. 

Mr V.A. Catania: Can I ask something about workers’ accommodation? We have pressure in those areas that 
I mentioned. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: This is a challenge that everyone will have to confront. I met a publican in Kalbarri who had 
rented a house for her staff because there are no accommodation opportunities in Kalbarri. That is what she is 
using to attract people. Employers will have to take measures to attract people, and they will have to assist in 
providing or identifying accommodation if they want to be competitive and attract people. Employees are more 
valuable now than they have been for a long time. 

I will give the opportunity for other members to contribute. This MPI does not say anything other than how well 
we are doing confronting a challenge that everyone on the planet would like to have; we have to find workers 
for jobs in a booming regional business sector, which is a good thing. That is a consequence of our hard borders 
and our successful response to COVID-19. It is a challenge that a lot of people around the globe would like to 
have right now. National Party members have just come in here and whinged about it. They are contradicting 
themselves. A couple of months ago, they demanded that their towns be shut but now they are demanding that we 
flood the place with foreign workers and make ourselves vulnerable to reintroducing community transmission. 
That is unhelpful. It would be helpful if those members focused, firstly, on acknowledging the fact that it is a pretty 
good challenge to have; and, secondly, instead of whingeing and whining and being negative all the time, maybe 
the Liberal Party should question some of its members in the upper house, because their behaviour today has 
been shameful. 

MR D.T. PUNCH (Bunbury) [3.41 pm]: This matter of public interest is a pretty kettle of fish. I can only be 
thankful that we won office in 2017 and have a McGowan Labor government. From 2017, we started to take the 
finances of the state under control and position ourselves, even though this pandemic was unforeseen, for the sort 
of scenario that we have today and have the capacity to respond. That is what we have been doing. 

I want to start by referring to the member for Vasse’s contribution. She talked about the skills shortage in the 
hospitality sector in the south west. That is not a new skills shortage; it has been around for a while. I have heard 
that story over many years. I can tell the member for Vasse that one issue that has contributed to that is that the 
previous government ripped the guts out of TAFE as a disincentive for any young person to get the critical skills 
that we needed for the future as the economy started to grow. That is what the previous government did. There 
was no strategic foresight about what skills we needed or for industry or future employment. 
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The last MPI from the member for North West Central was about the dire situation of the economy, particularly 
in his electorate. I mentioned to the member then that I hoped to travel to his electorate if the internal borders were 
lifted. They were lifted and I took a Wander out Yonder road trip to Geraldton. It is a fantastic city; the people 
there are very buoyant. I went in my personal car, which has my name and “member for Bunbury” on the side of 
it. People came up to me and nudged my elbow for the work that the McGowan Labor government has done. Then 
I went to Carnarvon where people stopped us in the street and congratulated us for the work we were doing. I did 
not hear much about the member for North West Central, but they congratulated us for the work that we are doing. 
The town was humming. Then I went on to Exmouth where I saw the member for North West Central enjoying 
some of the local produce. That town was humming too; it was alive. 
Clearly, the work that the McGowan government has done in managing the pandemic and managing to have only 
one active case of the COVID-19 virus in the state and being safe enough to open the economy far more than any 
other economy nationally is a real achievement. We did that with the people of Western Australia, because the 
people of Western Australia backed the work that we were doing. Then the calls came from the opposition, 
“Where’s your plan for recovery?” We started rolling out the plan for recovery — 

Point of Order 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: The motion is quite clear. It is about regional Western Australia facing the lack of a skilled 
and unskilled workforce. The member needs to address those issues laid out in the motion that I presented. 
The SPEAKER: I do not think it is a point of order. It is all about jobs and getting things for the regions. I think 
the member is talking about that at the moment, but if I think he is drifting, I am sure that I will pull him up. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: We know that the member for North West Central is not interested in the recovery plan because 
every time we roll something out, he wants more. The problem with the National Party is that it wants instant 
solutions. It is always looking for an instant solution—a quick fix. The National Party used to do that by dropping 
a bucket of money on communities without any regard to strategy and without thinking through the issues. 
I heard the refrain that we need accommodation and we need houses—build the houses. We cannot build 
houses overnight. 
Mr V.A. Catania: I didn’t say that. I said accommodation. 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: The member did say that. 
The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, I call you to order for the third time. You had a go and no-one 
interjected on you, so we will hear the rest of this in silence. You are on three calls. 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: In his contribution, the member for North West Central made it very clear that these are complex 
times, the likes of which we have never faced, and they require a nimble approach and innovative solutions to 
address some of these problems. I am not taking away one iota from the challenges faced by the agricultural sector 
that has relied on transient seasonal labour over many years. However, we will not have that in the next six months. 
I heard quite clearly some of the contributions made by other members outside this place who called for a quick 
fix by bringing in people from New Zealand or Vanuatu and putting a travel bubble in place. What does a travel 
bubble mean? It means a commitment to managing the risks, and the stakes are incredibly high for not only one industry 
sector, but right across our community. That is what is at stake. People have come to Western Australia who we know 
have tested the capabilities of our quarantine risk-management limits. We have to continually manage the cost–benefit 
of allowing people to come here. It is a challenge and the sorts of solutions that this government has adopted have 
been to look at how we can connect the employment opportunities in regional and rural WA with people who do not 
have a job. I agree with the comments that JobSeeker skews that, but some of those issues will be addressed when 
the changes to JobSeeker come through in September. JobSeeker is having a significant impact on the market as it 
stands today. There is no doubt in my mind that over the next few months we will see that start to change. 
The connection of employers to potential employees, through things such as the Studium job-matching platform, 
has led to around 10 000 jobseekers registering on that platform and 162 employers offering employment. There 
are 77 employers with an agrifood offering, 67 of which are in regional areas. The number of jobs being offered 
by each employer varies from between one and seven in the grain sector through to between 150 and 300 in the 
horticultural sector. We are starting to put in place vocational training sector intensive courses to enable participants 
to develop agricultural skills by getting hands-on experience so that they can move into those areas. I have heard 
some great stories in the media about immediate training being offered in the agricultural sector and people 
connecting with employees. That has led to the take-up of jobs. I have also heard through the media some of the 
descriptions of the work that the agricultural sector has put out there. To be honest, I wonder whether it is not 
trying to discourage people, because the nature of the jobs, the hours of work, the pay and the conditions are put 
in the most graphic terms, with no attempt to modify them to what they need to be today to attract workers. Because 
I have spent my whole career in regional Western Australia, I know that working in regional WA can be incredibly 
rewarding. The connection with community can be incredibly rewarding and the resilience of the local community 
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to find solutions locally is there. We can effectively connect people who are looking for work—with the potential 
future arrangements for JobSeeker—with willing employers who are prepared to look at how they manage the 
employment relationship and look at helping with accommodation issues. They can look at innovation and what 
capacity there is in regional towns to support seasonal workers who come in. We have always had seasonal workers 
coming through. They have always been accommodated, and that accommodation has not disappeared. We should 
look at tapping into that, capturing it and making the most of what this government is trying to do at a broad level 
with the recovery plan and positioning the state with the best opportunities for the future. 
MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [3.50 pm]: I am very pleased to 
contribute to the debate today—that is, if it is a debate, because it does not seem that the Nationals WA or the 
Liberal Party could develop an argument, so it is very hard to respond. I make the point that half of them are saying 
that we should have fly in, fly out workers from other countries and the other half are saying that there is no 
accommodation in regional Western Australia. I am not seeking interjections, but I make the point that the question 
that needs to be answered is: where did the workforce stay last year? The member for Warren–Blackwood talked 
about the absence of workers to harvest in his electorate. Was there not a harvest last year? Where did the workers 
who did that harvest stay? Why can this year’s workforce — 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Why can the workforce this year not stay in the same place that it did last year? 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood, you have had your go. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member for North West Central talked about building workers’ accommodation. 
After eight and a half years in government and not building accommodation where it was needed, he now comes 
along and asks where the workers’ accommodation is. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members, you had a go at the ministers on this side of the house and there were no interjections. 
You have continued to interject. Let the minister have his say. It is a fair and even competition here. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The workers’ accommodation that he is talking about exists—the one in Port Hedland 
and the one in Karratha. I look forward to — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, you now have three. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I agree with one point that the member made—that is, that Western Australia is doing 
very well, and that regional Western Australia, in particular, is doing very well. I agree with that. As I keep saying, 
the National Party has come into this chamber on a number of occasions and said that there is not sufficient 
accommodation to house workers for the harvest. All I am asking is: where did they stay last year? The harvest 
happened last year, too. It happens every year. I come from a farming family. Although I am not a farmer, my 
family come from the land. It happens every year; there is a harvest every year! I invite people to accommodate 
the workforce for this year’s harvest in the exact same accommodation they used for last year’s harvest. The difference 
is that this year they should not use fly in, fly out workers from Germany and the Netherlands. They should give young 
Western Australians the opportunity to work in those locations. That is why the work of Hon Alannah MacTiernan 
is so important. Through the department, she has provided a forum to allow people who are looking for jobs to be 
connected with employers. There are over 10 000 registered workers and 142 employers on the job-matching 
platform. National Party members knew that because they quoted a different sentence from the letter that was sent 
by the honourable minister. This platform, which has been created by the Labor government to match jobseekers 
with job providers, is working. I look forward to it working even better when the government has the opportunity 
to run a publicity campaign to inform the community about this important job platform. Instead of using fly in, fly 
out workers from other countries, this is an opportunity to use Western Australian workers for these jobs. As I say, 
the National Party wants to walk on both sides of the street on the question of fly in, fly out workers. Its members 
complain about the mining sector, but they argue that the agricultural sector must use fly in, fly out workers. It 
does not make any sense. 
Interestingly, I recently looked for the cheapest family house in Western Australia, and it was in the wheatbelt. 
People can buy houses for about a third of the price of a house in Perth if they want to go and live in the wheatbelt. 
It is not as if it is a struggle to live in the wheatbelt. I also make the point that Kalgoorlie is a great place to live. It 
is a fabulous town. It is our inland capital city for Western Australia. Bunbury is a wonderful place to live and is 
very well represented in this chamber. On a number of occasions, I have talked to people from the wheatbelt who 
tell me that they would not swap their lifestyle in the wheatbelt to live in the city. That is what they say. They say 
that it is an absolutely wonderful lifestyle. I cannot believe that the members who represent the wheatbelt come in 
here and run the place down. They come in and say that nobody wants to live there. How ridiculous! 
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Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I think there might be something wrong with my microphone. All I can hear is a buzz from 
the mouth of the minister. 
The SPEAKER: You are on three calls of order. Unless you withdraw, you are going home. I want you to withdraw. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I withdraw, but there is a buzz just here. 
The SPEAKER: Do it again or you are going home. Do it properly. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I can tell members that there is a buzz in regional Western Australia. In Exmouth and 
Carnarvon there is a buzz because this government has delivered for those regions. There is a buzz about looking 
for leadership in those communities so that they can send a genuine leader to this chamber. There is a buzz in those 
communities because they are looking for somebody who could come here and take the needs of their community 
seriously. At the moment, their local member does not do that. 
Mr D.T. Redman: He did. He got royalties for regions! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The interjection about royalties for regions is interesting. I remind members that the member 
for North West Central was elected into this chamber at the 2008 election. He was elected as a Labor candidate. 
That was the second time he was elected to this Parliament—once in the other chamber and once here. 

Point of Order 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The topic is clear. A motion is before us, but he is talking about something entirely different. 
I may point out that the member has been elected as a National Party member three times. 
The SPEAKER: Is that your point of order, or do you want to get a plug in for the National Party instead? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am asking you to bring him back to the agenda. 
The SPEAKER: Okay. I think he is doing a pretty good job. He keeps getting interjected on by the member for 
North West Central, so that member is drawing himself into the motion. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: In the resources sectors we have some really great achievements. There is Australian Potash 
at Lake Wells looking forward to a drive in, drive out operation from Laverton, and Beacon Minerals’ Jaurdi 
goldmine just outside Coolgardie. Not all the workforce there is drive in, drive out because they cannot find enough 
labour in Coolgardie, but it is principally a drive in, drive out workforce. I make the point that if somebody wants 
to move to Coolgardie, there is plenty of accommodation for them and plenty of opportunities. There will be 
a $45 000 grant from the federal and state governments if they want to go there. There is the Iron Bridge Magnetite 
Project, a revolutionary project for the iron ore industry in Western Australia. There is the rare earth project from 
Lynas, which is looking to make a decision before Christmas on a $500 million investment in downstream processing 
that will again revolutionise the rare earths industry in Western Australia because that facility will be able to 
process minerals from other projects, not just from its own project. There are hundreds of construction jobs, but 
more importantly there are high-skilled high-wage jobs for the Kalgoorlie community. 
There is Strandline Resources Limited with its Coburn project near Shark Bay. Again, that project will provide 
local job opportunities. The great news about all these projects is that they provide opportunities for an Aboriginal 
workforce. People should remember that the original regional workforce is the Aboriginal workforce. I am very 
proud of the fact that this government is paying attention to the needs of the Indigenous community. I remind 
people that at the moment the Minister for Water, through the Water Corporation, and I, through Horizon Power, 
are for the first time ever regularising water and power services in a range of Aboriginal communities across regional 
Western Australia. That is a genuine commitment to make those communities liveable. We are doing it in concert 
with those communities. We are making sure that when we deliver services into those communities, we provide 
jobs and opportunities for the development of those communities, and that it is done in connection and in co-design 
with those communities. 
This opposition is a joke. That is why nobody in regional Western Australia takes it seriously and it is certainly 
why the government does not take it seriously. The opposition does not know what it stands for. One day it is 
complaining about fly in, fly out and the next day it is in here demanding fly in, fly out. One day it is saying that 
regional Western Australia is a great place to live and the next day it is saying that Western Australians do not 
want to live in the regions. The opposition does not know what it stands for. The National Party used to be a proud 
organisation, but now look at it. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman) casting her vote with the noes. 
Bells rung and the house divided. 
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Point of Order 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: The member for Balcatta was not in his seat. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): I have just called the division. 

Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine, you are on three. Do you really want to continue? 

Division Resumed 

The division resulted as follows — 
Ayes (15) 

Mr I.C. Blayney Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr V.A. Catania Mr P.A. Katsambanis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.T. Redman 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr S.K. L’Estrange Ms L. Mettam  

 

Noes (32) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr T.J. Healy Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms R. Saffioti 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr M. Hughes Mr M.P. Murray Ms J.J. Shaw 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr W.J. Johnston Mrs L.M. O’Malley Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr D.J. Kelly Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Ms J. Farrer Mr F.M. Logan Mr S.J. Price Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr M. McGowan Mr D.T. Punch Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms E.L. Hamilton Mr S.A. Millman Ms C.M. Rowe Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

Ms M.J. Davies Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr P.J. Rundle Ms A. Sanderson 
Mr K.M. O’Donnell Ms M.M. Quirk 
Mr D.C. Nalder Mr K.J.J. Michel 

Question thus negatived. 

ELECTORAL AMENDMENT BILL 2020 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton) [4.06 pm]: As I was listening to the debate on the matter of public interest, I heard 
the Minister for Tourism claim that during COVID-19 Western Australians have sacrificed their personal interest 
for the greater good. That is what we should have done to manage our electoral arrangements—financing them in 
particular. The public wants us to do a number of things when it comes to electorate funding. First, they want more 
transparency. They want to keep commercial interests to the extent that we can—it is not perfect; it is always 
difficult—away from donations; tying them to it. That is a very difficult thing to do because our political system 
is based on individuals, firms, unions and others donating to the political process. It essentially does not work 
without that. The alternative is government funding, but that will not work. The tendency is that people who donate 
pull strings back to those donations. Some people do not do that; for some people, the link is not very close. However, 
some sectors live and die or thrive and fail on the basis of government decisions. That is a challenge. Over the 
past three and a half years, the government should have been doing what other states have done—Queensland and 
New South Wales in particular—and that is to identify the issues out there, have a debate and, to the extent that it 
could have, take a bipartisan approach to the matter. The government has failed to do that. As a result, the funding 
arrangements for our state elections will decline. Instead, the government pursued its self-interest over the public 
interest. This bill rigs the system in favour of the Labor Party. That is what it has done. That is what it is intended 
to do. The government has not led; it has manipulated. As a result, there will be increasing concerns about the 
relationship between the fund and political parties, and an imbalance in our political system—in favour of the 
Labor Party, of course—until other political parties find and manipulate ways to acquire funds to match the largess 
flowing into the Labor Party. Our democracy is worse as a result of it. The government has seriously failed us. 

As the Premier is wont to say, we do not have the US system. That is true. The magnitude of funds is nowhere 
near that, except at the state level. Funding at the state level in the US is very low, because, I might add, wages are 
very low, but at a presidential level, it is phenomenal and absurd. Every time governments try to limit funding, 
political parties get around it, and that is what Labor is doing this time. It is trying to rig the system to its advantage. 
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The member for Thornlie—I think I said it was the member for Gosnells, but I was wrong—indicated that the public 
wants us to limit the funding that flows into the political process and the noise that comes with it, and he is right. 
But at the next election, we will see, in part because of this bill, a record spend by the Labor government. It will 
flood the electorate with a largess never seen before. In other words, the member for Thornlie will get exactly the 
opposite of what he says the public wants. We will see! Clearly, there are diminishing returns to funding, but this 
bill demonstrates that the Labor Party has not led, but pursued its own personal and commercial interests against 
the interests of this house, our democracy and the public. 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [4.11 pm]: I rise to speak on the very important Electoral Amendment 
Bill 2020. It is important because it deals with what is perhaps the most fundamental right in any democracy: the 
right to have open, democratic and fair elections. It amends the Electoral Act, which governs how our elections 
are conducted in what we treasure as an open, fair and liberal democratic nation here in Australia and in the state 
of Western Australia. Therefore, any amendments to the Electoral Act must pass the test of guaranteeing that 
elections will be free, open, democratic and fair. We have to judge every one of those amendments by that test. 
Unfortunately, this amendment bill comes up short, particularly on fairness. Other members have made that point. 
I will reiterate it, but I will not indulge in the point for too long. In relation to the funding of election campaigns 
and expenditure caps on election campaigns, in the infamous words of the author George Orwell in the book 
Animal Farm, “All animals are equal, but some animals are more equal than others.” The animals that are more equal 
are the people who populate today’s government benches. 

As pointed out by the member for Dawesville as lead speaker for the opposition, these amendments have been brought 
in after trashing what has been an accepted convention in this parliamentary democracy of Western Australia for 
as long as anyone can remember. Amendments to the Electoral Act are of such axiomatic importance to the 
preservation of our democracy that they should be done with consultation and input on a bipartisan basis so that 
the amendments can be agreed to. People can go back through decades of debate to see where that has happened 
and some cases where it has not happened, and the sort of debate and opprobrium that has rightly garnered. 

Members on both sides have spoken about the arms race that we have all indulged in with electoral funding. 
I remember election campaigns as far back as the 1970s, when candidates used sandwich boards and the occasional 
flyer and A4-sized posters—I do not think they were called A4-sized posters back then—and the like. We have come 
a long way in the 45 years since the 1975 federal election. We have indulged in an arms race and the public are 
sceptical. It is calling for reform; it is calling for change, but that change needs to be done in consultation. It needs to 
be done after a review and after all stakeholders have had an opportunity to have their say. In particular, that change 
has to be fair to everybody. It should not be calibrated on the basis of what advantage can be given to one political 
party or faction at the expense of others. That is where this bill fails the test, and fails it miserably. We have known 
for a long time that we need to make changes to the Electoral Act, and a lot of those changes are the types of changes 
that are contemplated in this bill. There are some good things in this bill. Some provisions are good. Some concepts 
behind some of the more flawed provisions are also good. It is just the execution of the bill that is flawed. 

At the commencement of this parliamentary term, the Community Development and Justice Standing Committee, 
of which I am the chair, conducted a wideranging inquiry into the conduct of the 2017 WA election with a view 
to making recommendations for improvement. The bipartisan committee tabled its report in February 2018. The 
report “2017 WA State Election: Maintaining Confidence in Our Electoral Process” made 27 recommendations. 
At the time, the members of the committee were the member for Burns Beach, member for Bunbury, member for 
Carine, member for Dawesville and me. As a newly minted member of Parliament, that process highlighted to the 
member for Dawesville—I do not want to put words in his mouth—the real value in having a bipartisan committee 
and the use of the committee process. He was not cynical; he was just genuinely sceptical about whether this was 
a good process, and he saw how well it could work. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: A good chair, I must say! 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: It was a really good committee. It worked well. It worked hard. It worked in 
a cooperative manner. We made 27 recommendations. A lot of them were practical and to do with the conduct of the 
election, but had two of the recommendations—the first and the last—been implemented by the government, it 
might have spared us the position that we are in today, where we have argy-bargy and debate over something that 
should have seen bipartisan support. 

Recommendation 1 states — 

That a joint standing committee into electoral matters is established to inquire into, consider, and report 
to Parliament on any proposal, matter, or thing concerned with the: 

• Conduct of parliamentary elections and referendums in Western Australia. 

• Conduct of elections under the Local Government Act 1995. 

• Administration of, or practices associated with, the Electoral Act 1907 and any other law relating 
to electoral matters.  
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This is something that has been discussed in this chamber and the other chamber across this Parliament for a long 
time. It never happened. Other parliaments have such standing committees—either standalone committees like the 
federal Parliament has, or committees that have electoral matters clearly included in their subject matter title, and 
they conduct these sorts of reviews. That could have been one way to conduct a review into the provisions being 
introduced today—a public inquiry conducted by a parliamentary committee for everyone to come and make 
recommendations, and, again, very importantly, for the members of the committee to come together in a bipartisan 
manner, and perhaps co-opt other members. We recommended a joint committee, so it would have been a joint 
committee of both houses, which would have allowed the minor parties to have representation as well, and they could 
have made submissions even if they did not have recommendations. We can come up with a bipartisan approach. 

Then, perhaps foreseeing that that sort of recommendation may meet the same fate as other suggestions to form such 
a joint standing committee have met in the past, the committee’s final recommendation was recommendation 27, 
which reads — 

That the Electoral Act 1907 is reviewed and amended as a matter of urgency. Particular consideration 
should be given to: 

• The political finance regime, including the introduction of administrative penalties for breaches 
of the disclosure scheme; limits to expenditure by third-party campaigners; more timely disclosure; 
and a longer disclosure period. 

• Political advertising laws, including the registration of electoral material with the Western Australian 
Electoral Commission; and disallowance of the distribution or display of non-registered materials 
on election day. 

• The ability of political parties to distribute postal vote applications. 

• Extending the deadline for receipt of postal votes to account for increasing delays in postal services. 

Recommendation 27 ended with this point, which is extremely salient to what we are debating today — 

The review should include input from all stakeholders in the electoral system. To maintain public 
confidence, it is critical that this review is conducted prior to next state general election. 

A bipartisan committee made that recommendation. The members for Burns Beach, Bunbury, Carine, Dawesville 
and I were the members of the committee at the time. It is pretty logical: take it out to the cafes or the pubs or 
wherever we want to take it, pass the tests, pass the cafe test, pass the pub test, get together, have a look at it, have 
a public inquiry, find out what all the stakeholders think, come up with some bipartisan recommendation, put it to 
the government, negotiate it, bring it to Parliament. “Maintain public confidence”—three extremely important 
words. Where was that review? It is nowhere. It has not been conducted. Where was the stakeholder engagement? 
I can guarantee members that there was stakeholder engagement; I can absolutely guarantee members. I can look 
every person in Western Australia in the eye and say that there was stakeholder engagement, with a narrow set of 
stakeholders. Those stakeholders are stakeholders of the Australian Labor Party—the party’s electoral machine, 
its trade union affiliates, its other fellow travellers, perhaps even some members of Parliament might have been 
consulted, maybe even a couple of backbenchers, although I have been around politics a long time and I know that 
whether someone is in the Liberal Party, the Labor Party or the National Party, the backbench do not get too much 
of a look-in when their party is in government. I see some of the backbench smirking, because they know that is 
the case, and even the ministers know that. But there was stakeholder engagement on one side and one side only, 
which clearly does not pass that test of fairness. It certainly does not pass the test of public consultation, and it 
trashes any semblance of an attempt to maintain public confidence that the system is fair, open, accessible to all, 
and the same rules apply in the same way. 

It has been pointed out by others that the expenditure cap of up to $2 million on persons who are not political parties, 
candidates or groups is a blatant, cynical attempt to lock in a built-in advantage for the Australian Labor Party, 
because it can rely on each one of its affiliated unions to be treated as an individual entity, rather than have their 
spending aggregated. I think there are currently 14 affiliated unions to the Australian Labor Party in Western Australia. 
That gives it the potential of up to $28 million for every election campaign—each and every election campaign—
not available to any other political party save and except perhaps for a vanity political party that individuals may 
want to establish. We know the fate of those in the past and I dare say they will probably have the same prospects 
of success in the future—probably even less, now. It just does not pass the test of fairness. It absolutely does not 
pass the test of fairness. 

There is some good in this bill. The attempt to ban foreign donations is laudable. It perhaps brings a wry smile to 
my face that that sort of ban is proposed by the Australian Labor Party. I think there is probably quite some distance 
between Western Australia and New South Wales, and supposedly a hard border at the moment, as well. It reminds 
me that I think there were elements of the New South Wales Labor Party who, when they found out about their 
latest donation scandal, thought that the most scandalous thing that had happened in that case was not that they 
were getting all that money delivered to them in a plastic Aldi bag, but the fact that their bagman had gone away 
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from the old tried-and-tested brown paper bag method to a non-biodegradable, non-recyclable plastic bag. I do 
not think a lot of those people really care about how political donations are given. That is my point, and I think 
history in Australia tells us that that is the case. 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am not taking interjections. 

Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Attorney! 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am focusing on this extremely important subject matter. We have an attempt to ban 
foreign donors, which is good, and it is the first attempt in Western Australia to do it. It has happened in other 
places. People have made the point that our major political parties are also subject to the commonwealth laws. 
However, as Hon Mike Nahan pointed out in his contribution, and I think other members did as well, the clause is 
framed in a way that provides not just a small window, but a chasm through which a potential foreign donor could 
walk right through by setting up an ABN or a shelf company that is registered by the Australian Securities and 
Investments Commission, and could, in that way, enliven themselves as donors who can get around this foreign 
donor donation prohibition. Perhaps that can be fixed up. If the government wants to fix it up, it can; if it wants to 
leave it open, it  can leave it open, but I think that was a very well made point by Hon Mike Nahan. 

The concept of expenditure caps has been discussed for quite a long time. In principle, there is nothing wrong with 
that. That is what the bipartisan parliamentary committee contemplated as well. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The committee contemplated it; it is something that has been discussed. But how are 
the figures arrived at? Who determined the figures? Who had input into the setting of the figures? Were political 
parties consulted? As I said, I think some consultation took place. I am not sure whether people still meet in 
smoky rooms; I hope they do not. We are not in the 1970s and the 1980s anymore so I assume the rooms they 
meet in are not smoky. I am sure that consultation did not take place with the whole breadth of political parties 
in Western Australia and other interested stakeholders, including third-party groups that would like to participate 
in elections. We know those groups. They range across the whole gamut of the political sphere. We saw it in 
the last election campaign. The committee devoted some sections in its report to the mining sector’s involvement 
in the last election campaign in Western Australia, specifically strong involvement in the seat of Pilbara. The 
mining sector gets involved from time to time. The Conservation Council of Western Australia and other 
conservation-minded groups get involved from time to time. Other groups that might be promoting certain causes 
get involved. The act governs referenda. If people want to spend money to promote the yes case or the no case in 
the referendum, they will publish some of their concerns. The left-wing activist group GetUp is another one that 
springs to mind. Were those groups consulted? Was anyone consulted other than the Labor Party? There was no 
public consultation process. There was no advertising for submissions. I cannot speak for the Nationals WA. I see 
that the member for Warren–Blackwood is in the chamber. There was not a quiet phone call to the Liberal Party 
to say, “We are contemplating doing this. Would you like to give some off-the-record input?” 

Mr D.T. Redman: I’m pretty certain we weren’t in the mix. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: As the member for Warren–Blackwood said, that did not happen to the National Party 
either. There was no consultation whatsoever. In contemplating these changes and what they mean to our electoral 
system, it is quite clear that there is a broad agenda here to favour one political party at the expense of all the 
others. It is hardwired into this bill. If this legislation passes, it will be hardwired into the Electoral Act 1907 of 
Western Australia. That will be a travesty for democracy. That will trash the democratic traditions that this nation 
and this state have been built on. It will deny the public of Western Australia an appropriate way of having and 
conducting an open, fair democratic election because the weight of money that other members have spoken about 
will go only one way. 

Mr T. Healy interjected. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: If the member for Southern River does not think we need to spend any money, 
I challenge him to spend zero dollars on his campaign next year. He should not put his money where his big mouth 
is. If he thinks he can get away with spending zero dollars — 

Mr T. Healy interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Will you stop now, member for Southern River? 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I challenge the member to do that. He will not. 

Mr T. Healy interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River. Three times. If you do it again, I will call you. Stop now. 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Every person who gets elected to this house can make a contribution. That is great. 
There is no problem. Members should try to make a contribution that is actually positive for the state and the 
people of Western Australia. 
I think there is an agenda here. If it is not nipped in the bud now, that is a harbinger for what may happen post 
the 2021 election if this version of the Australian Labor Party is given unfettered control of the Parliament of 
Western Australia. If it brings in these types of clearly partisan laws now that hobble and cripple democracy in 
Western Australia, what will it do if it is given unbridled power? 
On that basis, there is no way I can accept the bill in its current form. There are ways to fix it, even at this late 
stage. It would require consultation and also recalibrating of the bill to create the level playing field that every 
Australian and Western Australian expects of their democratic system. If the Labor Party does not do that, it stands 
absolutely condemned. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [4.35 pm]: We heard a lot of comments from the 
Liberal Party about the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. Obviously, it does not like it. 

Point of Order 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is the minister speaking in her capacity as the member for West Swan or is she the minister 
replying to the second reading debate? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I am speaking as the member for West Swan. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I just wanted to clarify. I was not sure whether she was wrapping up. 

Debate Resumed 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will give some West Swan anecdotes, of which there are many when it comes to electoral 
donations. Obviously, I gather that the Liberal Party is not supporting this bill. The Liberal Party is purer than pure 
when it comes to donations, as we have heard today. Butter would not melt in the Liberal Party’s mouth when it 
comes to donations. It is shocked that the Labor Party might be raising money during the next election campaign. 
The Liberal Party has outspent the Labor Party in nearly every election that I can recall. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Generally. 
I will turn to the 2013 campaign very shortly. The Liberal Party failed to mention that it has outspent the Labor Party 
in state and federal election campaigns pretty much every election that I can recall, not that we would think that 
given the way its members spoke. It is as if the Liberal Party did not spend any money and the Labor Party was 
the only party in WA that raised money! That is what I heard from the Liberal Party. That was sarcasm. Now the 
Liberal Party is not very happy because it might not be able to outspend us at the next election campaign. That is 
why it is opposing these caps. I think the caps will benefit all parties in the longer term. Obviously, it is opposing 
spending caps, greater transparency and donations from foreign entities. 
I heard so many stories about how the Liberal Party was upset about the Darling Range by-election. I would be 
upset with the Darling Range by-election too if, through that process, the member for Darling Range was elected. 
The Liberal Party seemed very upset about the Darling Range by-election. 
I quickly turn to the 2013 election. I was outspent $4 to $1. We estimate that about $400 000 was spent in the seat 
of West Swan. Maybe it was $300 000. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was a former staffer of the member for Riverton, Natasha Cheung. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: She spent nowhere near that. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How much did she spend? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: You’re writing the questions. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member is saying — 
Dr M.D. Nahan: You weren’t as effective. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Well, she was not as effective enough because I am here! When you talk about value for 
money, I think we did okay in that election. I am claiming that it was between $300 000 and $400 000, because 
I calculated how much material she had on her polling booths. The member was obviously very involved in that 
campaign. How much did she spend, member for Riverton? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Nowhere near that. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: How much then? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Especially when you have the unions helping you, you would have spent more. 
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Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The unions helping me! I got the wrong Liberal backed up on that one, members! Yes, he is 
right! The member for Riverton obviously has no idea about how I am positioned in the Labor Party. What union 
support did I get in 2013? 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: What did the unions contribute to West Swan in 2013? 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Riverton has no idea. Every debate I have ever heard in this place is: 
Liberal Party good; Labor Party bad, and just insert different legislation for that argument. The Liberal Party stands 
up and talks about transparency. What does it have to hide about the 500 Club? The Liberal Party knows that this 
legislation would make the 500 Club activities very transparent. That is why the Liberal Party is opposing this. Do 
not come into this house — 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Riverton! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Who is a member of the 500 Club? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: The money is there. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The money is there, but who is a member? 

Dr M.D. Nahan: You want to go by membership? Who are the members of the Labor Party business roundtable? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Who is a member of the 500 Club? 

Let us go back to the West Swan campaign. Obviously, this is a very touchy point for the member for Riverton. 
He is very touchy about that 2013 campaign. Now we know that he was obviously a part of the campaign committee. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was not good enough. If you spent between $300 000 and $400 000 — 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It was a target, because I will tell the member what happened. On election day—I always 
remember this—the then Premier, Colin Barnett, rocked up at the Ballajura Community College booth, I think, 
with Channel 10 or Channel Nine. He brought the camera crews and they were filming because the Liberal Party 
thought it was going to win my seat. The then Premier, Colin Barnett, was there getting filmed; the Liberal Party 
was cocky as anything. I think it hired out a major restaurant for the party that night too, as I recall, one owned by, 
I think, a good friend of the Liberal Party. We now find out that the member for Riverton was integral to that 
2013 campaign. The Liberal Party stood up here today saying somehow that Labor outspends the Liberal Party in 
election campaigns. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: That is rubbish. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, member for Cannington, I cannot recall a state election when we have outspent the 
Liberal Party. I do not think that has ever happened in a state general election campaign. 

Several members interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Then it is about expenditure numbers. Even in 2017 the Liberal Party outspent the Labor Party 
in the election campaign. Firstly, its members are standing up and saying that somehow the Liberal Party does not 
raise money, only the Labor Party does; secondly, its lack of transparency about the 500 Club; then, the Liberal Party 
wants to talk about in-kind donations and what happens at polling booths. We can all give members experience 
after experience. I will give members a particular experience at one of the polling booths in my electorate. At the 
last campaign we went up to one of the people handing out how-to-vote cards for the Liberal Party and we asked 
why they were handing out how-to-vote cards for the Liberal Party. They said, “Because I was told to” by a particular 
person in their church. Obviously, the other side believes it is only the Labor Party that gets organisations to help 
it, but all sides do and that is the democracy we are in. But again and again, that is what we heard through the 
whole debate. 

When I looked at the Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman), I just remembered some of the other tactics. Who was 
it? In 2017, the candidate for the seat of Mirrabooka had show bags, including a bottle of wine, dropped off to people’s 
homes as part of their election campaign. That particular person is currently subject to other investigations, 
I suspect—I do not know—but they are part of other processes potentially underway. However, the Liberal Party 
never comments or reflects on its behaviour at all. 

This is an opportunity to make some changes for greater transparency in donations in WA. We are capping 
contributions. We are also banning foreign donations. These are all things that this bill does. As I said about the 
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contributions from the other side, they have an idea that somehow the Liberal Party does not raise money in this state. 
The Liberal Party is a fundraising party—always has been and probably always will be. It is a massive fundraising 
machine that has raised money election after election. Even when it is not doing well, it still raises money, because 
that is what it is. It does it through wealthy individuals in Western Australia. Again, that is the Liberal Party and 
that is how it is. But to come in here and rally against money being raised by the Labor Party and then say that it 
is purer than snow on all these things to do with fundraising, that somehow it is the poor cousins when it comes to 
fundraising, is completely false. I had to give members my West Swan story, because, like I said, I think $100 000 
was spent just on election day. That was the first time I saw security guards being introduced to guard our polling 
booths. We had never seen it before, but I remember very well the eve of 2013 when the Liberal Party rocked up 
with security guards and basically staked out all the polling booths through my electorate. The same happened to 
the member for Gosnells. I think others had cherry pickers, I cannot remember, but some serious infrastructure 
was brought in, such as fences. I learnt about temporary fencing and how it is used for signage. In 2013, security 
guards were coming in to patrol polling booths. Young Liberals came through at night wearing all black ninja outfits. 
They came through in their Young Liberal–type of way with their little polonecks, putting up signage through the 
seats. As I said, they outspent by $300 000 to $400 000. That was four to one, easily, by Natasha Cheung in that 
2013 campaign. They threw everything at us, and some of us, as I said, survived 2013 when we were outspent by 
the Liberal Party. Because of national issues, it was a very difficult campaign. The member for Gosnells was surely 
outspent. I know the Liberal Party outspent pretty much every candidate we had out there. 

This policy is all about trying to bring in caps and trying to make a more transparent system. The attitude of the 
Liberal Party today goes back to its very sophisticated mentality when it comes to the Labor Party: Labor Party 
bad, Liberal Party good. That is pretty much the level of intelligence and analysis that has been brought to the 
debate on this bill today. Some other comments were made in this house by members of the National Party. 

This bill will basically assist the parties to ensure that there is a level playing field for donations. Members keep 
talking about the 14 affiliated unions. The same could be said of any organisation that is linked to the Liberal Party 
or the conservative side on particular issues. For example, a group of organisations may want to support 
a Liberal Party case, so the same thing would apply. The whole idea that somehow this has been motivated to 
benefit one over the other is completely false. We have seen this in other places. We do not want political systems 
hijacked by any particular individuals or causes. As we know, that happens a lot in other places, and it is something 
that we need to guard against. This is all about making sure that we try, where we can, to create fairness in donations 
within the electoral system. 

I am disappointed by the reaction of members. I thought there could have been some good discussion about this. 
I am not sure that we are going to go into consideration in detail, given that they have objected to it. Do members 
want to go into consideration in detail? 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The National Party does. There will be more transparency, caps on donations and a more level 
playing field. These are all the things that this legislation will do. 

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington — Minister for Mines and Petroleum) [4.51 pm]: I am speaking as the 
member for Cannington. I make the point that in the compliance review done by the Australian Electoral Commission 
in April 2019 — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I want to deal with some of the dishonesty in the debate. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Shoosh! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you! Stop now! The sooner he speaks, the sooner he finishes and we can move 
on. Member for Dawesville, that is a good idea—walk out the door if you need to get some space. 

A member interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Dawesville, I call you for the first time. I am on my feet. 

Mr T. Healy interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Southern River, I call you. Everyone, just calm down. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Attorney General has a few things on at the moment, so I am happy to give him 
a couple of minutes to sort himself out. Unlike the Liberal Party, the Attorney General is putting the interests of 
Western Australians first and if I need to speak for a couple of moments to help him, I will do that. The idea from 
the teenage manager of opposition business — 
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Point of Order 
Mr R.S. LOVE: This is not relevant to the bill. This discussion is bizarre. Sit him down! 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Member, I will not be told what to do. You do not direct the 
Chair—ever! 
Mr R.S. Love: I apologise. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. Minister, just focus. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I just want to point out some of the nonsense that has been talked about. In April 2019, 
a compliance review was done by the Australian Electoral Commission into the 500 Club. Let me point out 
a couple of things about that. The disclosure returns that had been made by the 500 Club before the compliance 
review indicated that it had receipts of $588 817 and payments of $566 138. Guess what they indicated after the 
compliance review? The returns indicated that it had $600 278 of receipts and $1 051 316 of expenditure. It had 
understated its expenditure by over $400 000. That is $400 000 of expenditure hidden by the 500 Club from the 
people of Western Australia, so do not come in here and cry these crocodile tears about honesty. 
Then there was this rubbish about the two sides of politics. Just look at the 2018–19 return. WA Labor had receipts 
of $5.163 million and expenditure of $5.5 million. The Liberal Party had receipts of $8.249 million. That is 
$3.1 million, or 60 per cent, more than was received by the Labor Party. It also had expenditure of $8.727 million, 
so it had $3.2 million more expenditure than the Labor Party had. This idea that somehow there is an imbalance 
in fundraising is true. The Liberal Party raises much more money than the Labor Party, so do not come in here and 
say things that are simply wrong. 
The member for Riverton said that trade unions do not have to account to their members for their expenditure. They 
publish their accounts. Their accounts are published in the same way as a listed company publishes its accounts, 
unlike the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia and the 500 Club, which do not publish their 
accounts. Go and find the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia’s financial affairs. I have not 
looked at its rules recently, but the last time I looked at its rules, they said that the only way someone could look 
at the accounts of the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of Western Australia was if they were a member and 
they went to its office, and they could do it only if the treasurer said that the person was doing it for a proper purpose. 
Think about that. Talk about disclosure! Talk about transparency! The Chamber of Commerce and Industry is 
a major player in politics in Western Australia. It has never had any accountability for its expenditure, unlike every 
trade union in Western Australia, which publishes its audited returns. So do not come in here making up stories 
that are not true. That is what the member for Riverton did; he came in here and made it up. 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [4.56 pm] — in reply: I thank members of the opposition for 
their small indulgence, but there have been breaking developments in the other matter. Mr Palmer filed an application 
for an injunction in the Federal Court in Queensland to shut down this Parliament, so it had to be attended to. 
I want to go to the contributions of members of the opposition on the important Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. 
I compliment the member for Dawesville for his delivery, which was a very stylish, picturesque and colourful 
delivery of the argument of a straw man, as was the contribution of the member for Riverton. This is an old tactic: 
scare the people and scare the Parliament and then by fear you will drive them to your position. Let me explain. 
The member for Dawesville put to this chamber—this position was adopted by the member for Warren–Blackwood—
that by putting a $2 million cap on any person, which includes organisations under the definition, we were opening 
up the gate for $28 million of contributions by the trade union movement because there are 14 trade unions. Why 
is this the argument of a straw man and designed for fear? There is no cap at the moment. If there are 14 unions, 
we could equally say that at the moment they are free to donate $100 million each, and they would be up there 
with Clive Palmer and other billionaires by saying that $1.4 billion had been donated. Conversely, those in the 
business sector could donate $10 million each.  
Let us make it more realistic and say it is $4 million, which is double the cap that is proposed in this bill. Nothing 
in this bill prohibits industry or an industrial group from donating $4 million—nothing. We are putting a cap on 
those donations. We are not mandating donations; that is a straw man argument. If that argument were given any 
force and if it were to have any substance, this bill would mandate groups to donate $2 million and we would have 
a problem because we would be saying that the unions would be mandated to donate $2 million each and therefore 
Labor would get $28 million. I say that is a straw man argument, but it is a fairytale. The High Court of Australia, 
in the case Unions NSW v New South Wales [2019], had something to say on this. In brief, the High Court made 
it clear that any effective burden on the implied freedom of political communication must be justified through the 
Parliament but does not generally need to provide evidence to prove the basis of the legislation that it enacts. That 
case was about whether stopping a commercial organisation like the Chamber of Commerce and Industry of 
Western Australia from donating $4 million by putting a cap of $2 million—I pause—not “mandating” that they 
donate $2 million to the conservative parties, but “capping” the amount they can donate, is an unnecessary burden 
on the freedom of speech. The High Court said that if that is to happen, some justification should be put before the 
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Parliament as to why. Therefore, we have prepared an explanation of the justification for the expenditure caps in the 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. I now table that document called “Explanation of the Justification of Expenditure 
Caps in the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020”. 

[See paper 3567.] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That document is tabled and therefore, if this legislation is ever challenged, the High Court 
will see that the justification for the expenditure caps was before the Parliament. I provided this document to the 
opposition prior to the second reading debate. The expenditure caps have been set at $125 000 per electoral district 
and $125 000 per region having regard to the need to produce a more level playing field, previously reported 
electoral expenditure in past Western Australian elections and the need to adjust the cap amounts on a regular basis 
to offset the effects of inflation. There have been quite significant increases in electoral expenditure in the last few 
years, which has been described as a political arms race. The document evidences that if we compare the 2013 election 
with the 2017 election, expenditure by the Liberal Party in the 2013 election was $8 822 894, and four years later 
it jumped by $2.5 million to $11 325 000, rounded out. It has increased considerably. By candidates endorsed and 
Independents—that is the candidates themselves—expenditure rose from to $794 000 to $863 000, an increase of 
$68 000. What is incredible is that in 2013, donations by outside organisations jumped from $1 395 751, rounded up, 
to $7 057 476 in 2017. That is an increase of $5 661 000. That is a threefold increase by outside organisations 
pouring money into the election. We are trying to cap that. We are not mandating that the unions or the Chamber of 
Commerce and Industry of Western Australia donate $2 million; we are saying that there should be a cap on the 
amount they can donate. 

Where did this massive increase come from? That is set out in the document that is the justification for the cap and 
which is now tabled. That is now before the Parliament and will be before the courts if there is a challenge. I turn 
now to page 11 of that document. It shows that in 2013, there were 13 organisations in the category of independent 
organisations or people who lodged election returns. As I said, the total electoral expenditure for persons other 
than a political party, candidate or group—that includes unions and the Chamber of Commerce and Industry—
was, as I said, $1 395 000. The lowest amount was $825 and the highest amount was $602 499 from UnionsWA. 
The second highest amount was from the Royal Automobile Club of Western Australia, which donated $423 360, 
and the average amount donated was $107 365. Six of the 13 organisations donated less than $10 000. Where did this 
huge increase from $1 395 000 to $7 million in the 2017 election come from? We can see the answer to that at the 
top of page 11. The electoral expenditure came from the Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western Australia, 
which donated $4 361 870. That is a massive increase. At the same time, the next biggest donation was from the 
Australian Nursing Federation, which donated $844 000. There are no big donations from unions in the scare 
campaign presented by the straw man argument. 

Point of Order 

Mr R.S. LOVE: We have a document here but it does not refer to donations; it refers to expenditure. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Expenditure. I am sorry. I have that much on my mind that I used the wrong word. It 
is expenditure.  

Debate Resumed 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Where did this massive increase in expenditure come from? It did not come from Unions WA 
or any union other than the Australian Nursing Federation. I do not know what piqued its appetite; I forget now. 
We know that the Chamber of Minerals and Energy Western Australia spent $4 361 870. 

Mr R.S. Love: We know that very well, thank you. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This is why it is the argument of a straw man. We do not see Unions WA or any union, apart 
from the nurses’ union, spending massive amounts of money. The member for Dawesville said that this will tip 
the scales in Labor’s favour by $28 million. As I said, this is a false argument. This bill does not mandate anyone 
to spend one dollar. All it requires is that there be a cap on how much people can spend. It is to stop this arms race. 
It wiped out the seat of Pilbara for the Nationals. The Chamber of Minerals and Energy’s expensive campaign got 
rid of the former Leader of the National Party, who is now out of the Parliament. It blew him away because he had 
a policy to increase royalties. The Nationals took a policy to the election of increasing royalty payments so the 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy said, “We’re not going to have a bar of that. It doesn’t matter how much it costs. 
We’ll just punt him out of the Parliament.” It was not the unions that caused this threefold increase in expenditure. 
It was the Chamber of Minerals and Energy. That is why this is a fear campaign that is being put to this Parliament 
that this bill will tip the scales in favour of Labor. No, it will put a cap on the amount of money that any person or 
organisation can spend in the campaign to get rid of a member of Parliament, as was done in the Pilbara. Some 
billionaire might want to get rid of me. I could not imagine why! Let us imagine that there is some billionaire 
floating around who has had a gutful of me — 

Mr R.S. Love: You don’t think $2 million would be enough to get rid of you? If they spend $2 million in your 
seat, that would get rid of you, wouldn’t it? 

https://www.parliament.wa.gov.au/publications/tabledpapers.nsf/displaypaper/4013567a4e1379656440b40a482585c400167558/$file/3567.pdf
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That would get rid of me? 
Mr R.S. Love: What do you think? Would $2 million be enough? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Who knows? But if someone wants to spend $2 million against me, they can spend $2 million 
against me. We are not trying to say that they cannot get rid of the Attorney General so we will put a cap of $50 000 
on it. We are trying to do what the High Court said—that is, not put a huge burden on the implied freedom of 
political speech. If a burden is going to be put on it, it should be made a reasonable burden. We think that if someone 
wants to come and bury Quigley in the sandhills of Alkimos and they have two million bucks to spend, we are 
a free democracy, if that is what they want to do. I will just have to cop it and do my best with my wobble board. 
That wobble board got me an 18 and a half per cent swing, by the way. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: What did you do? Just stand on the street? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. The board said, “Dual Marmion Avenue. Save Western Power”. The cars were honking 
and the thumbs were going out the window. It cost me two bob. They could see the member out there — 
Mr R.S. Love: Where did you get the wobble board from? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was not from Rolf Harris! I forget the name of the printer, but I will give it to the member 
if he is after it. It was pretty cheap. You just get out there and wobble and everyone honks. After the election, 
I went out there wobbling again for another two weeks saying thank you and got honks. It did not cost a lot of money, 
because people could see the member was out there and committed to the cause, as I will be again in the forthcoming 
election. I used to get up at 4.45 every morning and be at the roadside by 10 past five. I stayed there until nine in the 
morning, then went back there in the afternoon. It does not take a lot of money. But if someone wants to get hold 
of two million bucks to try to bury me in the sandhills of Alkimos, good luck to them. We are not putting an 
unreasonable burden on it. We are saying that this is a democracy, so if that is what people want to spend their bucks 
on, that is what they want to spend their bucks on. We are not saying that the unions or the Chamber of Minerals 
and Energy have to spend $2 million to get rid of another National or a Liberal—whatever. If there is some billionaire 
floating around who wants to get rid of me and they want to spend their $2 million, it is a democracy. Johnny will 
just do his best! We are not saying that 14 unions have to spend $2 million. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: But they can! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right. So can the Chamber of Minerals and Energy. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: That is one! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There can be any number of people. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: You have affiliates; we don’t. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Come out of the fairytale! Have a look at the list. There were 19 organisations in this category 
in 2017. Of the 19 organisations, 17 organisations spent less than $500 000. It was only the nurses’ union and the 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy that went over $500 000. Of the 19 organisations that filed returns, 18 organisations 
spent less than $1 million. The percentage difference in expenditure between the 2013 election and the 2017 election 
was a massive increase of 80 per cent. This warfare has to stop. We are saying that we will cap it. The member for 
Dawesville said that there were 14 unions. He was distracted when I said something about this before. There is 
nothing in the world to stop 14 unions spending $4 million each now, whacking it up to $56 million. We are saying 
that organisations will not be allowed to do that. This is a prohibition,  not a mandate. This is a prohibition to say 
that there should be a cap. 
Then we get to individual electorates. In other jurisdictions and other states, there are caps. They had to bring them 
in to stop the warfare. Otherwise, only the rich and well-connected would find their way into this Parliament. 
Mr A. Krsticevic: That’s not necessarily true. Palmer spent $80 million and didn’t get one person voted in. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We can go into that. He spent about $60 million — 
Mr A. Krsticevic: He didn’t get elected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: But under the system, he does not have to get elected. He just has to direct preferences. Why 
does the member think Senator Mathias Cormann moved to Brisbane for the entire duration of the election 
campaign? The member knows that is true because he is in the Liberal Party. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Because Queensland was a pivotal state in the election. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right. That is where Mr Palmer was spending his bucks and directing his preferences, 
and all those seats were cleaned up on preferences. We are saying that is fair enough. People can go out and 
preference who they like. In Western Australia, the rule will allow someone such as Mr Palmer, for example, to 
spend $10 million. He could come over here and tip $10 million into the campaign. We think that is a huge amount, 
but it is a democracy. All he has to do is stand someone in every seat of the state and every region, and he will get 
$8 million, which is the same as members opposite. Then an organisation can tip in another $2 million. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: He’s really got you guys worried, hasn’t he? 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, member; he has Western Australia worried. That is why the Leader of the Opposition and the 
member’s party supported the Iron Ore Processing (Mineralogy Pty. Ltd.) Agreement Amendment Bill 2020 last night. 
He has Western Australia worried and that is why the public has been out there, roadside, telling him to get lost. This is 
not personal; this is about the finances of Western Australia. The member was a previous Treasurer and he knows that. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: I thought you were talking about the electoral funding bill here. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am talking about the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. I am saying that any billionaire could 
come over here and spend more money than I could dream of at the election. 
Mr R.S. Love: It might be a resident billionaire. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It might be a resident billionaire. We have a lot of them over here now because of our mining 
industry and our technology industry. It could be anyone. We are saying that the bidding warfare has to be capped 
at some point. That is why we have come up with a figure of $125 000 per seat. How did we arrive at that figure of 
$125 000 per seat? It is set out in the document that I tabled—“Explanation of the Justification of the Expenditure 
Caps in the Electoral Amendment Bill 2020”. That is way over the average of $50 000 per seat that was spent at 
the last election. What is it? It was $4.5 million for the Labor Party and just under $5 million for the Liberal Party. 
When we bust that up, it is way less than what we have allowed for in this bill. 
I now refer to the actual capped figures on page 2 of this document. Please bear with me while I find it. I am sorry, 
I cannot find it, but it is way less than $125 million. We will be going into consideration in detail so I will come 
to that figure in consideration in detail. It is way under $125 000 per electorate. 
On page 2, the combined total expenditure for all political parties at the 2013 general election was $8.8 million. 
Under this bill, we are allowing for expenditure of $8.1 million per party. In 2013, all the candidates combined 
spent $8.8 million on the general election. We are giving that much headroom. The combined party spend in 2013 
was $8.8 million and under the scheme being put before the Parliament now—that is, $125 000 per electoral 
district, for the 59 districts plus $125 000 for each of the six regions—each party will have $8.1 million. In 2013 
the total general election spend on the election was $8.8 million and in 2017 it was $11.3 million. But if we add 
up the $8.1 million that will be available for each party, the total expenditure on the general election will be way 
in excess of that. We are being given so much headroom that there should be no burden on any political party—
none. On top of that, we are legislating that there be CPI increases. There will be no fundraising and expenditure 
warfare, but CPI increases so it can stay tracking the same. 
Members of the opposition should welcome this bill. The Chamber of Minerals and Energy will not be able to pick 
on the next Nationals member and punt him out of the Parliament. A union will not be able to spend $4 million 
like the Chamber of Minerals and Energy did. Do they ever? If we look at this table, there will be no way it could. 
I turn now to page 11 and to 2013 when the unions combined and made their donations through UnionsWA—that 
is, 14 unions affiliated to UnionsWA. At this stage of the night, I need a calculator. I have to divide $602 499.07 
by 14, which equals $43 035.65 for each union. There is none of this $2 million nonsense—the argument of a straw 
man—but a mere $43 035 per union. Opposition members should welcome this bill. It is not an assault on 
democracy. It will keep a rein on expenditure warfare. 
I hope members will not be insulted at this time of the evening by my going through in detail the presentation of 
each of the opposition members who have spoken thus far. We will be going into consideration in detail and I am 
sure that members will want to address the points that they raised in their contributions to the second reading. 
However, I had to address the thrust of the combined contribution of members sitting opposite that this bill would 
load the magazine, load the coffers full of money friendly to the Australian Labor Party and tilt the scales of 
democracy massively in the favour of the government. The fact of the matter is that there have been complaints 
that we would end up as a one-party state. That was one member’s contribution—that if we keep on going like this 
and do this, we will end up with a one-party state. We may end up in a one-party state if the opposition does not 
get with it and listen to the public. It will be wiped out. Look at what it has done, for example, with corruption in this 
state. It blocked the reappointment of Mr McKechnie, QC, because he was investigating the “Black Hand Gang”. 
Western Australia could end up a one-party state. I would hate that, because good government requires a virile 
opposition to hold the government to account. But we do not have one. We have one or two members sitting 
opposite who have a go at that function. There is one or two in the National Party—that is it—in addition to one 
or two in the Liberal opposition. 
It is a much more testing time for the government when the opposition does its homework. It is not a question of 
electoral expenditure that has so many people sitting on the government benches; it is a question of policy settings, 
but by putting a cap on how much an individual can spend on an election, rather than mandating how much 
someone must spend on an election, cannot tip the scales of justice or democracy. Opposing this means that the 
Liberal Party and the Nationals WA want to have the gate wide open for unlimited expenditure, converse to what 
they are actually putting in the fear campaign before this Parliament. 
Opposition members want a situation in which an organisation, be it a union, a chamber of commerce, a billionaire 
or anyone, can spend unlimited. That is not right in a democracy, especially when a disparity is fast occurring 
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between some sectors of the community and others in terms of income, be it corporate income or small business 
income, which is completely different from corporate income. We just want a permitted level of sensible expenditure 
and not a free-for-all. Where is the sin in that? There is none. As I said, the only thing that the opposition can do 
is mount the argument of a straw man and launch a fear campaign, through the media or some other channel, in 
the hope that the community will be sucked into believing that this bill is about tipping democracy in a certain 
direction. It is not. 
We know from this explanation I hold here, which the High Court required to be placed before Parliament and 
which has been tabled, that there is a rational explanation saying that $2 million a person is enough and $125 000 
per electorate is enough. With those remarks, Madam Acting Speaker, I shall conclude my second reading speech 
in reply. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Deputy Speaker (Ms L.L. Baker) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (31) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mrs L.M. O’Malley Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr F.M. Logan Mr S.J. Price Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr R.S. Love Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms J. Farrer Mr M. McGowan Mr D.T. Redman Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms J.M. Freeman Ms S.F. McGurk Ms C.M. Rowe Ms S.E. Winton 
Mr T.J. Healy Mr S.A. Millman Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Mr M. Hughes Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms J.J. Shaw  
 

Noes (8) 

Dr D.J. Honey Mr S.K. L’Estrange Ms L. Mettam Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr W.R. Marmion Dr M.D. Nahan Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr P.A. Katsambanis 
Mr D.T. Punch Mr K.M. O’Donnell 
Mr M.P. Murray Mr J.E. McGrath 
Ms A. Sanderson Mrs A.K. Hayden 
Mr B.S. Wyatt Mrs L.M. Harvey 

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

Consideration in Detail 
Clause 1 put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I understand the bill has been declared urgent, and so I am keen to understand why the 
government decided that this was an urgent bill and how that relates to the commencement date?  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The reason it was declared an urgent bill is there is a provision in the bill that the capping will 
start on 1 October, so that gives us October, November, December, January and February—five and a half months. 
Otherwise, someone could spend a huge amount in the lead-up to Christmas and it all be rendered nugatory, 
because all the money could be spent in the lead-up to Christmas; people could go out and prepay ads and all this 
in November or December. It was a policy decision to have the bill effective from 1 October. Bearing in mind it 
will be effective from 1 October, that only gives us barely six weeks for its passage through this Parliament. When it 
gets to the other place, I fully anticipate that it will be a slower process than it will be in this chamber, because we do 
not have the time limitations and the committees and all that sort of thing. Therefore, to get this going by 1 October, 
it was declared an urgent bill. It is nothing to do with COVID; it is just to make sure it is all bedded down by 
1 October for the forthcoming election on 13 March 2021. 
As to the second part of the member’s question, the coming into operation, clauses 1 and 2: it is pretty standard that 
short title and commencement come into operation upon assent, and the rest of the bill the day after assent; that is 
fairly normal. The Governor signs it. On that day, he cannot say that people who have made an expenditure before 
the Governor signed it but on the same day are in breach of the legislation. It has to come the day after His Excellency 
has signed the law and copy of the bill. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Why was the date of 1 October chosen as that commencement date? 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There is a policy decision. As I said, it is an arbitrary decision that had to be made. We could 
have said 1 January but, as a policy matter, we regarded that as too proximate to the election; so, how far do you 
wind it back? We wanted to bring it as far back as we can, but allow sufficient time for this Parliament to consider 
it. We think that the six weeks between now and 1 October is sufficient time for this Parliament to adequately 
examine the bill, which is happening tonight. It also aligns with New South Wales, which has brought in expenditure 
caps as well, so that there will be consistency as far as possible, but we wanted to allow six weeks for this Parliament 
to consider it. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate, Attorney General, that the government made a policy decision of five and 
a half months. Why was it not five directly? Why was it not six? Is this because the government wanted to pressure 
Parliament into getting this bill proceeded through the Legislative Assembly without any scrutiny or interrogation? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, no, no! I could not get to my feet fast enough to rebut the suggestion that we would be 
doing anything like that. As the member knows, Parliament has been very heavily occupied with COVID-related 
bills. For the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office and the State Solicitor it has been a very heavy workload, and things 
have had to be stepped out in sensible order. We think that a six-week period in this Parliament to consider legislation 
that has 25 clauses spread over 22 pages should be ample sufficiency, and if it gets referred to a committee in the 
other place, then there should be ample time for a report on that as well, and for that to be considered. Certainly not. 
The member for Dawesville would not think I would come in here and try to pressure the Parliament, would he? 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Of course, Attorney General; I would never make such an assertion, but of course I cannot 
doubt the motivations of the government more broadly, or, indeed, the minister that represents the Attorney General 
in the other place. The obvious concern I have is that we have a bill before us which fundamentally changes the way 
that we would like to do democracy in Western Australia. It is a significant change. Of course, the Attorney General 
is introducing what he says is 25 clauses over 22 pages. There are significant issues with the time it will take the 
Parliament to review those. Five and a half months seems like an unusual policy decision. It was not six; it was 
not five. I appreciate the suggestion that it was meant to align with New South Wales, but I am not entirely certain 
that that has any role to play in the Western Australian general election. I am curious as to why, again, there was 
a decision of five and a half months taken before we decided to commence. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Point taken. The decision had to be made for a start date somewhere, and a policy decision 
had to be made. What sort of a buffer do we put in there in advance of the election? We think 1 October is reasonable. 
It has been on the notice paper since before the winter recess, and briefings were held for all parties over the winter 
recess. It was on the notice paper before the end of June, and briefings were held in the six-week winter recess, so 
the parties had sufficient time to mull this over, and now we are in the first week back. Although we are only on 
Thursday, I feel as though we have been back for a month. The workload has felt like that. Six weeks in the 
Parliament, plus six weeks’ notice before the Parliament resumed, plus briefings. I always go back to Great Britain. 
If Boris can take the United Kingdom out of Europe in 12 months, we must be able to deal with this in 12 weeks. 

Division 
Clause put and a division taken, the Deputy Speaker (Ms L.L. Baker) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (29) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr D.A. Templeman 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr D.J. Kelly Mr S.J. Price Mr P.C. Tinley 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr F.M. Logan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr R.R. Whitby 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Ms C.M. Rowe Ms S.E. Winton 
Ms J. Farrer Ms S.F. McGurk Ms R. Saffioti Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr S.A. Millman Ms J.J. Shaw  
Mr T.J. Healy Mr Y. Mubarakai Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski  
Mr M. Hughes Mrs L.M. O’Malley Mr C.J. Tallentire  

 

Noes (10) 

Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Dr M.D. Nahan Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.C. Nalder  
Mr S.K. L’Estrange Ms L. Mettam Mr D.T. Redman  

            

Pairs 

Mr B.S. Wyatt Mrs A.K. Hayden 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mrs L.M. Harvey 
Mr M.P. Murray Mr J.E. McGrath 
Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr K.M. O’Donnell 
Ms A. Sanderson Mr P.A. Katsambanis 

Clause thus passed.  
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Clause 3 put and passed. 

Clause 4: Section 4 amended — 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: This looks like a very simple clause. It relates to the definition of “Australian citizen”. The 
definition of “Australian citizen” is very important in this bill. If I receive a donation from someone who is not an 
Australian citizen or, indeed, a resident or a person who has a business with an ABN—this clause relates to one aspect 
of that—I am breaking the law and I could be subject to a fine. What do I need to do to satisfy myself that someone 
is an Australian citizen? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The responsibility lies with the party secretary. All the donations that a member receives have 
to go to the party and that person would have to assure the party that it is not a foreign donation. The party secretary 
then signs off that it is not a foreign donation. The party secretary will ensure that there are no foreign donations. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I happen to make the decision that I am going to break away from the Nationals WA and become 
an Independent. I do not have a party secretary but I am still very keen to run in the seat of Warren–Blackwood. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: There are options. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I know there are options. What do I need to do to demonstrate that someone donating to me 
is an Australian citizen? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member should sign a form that it was not a foreign donation and that none of the 
donations were foreign donations. The member does not have to look at his passport. If the member is satisfied 
that he is not receiving a foreign donation and he has an honest and reasonable belief that it is not a foreign donation 
under section 24 of the Criminal Code, he would be sweet because his defence is an honest and reasonable, but 
mistaken, belief in fact. He would be inquiring and assuring himself that the person he is receiving the donation 
from is a resident of Australia, at least, or an Australian citizen. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: As the Attorney General just described in his response, if I get a bunch of donations as an 
Independent running for a particular seat, those donations come in, they get put into an account and I use them to 
expend against my campaign. All I have to do is sign a form to say that to the extent of my belief, they are not 
foreign donations, and that is satisfactory to the laws that the government is laying out here that I am not breaking 
the law. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is correct. The member would have to have a reasonable belief that he is receiving the 
donation from an Australian resident. 

Mr D.T. Redman: I am not talking about an Australian resident. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Okay—an Australian citizen. The member would have to be satisfied with that. If someone 
came into his office and they could speak only Belarusian or some foreign language, the member has to take 
reasonable steps to assure himself that the person is Australian. It is not a big deal. We are not setting up a barrier 
here. We just do not want overseas residents and foreigners tipping the balance in a Western Australian election. 
I do not think anyone would cavil with that. The member is not the immigration office or the office at the airport 
checking all their papers. The member has an honest and reasonable belief. Someone may take him on—for example, 
the member for Riverton. I know that a lot of Chinese people live in Booragoon. Most of them are very erudite, 
well-educated and speak our language fluently. If someone came in and they could not speak a word of English, 
the member would want to ask whether they are an Australian citizen or a permanent resident. I am sure that the 
member for Riverton will interrogate me further on that. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Just by extension to that, the Attorney General said at the start that if I were a member of 
a party, which I am, and the secretary of the party signs off that the donor is not a foreign citizen, does the same 
principle apply if they simply sign a form—this is the secretary of the National Party of Western Australia—that 
to the best of their knowledge no-one has made a donation who is not an Australian citizen? Does that satisfy the 
case of a party secretary? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes, because the party secretary will not want to be prosecuted. The party secretary will 
want a declaration or something signed by the party member or the chairman of the fundraising committee or 
whatever. I have a little fundraising committee that tries to organise a dinner or two here and there. The people 
attending are Aussies, so it will get transferred down the line so the party secretary will have to be in receipt of 
something from that member’s seat or that member’s little committee that the people who made a donation were 
Australians. We are not trying to set barriers too high here. We want our democracy to flourish and work. All that 
members have to do to satisfy the test in the Criminal Code, which is a defence to any offence or allegation of an 
offence in Western Australia, is to have an honest and reasonable belief that the person was an Australian citizen, 
if it is that category of person. It has to be honestly held and it has to be based on reasonable propositions, otherwise 
any prosecution of the member will just crumble.  

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The proposed section says “Australian citizen”. Does that include permanent residents? 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We will get to that, member, but yes. Clause 13 inserts proposed section 175RA, “Gifts not 
to be received from foreign donors”. Proposed section 175RA(1)(a)(ii) states — 

an Australian resident as defined in the Social Security Act 1991 (Commonwealth) section 7(2); 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Just to clarify: clause 4 amends the act and we later define “Australian citizen” to include 
Australian residents? 
Mr J.R. Quigley: Yes. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I will explore this a bit, as it is particularly relevant to me. I have an electorate with a large 
number of migrants. They often provide funding to political parties of every persuasion, collectively. I will pick 
up on a Tamil association. There are actually five Tamil associations. 
Mr J.R. Quigley interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There are Tamil associations. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: I know the Tamil; they are lovely people. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There are five Tamil associations, so I am not picking on any one of them. They collect money 
together, then they donate to the Labor Party or my party—or, more importantly for them, candidates. I know that 
some of them are not citizens or permanent residents. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: Do not take the money from them. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are not against the intent of this clause. I thought I made that clear in my contribution to 
the second reading debate. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: You did. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: We need guidance on this complication. I am not running at the next election, so it is not an 
issue for me, but I can guarantee members that there are people in those groups who participate in the democracy 
but who might not meet the definition of an Australian citizen. I do not know; my party and the Attorney General’s 
party do not vet them. The Labor Party got in trouble because of a dinner amongst some Chinese donors about 
a year or so ago. An Aldi bag of money was proffered and the person who aggregated that fibbed about the source 
of the money. It turned out that it breached the electoral code in New South Wales and that most of the money came 
from a property developer who was banned. That is a salacious story. We do not have that. This is a complication 
that we are going to have to address because, in all honesty, if a member of a Tamil association came to me with 
a donation that everyone donated to, I would not know who donated and I would have to say that one or more of 
those people are not Australian citizens under this legislation and I could not take the money. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I go back to section 24 of the Criminal Code: an honest and reasonable, but mistaken, belief 
in fact. If someone came along with a bag of money on behalf of an association, is the candidate satisfied, honestly 
and reasonably, that the source of that funds is an Australian citizen or Australian resident? They would want to 
ask where it came from. If the candidate could not demonstrate to a court their belief that it had come from an 
Australian citizen or resident, they would be pinged. They have to show a reasonable basis for their belief. In the 
case that the member has described, in which someone has come along with a great big bag of money and said, 
“There is my donation”, they would be hard pressed to go to a court and say, “I had reasonable belief that this was 
all from Joe Blow, who is a citizen.” A candidate would have to make an inquiry and have to demonstrate that 
their inquiry was reasonable and that they honestly held the belief. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: Let us talk about what a donation is. I go to a function held by an ethnic organisation. Many 
people there are new migrants. If I look around, I see that some of them are probably not citizens yet. They might 
be international students or business people on business visas who might be residents but not permanent residents; 
they do not have access to social security. I put on a fundraiser and they show up. Is that a donation? To be clear, 
they are not just paying for the meal. They are paying a bit more; therefore, I make money off it, net of costs. 
I could draw people in, particularly from the business sector and international students, to other functions when 
we bring in foreign nationals and residents who are in Australia on a temporary basis. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Fundraisers are dealt with separately from gifts. The definition of “gift” is defined under 
section 175 of the Electoral Act and states — 

means any disposition of property made by a person to another person, otherwise than by will, being 
a disposition made without consideration — 

So if someone goes to a fundraiser to buy their dinner, there is consideration — 
in money or money’s worth or with inadequate consideration, and includes the provision of a service 
(other than volunteer labour) for no consideration or for inadequate consideration, but does not include 
an annual subscription of not more than $200 paid by a person to a political party or to a division of 
a political party in respect of the person’s membership of the party or division; 

That covers the situation of a fundraiser. We are talking about gifts. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: What happens if I have a fundraiser and I auction off things? What if I auction a bicycle, as 
an example? 
Mr D.R. Michael: A signed copy of your first PhD! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Balcatta! 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: That would be a big one; I would get thousands for that—it is priceless. In that one, I predicted 
we would have trouble with the Grants Commission, but nonetheless. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The person who gives the bicycle to the fundraiser is giving a gift. The person at the 
fundraiser who then bids for it is not. That is an exchange of money for consideration. But the person who donates 
the bicycle is giving a gift. The candidate has to ensure that the donor who is giving the bicycle falls within the 
definition of Australian citizen or Australian resident. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am glad that was not the case in the past, because people were giving me donations of paintings 
that I auctioned off and I am sure some of them were not Australian citizens. I did not get very much money for the 
paintings, but nonetheless. We are not arguing against the intent of it, but when restrictions are put in, complications 
arise. I can assure the Attorney General that many of my colleagues, and me, and many of his colleagues, will potentially 
need advice on this because we have not had to focus on this matter before. The intent here is to make sure powerful 
foreign interests do not pollute or control our political process. The people I am concerned with are not controlling my 
issues or anybody else’s; they are just participants, and many will become citizens. That is good; we want them to 
participate in the political process as soon as they can. But this is a complication that will arise when a ban or restrictions 
are put on donations and it permeates down to very small sums of money and the individuals who are participating. It 
will also need to be communicated to a range of community groups. As the former Minister for Citizenship and 
Multicultural Interests, I went around and actively encouraged new migrants to get involved in the political process, 
because that is what they need to do. But this is a complication, so it needs be communicated to the public. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Just a nuance on that, Attorney General: the Attorney General would be aware that in many 
auctions, sometimes people bid very large amounts of money for relatively small items. He would have seen that, 
and I have observed it with auctions. For example, it may be a football, a tie or a bottle of parliamentary wine that 
is worth $20 to $30, but in the auction it goes for $1 000 or $2 000. That might not be an everyday event, but it is 
not unusual for that to occur at an auction. Let us say that the person bidding for it is a foreign national. Do we have 
to characterise that as a foreign donation? 
Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I know. Let us say that the $30 bottle of wine is donated by a member of Parliament, but a foreign 
national bids $2 000 for it—sometimes people do that; they get in a bidding war just for prestige or whatever. 
I will say that particularly at some of the ethnic events I have been to that that has been very much the case. 
Mr W.R. Marmion: Especially if it has your signature on it! 
Dr D.J. HONEY: It is mine, of course; that goes without saying. But I could not compete with the Attorney General! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is not a gift. We are talking about foreign nationals. We are talking about citizens and all 
that. It is not a gift. That is the beauty of an auction, is it not? It is what the market is willing to pay and the 
circumstances in which they are willing to pay it, but it is not a gift by a foreign national. If a foreign national 
starts bidding silly amounts, it will get knocked down to him for whatever the price is in front of the next bidder, 
but they are not donations or gifts. It is income from a public auction. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Further to that, and this relates a little to the comments I made during the second reading debate: 
what if a high-wealth foreign national gives half a million dollars to a political lobbyist and says, “I want you to 
pursue my causes”? That Australian citizen then owns that money and proceeds to distribute it to other people. Is 
there any sort of requirement on that in terms of traceability? That could be a very clear way that foreign donations 
could potentially get around this, subject to the answer that the Attorney General gives me. But I will say that there 
are a number of high-wealth individuals in organisations outside of Australia who gift money to Australian 
political organisations that then use that money in campaigns. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is covered by section 175 of the Electoral Act. This provides that the gift is made on behalf 
of the members of an unincorporated association and it asks for the name of the association and the names and 
addresses of the members of the association. If the gift is purportedly made out of trust—that is, a person is giving 
someone money on trust to give to a political party—it asks for the names and addresses of the trustees of the trust 
fund, the title or other description of the trust fund or the name of the foundation, as the case requires, and, in any 
other case, the name of the person who made the gift. It will be the name of the person who made that gift. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: That is when it is done on trust. Perhaps they just like the cut of a person’s jib. They might think, 
“This is the sort of person I like and I know that they’ll use that money for the right sort of purpose, because that 
is the sort of person they are. That is the sort of person I care about.” 
Mr J.R. Quigley: That is trust. 
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Dr D.J. HONEY: I gave the example before of the Pew Charitable Trusts. I am not picking on Pew. I met people 
from Pew and they are charming and passionate about their interests. But I was told—I do not know if this is 
a fact—that Pew gets up to $12 million from the United States every year and distributes that money to other 
organisations in Australia that are actively engaged in political influencing and campaigns. Will that be prevented 
under this legislation or will that be allowed to occur? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Clause 4 provides a new definition of an Australia citizen. There is an onus upon the political 
party and the candidate to be satisfied that the donation is coming from an Australian citizen or a resident. We are 
talking about clause 4. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Yes, but it is an important point. Again, it is lopsided in terms of its ultimate impact, but in 
one case we are talking about someone who, on their own volition, spends money on campaigns directly, but money 
also comes in through other individuals or organisations and it is still not clear to me whether that is prohibited. 
I am not picking on the Pew foundation because it has a particularly bad reputation; it is just an example that I am 
aware of, and it gives money, and the corollary of that as an individual—there are also overseas individuals who 
put money into politically active groups in Australia to use that money in campaigns. I am trying to get some 
assurance on whether that sort of activity will be captured by this bill. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have to be satisfied that the money he or she received came from an Australian citizen as 
defined in section 4 of the legislation. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What happens if a foreign country gives a gift to a politician, not for campaigning purposes, 
but to tour that country? If a payment is made to a politician for political advice or political education or information, 
is that not covered in this legislation? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is covered by the parliamentary annual returns and what a member has to declare. 
I think I have to do it every August or September. It would be covered by that, but it is not a donation for the 
campaign. If someone gives me a trip to Paris—please!—I have to declare it. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: How are you going to get there? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I would have to take it on credit, that is right, but the member knows what I mean. If someone 
gives me a free trip to wherever, I have to declare it in the Clerk’s office. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Madam Acting Speaker (Ms J.M. Freeman), it is good to see you here tonight. I look 
forward to continuing to work with you well into the early hours of tomorrow! 

Clause 4 provides the definition for an Australian citizen to ensure that only Australian citizens can donate. I assume, 
by exclusion, that anyone else who is not an Australian citizen is barred from donating under this legislation. Is 
that the case? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This is going to be a long night because that is not correct, and I have already said that is 
not correct. It is an Australian citizen or Australian resident as defined in section 7(2) of the commonwealth 
Social Security Act 1991. That is the definition contained in clause 4. If they are not an Australian citizen, it also 
includes a resident. It will be a long night. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sorry, Attorney General, I must have missed that in that case permanent residents are also 
included. Can I assume then that if a person is not a permanent resident, as defined by the Attorney General, or an 
Australian citizen, that they are excluded from donating? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Yes. The term “Australian resident” is defined in section 7(2) of the commonwealth 
Social Security Act 1991 to mean a person who — 

(a) resides in Australia; and — 

So that is a conjunctive; they live here — 

(b) is one of the following: 

(i) an Australian citizen; 

(ii) the holder of a permanent visa; 

(iii) a special category visa holder who is a protected SCV holder. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you very much, Attorney General. The Commonwealth Electoral Act defines 
“foreign donor” as — 

(a) a body politic of a foreign country; 

(b) a body politic of a part of a foreign country; 

(c) a part of a body politic mentioned in paragraph (a) or (b); 

(d) a foreign public enterprise; 
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(e) an entity (whether or not incorporated) that does not meet any of the following conditions: 

(i) the entity is incorporated in Australia; 

(ii) the entity’s head office is in Australia; 

(iii) the entity’s principal place of activity is, or is in, Australia; 

(f) an individual who is none of the following: 

(i) an elector; 

(ii) an Australian citizen; 

(iii) an Australian resident; 

(iv) a New Zealand citizen who holds a Subclass 444 (Special Category) visa under the 
Migration Act … 

Why is it that the Australian Electoral Commission defines a foreign resident as anyone who does not meet that 
criteria, but in this case, the Western Australian government simply seeks to ensure that it is only an Australian 
citizen, not a permanent resident, as the Attorney General has described? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is because different jurisdictions use different definitions and we follow the Victorian 
definition, which is working well. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: During the second reading debate, the member for Cannington said, perhaps by interjection, 
that the Western Australian Electoral Commission and Western Australian elections are also governed by the 
commonwealth act. There is obviously a disparity. Both major political parties field candidates in the federal and 
state campaigns. The disparity that the government is seeking to open could create a loophole whereby a foreign 
entity could donate under the state act, which would not otherwise be allowed to occur under the commonwealth 
act. Surely the Attorney General can see that that disparity is a loophole that needs to be rectified in a definition 
that reflects the commonwealth legislation. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is false. We follow the Victorian definition, which is defined in the Social Security Act. 
We have our own definition of “foreign donor”, which is in proposed section 175RA(1). The definition of 
“Australian citizen” follows the definition in commonwealth legislation. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: A fair bit of latitude is being shown in debate on this clause, because we are going into some 
definitions other than the Australian citizenship threshold. As I understand it, there are three requirements—to be 
an Australian citizen, a resident and/or a business, if it is a corporate entity, with an ABN. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: That is correct. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The threshold to get an ABN is not terribly high, and the member for Riverton highlighted that 
earlier today. A whole heap of people who are foreign citizens—or foreign entities, whether corporate or otherwise—
could give money to a business that has an ABN, or they could be a member of that business, but as long as the 
donation comes from a corporate entity that has an ABN, that simple threshold will allow them to make a valid 
donation to a political party. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: If they did not have an ABN or an Australian Company Number, we simply would not know. 
If it was just a business called Joe Bloggs Shoes, we would not know whether Joe Bloggs Shoes was a foreign 
entity. But if it has an ABN or ACN, we would know who owns the business. Once again, if the donation is being 
made through that business, it is the responsibility of the member to ensure that the people who are making the 
donation fall into the categories that are permitted. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: How does the Attorney General propose that a candidate would ensure that the person who 
is donating is an Australian citizen? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is the same as I explained earlier in the evening. They would have to be reasonably satisfied 
and hold an honest belief that the source of the funds was a person who is permitted—an Australian citizen or 
Australian resident. The recipient of the funds will have to have a reasonable basis for believing that the source of 
the funds—the donor of the funds—is an Australian citizen or Australian resident as defined in section 7(2) of the 
Social Security Act. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Is the Attorney General aware of any database or instrument that would be able to provide 
a candidate with information to correlate their suspicion or reasonable belief that the person is an Australian citizen? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, I am not aware of such a database that would be available to members. Obviously, the easiest 
database is the electoral roll itself. Beyond that, it could be a declaration by the donor that they are an Australian citizen 
or Australian resident if the person has reason to believe they are not. There is an onus upon the recipient to hold an 
honest and reasonable belief. The declaration that the political parties make to the Western Australian Electoral 
Commission have to have the name and the address of the donor. That is part of the scheme. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are pursuing the definition of a foreign entity. We note that a local entity is a business that 
has an Australian Securities and Investments Commission number, a regulator number or an ABN. My concern, 
which the minister will share, is that Australian-based community groups have a lot of members and they might 
accumulate funds for political purposes. Will an Australian-registered community group qualify under the 
Australian nature requirement? If it is an Australian-registered non-profit community group, not a business—I do 
not know whether it would be registered; I think it would be registered in the state, but I am not sure—and the 
donations came from the group, would it qualify as an Australian entity donor? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is a very interesting question, but it is not related to this clause; it is related to 
a subsequent clause. Clause 4, “Section 4 amended”, inserts the definition of “Australian citizen”. The member is 
asking about corporations and organisations, but this clause is about citizens. I am happy to answer that question, 
but at the right moment. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 5 to 7 put and passed. 

Clause 8: Section 175 amended — 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I would just like an understanding of how this works. The bill deals with donations on a quarterly 
basis, and I understand that. That is a transaction. This clause deals with expenditure during campaigns. As 
I understand it, measuring for the expenditure cap will start on 1 October prior to the election. Can I just confirm that? 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is my understanding. What would happen if the government of the day changed the 
election day from March to some other date? Obviously, this date would be changed. You guys know that the official 
campaign starts when Parliament is prorogued. It starts around February some time, and I think it is a good idea 
that the counting of expenditure will start from 1 October prior to then. Is there a loophole here in the sense that 
an entity could get around the cap, particularly a large entity that is affected by the $2 million cap, by giving the 
expenditure prior to 1 October in the run-up to the campaign? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is a good question. Firstly, in respect of the election day, of course in Western Australia 
we have fixed election days. I think there is some very, very small circumstance in which it can be delayed—not 
brought forward, but delayed. We still have the period before 1 October because it is a fixed term. It is the second 
Saturday in March, so we know when the election is. There might be a circumstance—because of the action of the 
act—in which it is delayed, but they are specified in the act already. 

In respect of by-elections, of course it is the day on which the writ is issued. This is about expenditure, not 
donations. Therefore, the circumstance that the member described in which somebody contributed $2 million on 
30 September is not the question; it is the expenditure. The expenditure has to be counted from 1 October to 
election day. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: In his second reading speech, the minister referred to a very well known campaign by the 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy of Western Australia in respect of the mining tax. The minister said that the cap 
is really targeting, to a large extent, these new ones coming in for specific issues. That party ran a campaign by 
itself. To my knowledge, it did not give donations to either party that was on its side, if you like. For example, can 
a large party—not a political party—spend money before 1 October, prior to an election campaign, in respect of 
an issue that helps a political party? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is an interesting question, but the member should think about what is being proposed 
here. This is a cap on political expenditure during a period of time. Of course, that means that expenditure will not 
be capped at other times. Therefore, people can do what they like—subject to the law—and it does not get counted 
in the cap period. A period has to be specified because we are trying to limit it to a period. The member will 
remember the document that was tabled by the Attorney General. A proper reason has to be given because we 
cannot just fetter people’s free speech. We have to give people a reasonable opportunity to have political discourse, 
but we want to cap it during that critical period of the election.  

I will use the “Use Your Power” campaign as an example—a campaign the member for Riverton knows well. The 
“Use Your Power” campaign did not tell anybody that they should vote Labor. But it ran a campaign — 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, that is correct; that is the point I am making. In the United States, political action 
committees run parallel campaigns. That is true, there will be parallel campaigns, but for the first time ever we are 
not going to allow unlimited parallel campaigning. This is exactly what the National Party asked for after the 
2017 state election. It said there needed to be a restriction on third party expenditure during election campaigns. 
Its view was that it disturbed the election and led to a result that it did not think was justified, according to its world 
view. I do not necessarily have to agree with the National Party, but that was its argument. We are doing exactly what 
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the National Party said should be done. It might say that we are not doing it the way it wants—I accept that—but 
we are doing exactly what the National Party said. We are even doing what the Liberal Party called for effectively 
because it attacked the “Use Your Power” campaign as being an extension of the Labor Party. I do not agree, but 
that was its view. We are doing exactly what we have been asked to do. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I refer to “capped expenditure period”. Can the minister provide some clarity on when and 
what starts and when and what finishes? Let us say I booked a heap of television ads for November but I happen 
to pay the bill for them in August. I have expended money in August, but the activity is coming out in November. 
Is that subject to this expenditure cap? At the other end of the campaign, activities may have occurred that I have 
committed to in a contract but I do not need to pay the bill until we get to the end of the month, which may well 
be post the election. What are the definitions of expenditure in that defined time? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is a great question. I can assure the member that it is when the expenditure is 
incurred, not when the payment is made. I will give an example. The bill is paid in August and the ad goes to air 
in November. That is in the capped period and therefore that expenditure is a capped expenditure. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: “Capped expenditure period” will be defined under section 175 of the act. I refer to paragraph (a) 
on page 3 of the bill. Will there be an alignment also with the eligibility for election funding? I think there is election 
funding in that period. Is there an alignment with that? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, because the parties are reimbursed their electoral expenditure. Clearly, if it is in the 
capped period, it is electoral expenditure. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The first day of October is coming up; the Attorney General intends to get this legislation 
through and the parties can spend whatever they like until then on campaigning, as long as the activity of the 
contract occurs before 1 October. That is the threshold as to what fits. The minister has nodded. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes; good question. That is exactly right. I would make the point that the great thing in 
politics is that we never know what is going to happen until the day. The period 1 October until 13 March, or 
whatever it is, is a long time. Expenditure in September 2020 probably will not have a huge impact on the vote in 
March 2021. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: On occasions, commitments to time slots and so on are made; therefore, there is a schedule 
of dollars for a contractor. As the election campaign goes on, things change. Some of that is pulled out because 
a party is not going to do it. I am assuming that after a refund, that is able to be taken off the capped expenditure. 
The answer is yes; the minister has nodded. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, absolutely. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister will probably know the answer to this question. Let us take two examples: 
the electricity campaign and the CME campaign. How are those campaigns defined, for the purposes of this bill, 
to limit their expenditure? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Western Australian Electoral Commission is the principal enforcer of this. It is aimed 
at whether the expenditure is designed to influence people’s opinions during the period. The commission will 
make a decision. There is the famous case in fundraising and disclosure, not in capped expenditure, of the 
Greenfields Foundation. It was an associated entity of the Liberal Party and would not provide a return. The AEC 
pursued it through the courts for many years to make it disclose the source of its money. The commission is 
independent of government and will make those decisions. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: On page 4 of the bill, proposed section 175(4) includes a definition of “electoral expenditure”. 
It refers to the nature of expenditure that incurs a contribution to the threshold that will be put in the act. All members 
of Parliament have just seen the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal determination for their salaries and allowances. 
It really sharpens the point, and rightly so—it has my support—about what will be electoral allowance expenditure. 
As the minister knows, we all get an electoral allowance to expend over the course of being a member of Parliament. 
If a cost is incurred during this period from 1 October until the election that meets the definition of our electoral 
allowance requirements, is it reasonable to assume, therefore, that that does not contribute to the threshold proposed 
for political campaigning?  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Interestingly, this definition is very similar. We are not amending it much from what is 
in the existing act. As a former state secretary, I used to be the agent for every Labor candidate and would have to 
report on the party’s and the candidate’s expenditure. It was one of the things that made me most nervous because 
many times we trusted that the candidate was telling the truth, which is a struggle sometimes. These expenditure 
categories are in existing, well-understood law. It may be that there is an expenditure that has a dual purpose. I will 
use myself as an example. I have an advertisement outside my office across the road on Albany Highway that 
everyone can see. It is up there all the time but it does not say “vote Labor”, it says that Bill Johnston’s office is over 
there. That is a dual expenditure. 

Mr D.T. Redman: So would that be subject to declaration? 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I would certainly encourage people to declare that type of expenditure as political 
expenditure but it will be the commissioner who will decide whether or not it is political expenditure. I encourage 
people to be as transparent as possible on their electoral expenditure. If there is a chance that it could be seen as 
electoral expenditure, they should absolutely declare it. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I imagine that a fair bit of guidance will be needed for this. From time to time, I put out 
a newsletter. A newsletter that is timed just before the election will probably be a better investment than issuing a couple 
of newsletters six or eight months prior to the election. That is standard practice of what happens in an electorate. 
The minister is now saying that it would be smart on my part to include the cost of that as an electoral expense. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, I said it would be the commissioner’s decision, but as an individual I would always 
err on the side of caution. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: One of the things that I raised in the second reading debate was the implication of getting 
guidance and support from the Electoral Commission when managing what will be another layer of complexity 
during these very difficult times. I do not know anyone who wants to get it wrong; we want to get it right. Will 
resourcing be allocated to provide guidance? Can I call someone and say, “This is what I intend to. Is that in or 
out, as it applies to the threshold?” Given that a number of parties will be accountable, will support be provided to 
those members of Parliament who will be managing this issue? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The commission already provides advice and assistance to political parties, and that 
will continue. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: In my own circumstance, after October I will not contest the election but there is a candidate 
for the Liberal Party. Most of my expenditure will be routine up until that time. I might do something, although 
I have nothing planned. During that period, will my expenditure be captured as expenditure for campaign purposes? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. If the member’s expenditure meets the definition of the Electoral Act, it will be 
covered by the act. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The definition of “specified amount” is that it means $1 000. I note that most other figures 
that concern caps and the like have consumer price index increases embedded in them. Unless I am wrong, why 
has the government not included CPI increases for the specified cap amount of $1 000? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: This is the disclosure threshold, which is a different issue. This is about the income for 
a political activity, so for a political party or candidate. At the moment, the disclosure threshold in the state act is 
$2 500. The point is that the member’s party, my party and, I assume, the National Party, are registered under both 
state and federal acts. At the moment, the legislation says that our parties, upon completing their return to the AEC, 
are deemed to comply with the state act. Even though the threshold in the federal act is now $14 000 or whatever, 
to be deemed compliant, the parties will have to disclose the amount based on the state act; compliance will no 
longer be deemed under the federal act. At the same time, exactly as we said during the election, we are reducing 
the threshold from $2 500 to $1 000. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The only reason I said $2 300 earlier is that the WA Labor Party’s policy says $2 300, so 
my assumption was that a CPI increase was embedded within the existing legislation. Why has the government 
taken out the CPI increase? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is a government policy decision, but do not forget that, because it is reported quarterly, 
there might be occasions when an entity does not disclose the amount. We are trying to get the level of disclosure 
requirement down as low as possible. When I first started as the assistant secretary of the Labor Party, I was already 
the registered officer. I was the registered officer of the Labor Party for a decade, and I can tell members that when 
I started, the disclosure threshold was $1 500. That amount increased only after John Howard became Prime Minister. 
I do not think that the $1 000 threshold is particularly unreasonable. It means that a lot of people will be able to see 
how parties are funded. At the moment, some parties disclose only one or two payments. It is ridiculous under the 
current system. This will make it much more transparent and no-one will be able to say that anyone is hiding anything. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you very much, minister; I appreciate that response. I am curious about the policy 
decision. I appreciate that it is the decision of government. The government has allowed for CPI increases for the 
expenditure cap but not for the amount that has to be disclosed. I appreciate that even during the Howard government 
it was a very small amount. I cannot believe that it is up to $14 000 now. Obviously, it has continued to increase 
quite significantly. However, by virtue of inflation, $1 000 will become a relatively small amount. 
A member interjected. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I do not know whether it will become negative, but that will be a relatively moot point in 
10 years because $1 000 will be worth much less compared with its value in 2020. Why has the government chosen 
to cap CPI increases on the expenditure caps but not on the disclosure amount? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The government believes that this is the appropriate approach. The future member for 
Dawesville, when she becomes the relevant minister, can change it. 
Clause put and passed. 
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Point of Order 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Can I ask for a favour? When we get to the clauses, you are very fast on the turnover. I have 
a couple of clauses to speak on and need to make sure that I can catch them. Would it be possible to slow down? 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Did the member want to speak further to clause 8? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: No, I do not. 

Debate Resumed 
Clauses 9 to 11 put and passed. 
Clause 12: Sections 175N and 175NA replaced — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: This provision basically carves out any donations and so on that might have been made in 
the context of a federal campaign. If I look in our secretariat—it may be the same as the Labor Party’s secretariat—
we have a bunch of items that come in during state and federal campaigns in the form of donations, some of 
which are fairly expensive, such as memorabilia with quite a high value. I am sure that type of item would reach 
the $1 000 threshold. If we are getting those items in the context of a federal campaign and they are repurposed at 
a later date for a state campaign, how will that be treated? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It will be necessary for political parties to keep a clear accounting system to separate, not 
administrative expenses, but campaign expenses related to the commonwealth Electoral Act. The parties will need 
a procedure to demonstrate the effectiveness of the separation. Again, the commission will enforce that.  
Mr D.T. Redman: I take it from your response, while you are still on your feet, that if you do get a federal donation, 
but do not use it, it may or may not reach the threshold for federal declaration, but if you repurpose it for a state 
campaign, it is okay? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is not going to be illegal to use the funds of a party for any purpose chosen, but if it is 
used for a purpose other than the one in proposed section 175N(3), it will have to be declared. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Just to go on from that a little, it is common, for example, that sometimes quite a large number 
of corflute holders and those things are used, and typically our federal candidates purchase those and then we use 
them for state campaigns. Do they fall within that definition or do they fall outside this? I am not saying that people 
do this to get around the legislation, but I do not want my campaign to be caught by that, because I would not 
intuitively report it as an income. We have corflute holders that we use over many campaigns. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It would be a donation in kind. Let us take the example of the federal campaign of the 
Labor Party. If it were to lend a device to me for my election, it would be a loan, and would have to be declared. 
The value of the loan of an A-frame would be very small, but, yes, it is disclosable. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 13: Section 175RA inserted — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: This comes back to some of the discussion that we are able to leverage on the Attorney to 
talk about earlier, but I do not think we will be given latitude to do it. One thing that applies to the definition of 
“foreign donor” is getting donations from an entity that has an Australian business number. We have made the point 
that there is not a terribly high threshold for that. The question was asked before, and the minister might answer it 
in the context of what I am going to ask: if a business entity gets a whole heap of donations from people who may 
be part of the business, but who are foreigners by definition, and it is the business entity that makes the donation, 
assuming the donation is okay, what happens if the business entity then goes into receivership or loses its status? 
We are probably talking about hypothetical situations, but I remember seeing the Attorney on this side of the house 
throwing hypotheticals like you would not believe into some of the legislation that we had, so I think it is important 
to have a bit of rigour here. There are two parts to this question. What happens if there is a significant foreign 
company or whatever that sits behind a company that has an ABN or the business falls over after it has donated 
and therefore no longer has an Australian business number? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is a good question. I am advised that this is the Victorian model and it was done 
for simplicity. It could be very complicated for the commission itself to find out whether an ABN was for 
a foreign-owned business registered in Australia, so this approach is taken for ease of enforcement by the 
commission. I am not certain what the rule is from the Australian Electoral Commission and the Commonwealth 
Electoral Act, but the member’s party, my party and the Liberal Party would still have to comply with the federal 
law, so whatever those rules are will still apply to the major parties. This provision is modelled on the Victorian 
provision and is for simplicity of enforcement rather than any other matter. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The briefing that my colleague Hon Martin Aldridge had from the Western Australian 
Electoral Commission confirmed that a review of five years of annual returns had been conducted, and it only 
found one donation that would likely be captured by this provision. Can we know who the donor was and who the 
recipient of the donation was? 
Mr W.J. Johnston: No, we do not have that. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: Can I go back to the question I asked that was postponed to this time. This proposed section 
refers to an ABN, and we have addressed some questions about the definition of “Australian citizen” in clause 4. 
It also relates to permanent residents—good. It then refers to businesses having an ABN or an Australian Securities 
and Investments Commission identification number. What about non-profits—community groups that donate? 
They usually do not donate money, but they do assist campaigns with fundraisers and whatnot. In particular, there 
are multicultural ones, which would include new migrants who might not be citizens. How do they deal with that? 
If they are an Australian or Western Australian–registered non-profit entity that provides funds, irrespective of the 
individuals who assisted and accumulated those funds, is that adequate or does the commission have to go back to 
the individuals in that non-profit? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is an interesting question. Firstly, the Australian business number is the number 
needed to be involved in the Australian taxation system. The provision tries to capture all identifiable entities. The 
answer will depend on the circumstance the member has described, because imagine if one organisation had a bunch 
of individual members and it said that getting Mike Nahan elected was a really good idea, and its members volunteered. 
It is not the organisation doing the work; it is individual members. On the other hand, if an organisation said it was 
doing this as XYZ Organisation, it is arguable that it would be captured by the provision and required to disclose. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: This happens. Non-profit multicultural groups—the minister knows this—raise money for 
a candidate; they put a fundraiser on. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Yes, they put a fundraiser on, but they are not actually raising money themselves. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: As a collective, they are putting fundraisers on to provide money to a candidate for the campaign. 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Sure, but the cheques are written out to the party. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Probably, okay. Nonetheless, the party still has this issue of citizenship, which relates to that, 
does it not? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I was not at the briefing, but as I understood the member for Warren–Blackwood, he said 
over the review of five years there was one donation that would have been impacted. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: This is a new restriction on private donations. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Sure. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: So the past is not relevant. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No, but I am saying that as I understood what the member for Warren–Blackwood said, 
when the commission made the briefing to the Nationals WA, it said casting this law back to the previous five years, 
it found one donation that would have been captured by this provision. This is what I am saying about the point 
the member is making. Let us assume that all my mates—both of them!—have a fundraiser for John Quigley. So, 
both my mates turn up. Even though I have asked them to come, they write the cheque out to the ALP campaign. 
Does the member see what I mean?. The cheque goes to the party and the party has to disclose it. If the member 
is saying I have performed a service of value, I do not know that it is correct. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I am saying that community group Y puts on a fundraiser for John Quigley. In that community 
group there are a whole range of non-citizens, as defined under this legislation. The community group Y is not registered, 
it is just a group; or the community group Y is registered as a non-profit under the laws of Western Australia. In 
the latter instance, when it is registered, is there coverage for the Australian citizenship requirements? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member uses an interesting term—“non-profit”. The question of charities and 
non-profits is regulated by the commonwealth through the Australian Charities and Not‑for‑ profits C om m ission 
Act, but registration in Western Australia relates to the entity’s incorporated status under the Associations Incorporation 
Act, but it is not actually registered as a non-profit. That is a matter for the commonwealth; it is registered as an 
incorporated association and has to comply with the laws of Western Australia. Is the member saying that the 
incorporated association collects cheques from others, banks them into their bank account, then writes a cheque to 
the political party? 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Yes. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay. Then that is an associated entity because it is fundraising on behalf of a political party. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Is that so even if it does it once? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It does not matter. The member should look at the definition of “associated entity”, 
because it includes fundraising on behalf of a political party. The member quoted Perth Trades Hall Inc. That is 
an associated entity of the Labor Party. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: It is a very large accumulator of money. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is a long story, but it is because the Labor Party cannot own property. That is what it 
is; it is the property-owning vehicle. The money that is transferred on occasions is the proceeds of a property sale. 
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It is not large donations. Let us get away from that. The point I am making is that an incorporated association is 
an associated entity. What usually happens is the Irish Catholic Australians hold a fundraiser, but they do not make 
cheques out to the Irish Catholic Australians association; they make them out to XYZ political party. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: Or, generally, to the candidate. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, or to the candidate, but one way or the other, the cheques do not go through the 
organisation. They go to the candidate or to the party. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I think we need some coverage here. In the case of businesses, they need an ABN, or if they are 
registered with the Australian Securities and Investments Commission, they have coverage as an Australian entity. 
There are community organisations that get involved in politics and often have members who are not citizens, just as 
businesses do. Just for clarity, I understand the situation when funds go directly to the political party from individuals, 
but if funds are provided collectively on behalf of a group and that group is a Western Australian registered entity, 
does that simple coverage pass the Australian citizenship requirement? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Again, if an organisation is raising money and then donating it to a party, that donation 
will be disclosable if it is over $1 000. If it is an incorporated association under the state act, it will probably have 
an ABN because it is in the tax system, and it will have to pay GST if it has turnover of $50 000. The number of 
organisations that raise less than $50 000 and do not meet the definition here is getting into the hypotheticals. 
Remember that, nonetheless, the donation itself will be disclosable. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I covered this a little before, but if a group is participating in a campaign and that group receives 
part of its funding from a foreign organisation or a foreign individual, the money is indistinguishable. They put 
that money into an account and spend that money for various purposes. Does that mean that under this proposed 
section, which says that gifts are not to be received from foreign donors, that association or group would be 
prevented from receiving those donations from a foreign entity if they participate in campaigns? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: These obligations apply to all organisations during the election period, from 1 October 
until the election day, if they are involved in political campaigning. The question is whether the entity has an ABN 
or an ACN. It needs an ABN for tax concessions, and organisations must have an ABN to be registered as a charity. 
Again, the number of occasions that there will be an organisation that does not meet the criteria will not be material. 
I think we are now very much into the hypotheticals. In my view, the commission has done a good job of giving 
advice to government about capturing the entities that are involved in campaigning. Let me explain what I am 
getting at. Let us assume that an incorporated association was running a campaign and it was fundraising for its 
campaigning activity. This provision would apply to it. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I think I understand that part of it. This happens in the state of Western Australia. I am talking 
specifically of various foundations and other bodies, for example in the United States, that are very politically 
active and make donations to associations or organisations in Australia, whether they are incorporated or not. 
Those donations are not made for a specific political purpose but, in fact, that donation is indistinguishable from any 
other money the organisation has received and uses to campaign. I understand that a foreign individual, government 
or group that gives money directly to an individual candidate is the poster child for what people are concerned about. 
However, equally, substantial bodies, particularly in the US, fund organisations in Australia with quite considerable 
sums. Part of the funds collected by those groups—they can be incorporated associations or the like—is used 
during political campaigns. I am trying to find out whether that would be prevented, because it seems to me that it 
would not be prevented. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will remind the member that an organisation he is very familiar with, the Chamber of 
Minerals and Energy, ran a large campaign during the 2017 election. I think that at some time the member was 
probably deeply involved with the CME. 
Dr D.J. Honey: I ignored it completely! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I think there was some delay in its disclosure. I think that is correct. Was there, member 
for Warren–Blackwood? 
Mr D.T. Redman: I can’t remember. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I remember the Nationals WA making a bit of a statement about the fact that it had not 
disclosed post-election. The point is that organisations that participate in the political process are required to comply 
with the act. If we take the CME, I understand from media reports that the CME failed in its obligation but 
subsequently met its obligation at a later date. In meeting those obligations, it includes that they cannot have received 
a foreign donation. The obligation is on the organisation not to receive a foreign donation. Let us assume that it had. 
If so, it would be in breach of the act. Proposed section 175RA(3) outlines what is unlawful. Regardless of the 
corporate structure of an organisation that participates in the political process, it is obliged to comply with the act. On 
the other hand, with an organisation such as the one the member for Riverton was discussing, which is not running 
a campaign itself but is raising money on behalf of another, the donations need to comply or the organisation needs 
to disclose, and then the commission can investigate to make sure that the organisation has complied with the act. 
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Mr D.T. REDMAN: I thought I had an accurate understanding, but I may not. Under the heading on page 8 it states — 
(1) In this section — 

foreign donor means — 
… 
(b) an entity that does not have — 

(i) an Australian Business Number; or 
That means that the second point does not matter. Provided that an entity has an Australian business number, if 
a party gets a donation from that entity, no matter what happens behind it, that is irrelevant, is it not? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is exactly right. I was asked that question a while ago. As I said, this is modelled on 
the Victorian arrangements. It is done this way because this is easily administered by the Electoral Commission; 
otherwise, we would have created a very large administrative burden for the commission. As it is, the commission 
is getting additional resources to enforce these provisions, but even more resources would be needed if we did that. 
In some places, such as in New South Wales, there are 35 people involved in the enforcement of these arrangements. 
It becomes very cumbersome, not for the political process but for the commission. However, I also pointed out 
that because the Nationals, the Liberal Party and the Labor Party are dually registered, they also have to comply 
with the obligations under the federal act even for state expenditures. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister was very clear, but I just want some clarity. If an environmental group campaigns 
on an issue during an election campaign and the environmental group receives money from an overseas interest, 
do they have to declare it, or, more importantly, will they be prohibited from taking money from that overseas 
entity even if it is not defined by the Electoral Commission as a related entity? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: If an organisation carries out a range of activities in respect of its political campaign 
during the period 1 October to the election day, they are prohibited from receiving a foreign donation. If they 
receive one and they do not realise, they have six weeks in which to return it. That is provided for in proposed 
section 175RA(2). An organisation may receive a gift, bank it and when they realise, “Oh my god, that guy is 
a citizen of the United States”, they must return it. But they cannot use foreign donations as described here for 
political purposes. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: You said that if they received it during that period — 
Mr W.J. Johnston: Used it during that period. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: So it does not matter when they receive it. That is right. That is good. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: If an organisation already has $1 million in its bank account to run its normal operations 
and it receives $1 million from overseas, can it use that $1 million that is already in the bank account to run the 
campaign? That means the foreign donation would be used to run the organisation’s normal operations. How does 
that organisation differentiate between the money it has used—the foreign money or their Australian-sourced 
money? Can that organisation just say that the foreign money is not being used for political purposes, but the rest 
of the funds are being used for political purposes during the campaign period? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Firstly, they have to be able to do that because these organisations are running a range of 
activities. Let us take the Chamber of Minerals and Energy; let us pick on it. It runs training courses for people in the 
resources sector. We are not trying to regulate their training activity. I used the example of the Chamber of Commerce 
and Industry in the second reading debate. It is a major political organisation and it has political expenditure, but it is 
also a very large training organisation. Again, we cannot expect them to operate its training organisation based on 
political disclosure laws. We are regulating their political activity; we are not regulating their non-political activity. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I understand that this regulates an organisation’s political activity. All I am asking is 
whether the funds that they receive from overseas will allow them to use the money that they already have for 
a political campaign? Can they say, “Actually, we have money in our Australian bank account from running local 
training programs and courses. We have $1 million sitting there and $1 million that has come from overseas. We 
are going to quarantine that $1 million that has come from overseas and that is going to pay for our electricity, 
water and other bits and pieces, and the $1 million we have received from local training can now be used for 
a political campaign”? Can they use that Australian-based money for that political campaign? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I would be interested in an example of an organisation. Perhaps the easiest way to answer 
that is if the member can give me an example. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Let us say that the RSPCA gets money from overseas from some animal rights group to 
run its business. It gets a donation of $1 million from an overseas organisation and it decides to become involved 
in a political campaign. It now has $2 million in its bank account. It only needs $1 million to run a campaign and 
when that overseas money is donated to the organisation, it can run that campaign and spend $1 million without 
affecting its ability to run the organisation. Whereas, if it did not get that overseas donation, it would not be able 
to participate in a political campaign because it would need $2 million, not $1 million. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I am not aware of the RSPCA ever being involved in campaigning. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: In this part of the legislation, “foreign donor” is defined as — 

(a) an individual who is not — 
(i) an Australian citizen; or 
(ii) an Australian resident as defined in the Social Security Act 1991 (Commonwealth) section 7(2); 
or 

(b) an entity that does not have — 
(i) an Australian Business Number; or 
(ii) any other number allocated or recognised by the Australian Securities and Investments 

Commission for the purpose of identifying a business. 
Earlier, I raised with the Attorney General the disparity that exists with the commonwealth definition of “foreign donor”, 
which is far broader. The minister probably already knows this, but for argument’s sake under the commonwealth 
legislation “foreign donor”, according to the AEC website, includes — 

(a) a body politic of a foreign country; 
(b) a body politic of a part of a foreign country; 
(c) a part of a body politic mentioned in paragraph (a) or (b); 
(d) a foreign public enterprise; 
… 

(i) the entity is incorporated in Australia; 
(ii) the entity’s head office is in Australia; 
(iii) the entity’s principal place of activity is, or is in, Australia; 

(f) an individual who is none of the following: 
(i) an elector; 
(ii) an Australian citizen; 
(iii) an Australian resident; 
(iv) a New Zealand citizen who holds a Subclass 444 … visa … 

Why is there such a disparity between the definitions of “foreign donor”? I understand the Attorney General 
suggested that there was a replication of the Victorian legislation, but as the minister rightly pointed out, the 
minister was state secretary and assistant secretary of the WA Labor Party for some time, we all understand the 
differences between the commonwealth and state situation. The commonwealth legislation now defines it as one. 
Why not choose a definition that simply reflects the commonwealth legislation given that most major parties have 
to participate in both state and federal elections? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The member must not have been in the chamber, but this is effectively the third time 
I have answered the same question. Firstly, this is based on the Victorian provision. It was selected because we 
believe it is the easiest way for the commission to exercise its obligations. If we used the commonwealth provision, 
we expect it would make it more complicated for the commission to fulfil its obligations and, therefore, it would 
not be the best way forward. However, there are two things. Firstly, take for example a foreign government. 
A foreign government is not going to meet the entities list here and, therefore, is an excluded donor. Secondly, of 
course, the major parties, like the member’s, mine and the National Party, are dually registered, so regardless of 
this provision, we would still have to comply with the commonwealth provision even for our state activity. There 
is an exemption here. Previously we talked about doing the work for the federal campaign and why that is excluded, 
but the reverse is not true. Our state incomes still need to meet the federal rules. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: But for the federal it is absent in respect to the state legislation? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, that is correct. The federal expenditure is not captured. I think it is captured by this 
provision, but it is not captured by the other one that mentions the quarterly returns under clause 12. I was just 
using that as an example. However, the point is that this provision is easy to understand. I do not think many people 
would misunderstand it. It is easy for the commission to fulfil its obligations to enforce the rules. For many parties 
that are not dually registered, it is a sufficient discouragement for foreign donations and foreign interference. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I imagine that is because, of course, it is relatively easy for the commission to look up an 
ABN or the Australian Securities and Investments Commission registration versus—there might by 50 different 
entities that donate during a campaign or the reporting period, for example—establishing whether an entity’s principal 
activities are in Western Australia or are headquartered in Western Australia or something like that? Would that 
be an unfair advantage for minor parties that do not participate in the commonwealth legislation as well? 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I read out that the Liberal Party had a turnover of $8.5 million. If the member looked at 
the turnover for some of the minor parties, such as the Western Australia Party, he would notice if there were very 
large donations. Do not forget that if a donation is $1 000 or more, parties have to disclose it. Plenty of journalists 
and people, including the current member for Dawesville, could go and pore over those returns. I remind the member 
that Tony Abbott crawled all over the disclosed return of One Nation, which led to the jailing of Pauline Hanson, 
so there are a lot of mechanisms for enforcement. But we are trying to have a provision here that is easily understood 
by everybody and simple to enforce by the Western Australian Electoral Commission. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, minister; I appreciate that response. Clause 13 states — 

(2) This section does not apply to a gift that is returned within 6 weeks after it is received. 
I am assuming that in some cases that will require someone to report to the Electoral Commissioner the date when 
a gift was received. At the moment, does the commissioner track any gifts that are already registered to ensure that 
the legislation is complied with? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is a good question. The commission carries out enforcement activity. In the second 
reading debate, I read out the results of the enforcement action by the Australian Electoral Commission in respect 
of the 500 Club, which had to increase its disclosures by several hundred thousand dollars because it had failed to 
comply with the obligations of the law. Like its federal colleagues, the commission will ensure that the rules are 
complied with. It is an obligation on the party, or the individual in such cases, to comply with the law. If they fail 
and are caught by the commission, there are serious consequences, which are set out in the act. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 14 put and passed. 
Clause 15: Part VI Division 4A inserted — 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I know the answer to this, but I really want the minister to say it. In terms of putting 
expenditure caps on each electorate, the Attorney General in his second reading speech listed a range of reasons 
for the $125 000 cap. He highlighted that if a major party that runs for every 59 seats in Western Australia, plus 
the six regions, multiplies that figure, the expenditure cap will be in the order of $8 million. But a party does not 
need to spread that money evenly across every seat. A party could load up one or two seats if it really wants to and 
spend $7 million on one or two seats, as long as the rest is below the cap. However, picture an Independent trying 
to run for a seat. Under this legislation, they only have the capacity to spend $125 000, otherwise they go to jail or 
get fined or whatever the consequences might be. 
The Attorney General used the words “level playing field” to explain the purpose of bringing in this bill. It is 
hardly a level playing field when a major party, including ourselves who just run in regional Western Australia, 
could load up a seat compared with an Independent. One of my principles, and a principle I think we all have, is 
that everyone has a chance to go out, campaign on a range of issues, get elected to Parliament and have a seat in 
this chamber and represent the people of their district. But it is hardly a level playing field if political parties are 
able to pool their resources and throw more money into one or two electorates, because those electorates are either 
marginal or they are important to the party. Therefore, can the minister justify why the Attorney General would 
say that this is a level playing field when clearly it is not? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I can give the member a couple of reasons. Firstly, the highest expenditure amount by an 
Independent candidate at the 2017 election was $42 179.74. Therefore, an Independent candidate would have to 
spend three times more than the highest expenditure by an Independent candidate to date to reach that cap. The 
point I am making is that it is a very high cap. Secondly, we all put ads on TV, so how would parties fund that if 
there were a cap, because part of the major parties’ expenditure will be averaged out because it will be centralised. 
Therefore, major parties have a different dynamic for the way they have to operate. There might be an Independent 
candidate who might run an ad on GWN or something. But, again, GWN runs two separate footprints, so the 
advertising cost on GWN is relatively small compared with running on Channel Seven in the metropolitan area. If 
we are going to continue to see TV advertising by political parties, which I think is probably a good thing because 
it is a good way to deliver our message, we have to be able to average the expenditure across seats. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: The example used quite delicately by the Attorney General was that that from time to time 
someone who has very deep pockets comes along and is able to express a view politically. The Attorney General 
made an argument very delicately that someone might well spend a lot to have influence on an outcome in a particular 
state. The minister himself talked about the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, but what is now in play is someone 
who could well have a lot of influence on Western Australian politics. If that sort of person were running for a seat 
in Western Australia, as they were in Queensland, they could spend a significant amount of money. Therefore, 
arguably, it still puts a cap on an Independent, whereas another political party does not have the same constraints. 
Does that still make it a level playing field? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I understand the member’s perspective but an arrangement has to be made that is practical. 
The challenge that the member describes is if the Independent can only spend $125 000, the centralised campaigns 
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of the major political parties disappear. That would be a fundamental change and an Americanisation of Australian 
politics. As they say in the United States, the difference between Australia and America is in Australia the parties 
choose the candidates and in the United States the candidates choose the parties, because the candidates are often 
much more important than the party. That would be a fundamental change to the Westminster system under which 
governments are formed in the Legislative Assembly. 

Mr D.T. Redman: I’m suggesting it’s not achieving what you’re out to achieve. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is as practical a way forward to achieve what we are trying to do, which is to level the 
playing field. There will always be anomalies. As I said to people who came to see me when I was a workers’ 
compensation officer, “If you are looking for justice, you have to wait till the afterlife.” In this life we can only 
deal with the law. We are trying to get law that balances the interests of everybody. We believe this balances the 
interests of everybody. If the member can explain to me how we could go about it in a different way, I would be 
happy to look at that, but at the moment, I am convinced that this is the best way forward. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: On page 15, proposed section 175SL, “Expenditure caps for person (other than political party, 
candidate or group)”, is essentially a $2 million cap for a general election and $50 000 cap for an election other 
than an election held as a general election. Is there any cap on this on a per electorate basis? In the last election, the 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy focused on a specific electorate and a lot of money was spent on that electorate. 
It is understandable because the issue at hand came from that electorate. We could imagine that this might happen in 
the future. To confirm, does the $2 million cap for this category of political participant not have a cap per electorate 
but as an overall cap?  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, that is correct. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Did you consider putting a cap per electorate in this process? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: As I have just emphasised, that was a political decision of government; it was not 
a recommendation from the commission. We looked at a range of options in discussions, but it is very hard to come 
up with a rule that is fair, so we just came up with the cap. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: This is a very relevant section. It is a section that the National Party opposes. A number of 
groups have been defined here for the cap. On page 12 of the bill, there is “Expenditure caps for political party”; 
at proposed section 175SJ, “Expenditure caps for candidate (other than endorsed candidate or candidate in group); 
and at proposed section 175SK, “Expenditure caps for group (other than party group)”. All those have a threshold 
of $125 000. Then, at proposed section 125SL, “Expenditure caps for person (other than political party, candidate 
or group)”. The threshold here is $2 million. I am wondering where the corporate entities get picked up. This is 
describing a person. Where are the corporate entities picked up? I am assuming there are not too many persons out 
there who would contribute that sort of money, but there are a few corporate entities that probably could come to 
the party with a significant amount. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The good news is I am not a lawyer. The bad news is I am going to give the member 
a legal answer, and it is the Interpretation Act. A person is defined as an entity as well as an individual. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: On the Interpretation Act, I wonder whether the minister could give me some direction as to 
who is captured and who is not. In Hon Martin Aldridge’s briefing, he asked a question twice. He asked whether 
unions were captured, and they said no. In his briefing, Hon Martin Aldridge asked twice, and he was told that 
unions are not captured under this. Is the minister telling me otherwise? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: The unions are captured? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Absolutely. Unions are not excluded in any way. They are an entity, so they are a person 
under the act. There is no question about that at all. Who is a person? A person may be a natural person, or — 

… a public body, company, or association or body of persons, corporate or unincorporate; 

That is from section 5 of the Interpretations Act 1984. So, absolutely, trade unions are included. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Some further advice was given to Hon Martin Aldridge. I will try to pick up the words. I am 
reading from the notes he has given me. He said that he was told at his briefing that if several entities were running 
campaigns that were considered one and the same, they would be grouped as one as applicable to the $2 million 
cap. Can the minister give us some guidance on how he defines a similar campaign? I will give an example: if five 
unions were running wages campaigns together in a political campaign, would they be considered one campaign 
and therefore have a cap of $2 million? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I will just give the member an answer that the agency prepared earlier. Under section 175A(5) 
of the Electoral Act, a body corporate and any other related body corporate are deemed to be the same person. This 
means that the expenditure of the related body corporate is the expenditure of the body corporate and vice versa. 
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Section 175A(5) of the Electoral Act provides as follows — 
For the purposes of this Part — 

(a) a body corporate and any other body corporate that is related to the first-mentioned body corporate 
shall be deemed to be the same person; and 

(b) the question whether a body corporate is related to another body corporate shall be determined 
in the same manner as the question whether a corporation is related to another corporation is 
determined under the Corporations Act 2001 of the Commonwealth. 

Section 9 of the Corporations Act 2001 gives the definition — 
related body corporate, in relation to a body corporate, means a body corporate that is related to the 
first-mentioned body by virtue of section 50. 

Section 50 of that act provides — 
Where a body corporate is: 

(a) a holding company of another body corporate; or 
(b) a subsidiary of another body corporate; or 
(c) a subsidiary of a holding company of another body corporate; 
the first-mentioned body and the other body are related to each other. 

I am sure that was completely understandable. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That was about as blurry as I am going to get, minister. From what I heard—the Attorney 
walked past and took off a bit of my listening skills—the minister’s response was about the formal relationships 
between various entities and not a campaign relationship. I will use another example to make it clear. The 
Chamber of Minerals and Energy’s campaign at the last state election at $4.5 million was over the threshold, but 
the CME does not have that much money sitting in its bank account so I am sure there are four or five relatively 
big entities that sit behind that that made donations. If those four or five big entities chose to spend their own money 
on the same campaign because they had the same issue or concern, would that be captured under the guise as being 
the same campaign, therefore splitting it up between unrelated entities? They are seriously unrelated because they 
are in competition with each other in the business world. How is that treated? 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: We do have some challenges because the High Court has ruled that people are allowed to 
have political campaigns, so we cannot regulate what we cannot regulate. We can only regulate what we are 
allowed to. It is true; I am not trying to pick on anyone, but let us take the Chamber of Minerals and Energy, BHP, 
Fortescue Metals Group and Rio Tinto, just because — 
Mr D.T. Redman: Because they’re there. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Because they are there. This would restrict each of them to a $2 million expenditure on 
political activity. One might say that the CME and the three iron ore companies have the same interests, but they 
cannot run the same campaign, because then the commission would say that that is one campaign and they are 
breaching the rules. Remember, a company does not have to be incorporated to be a person. However, they can 
each run their own campaign, because they are allowed to. I cannot regulate the bits I cannot regulate. I cannot 
stop them running parallel campaigns, but I can stop them coordinating their parallel campaigns. If it is only one 
campaign, that is one campaign and it is one limit. If they are separate campaigns, then there are separate limits. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: This I think goes to the point that was made by the Liberal Party during the second reading 
debate. If we can break up the entities provided they run separate campaigns, that is going to be valid. If they 
coordinate their campaigns and have some sort of coordination process, that is going to break the rules. Therefore, 
we could indeed have a number of different union groups, which the minister said are captured by this, which are 
able to run separate campaigns, and because there are so many, it is quite possible to have a very coordinated 
substantial campaign during an election which has a significant influence on the electoral outcomes of a particular 
year, simply because they are able to blast out a significant proportion of resources. I asked a few people on the 
conservative side of politics about the CME and the other majors and minors. I do not think the minors make 
a practice of running campaigns themselves; they do not like to be in that space—they give the money over to 
someone else to do it. So their ethics—maybe that is the wrong word—naturally limit them to what their expenditure 
might be. Indeed, it does lend itself to saying that there is a massive advantage to a bunch of organisations out 
there that have a level of affiliation with the Labor Party; they are able to use the disparate associations they have 
in order to mount a campaign that is not collective in its coordination but is collective in its outcome. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The total spend of all the unions in all their campaigning was just a little over $2 million 
at the last election. 
Mr D.T. Redman: Sure, but five years ago, they didn’t have the money. 
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Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Okay, but the point I am making now is that the Pastoralists and Graziers Association of 
WA can run a $2 million campaign parallel to you; the WA Farmers Federation can run a $2 million campaign 
parallel to you. There is no circumstance in which trade unions in Western Australia have the capacity to do what 
the member is saying. It is just rubbish. Go and have a look at their filed returns. We can see every cent that is in 
the accounts of trade unions, because they have to provide much more detail than is provided by registered 
companies. They have to provide that to the registered organisations — 

Mr S.A. Millman: The Registered Organisations Commission. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: The Registered Organisations Commission. There is no circumstance in which that would 
happen in Western Australia, because the unions cannot afford it. The “use your power” campaign that upset many 
people on the other side of the chamber was designed to protect Western Power from being privatised. Guess what? 
They succeeded. That was paid for by individual members. The union did not contribute to the “use your power” 
campaign; individual members contributed to it. 

Dr M.D. Nahan: Some did. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: No. That was from the Australian Services Union; there might have been contributions 
from the Electrical Trades Union. The ASU did not put union money into that; it put in members’ individual 
donations. Nobody was made to contribute. I invite members to look at the disclosure returns and what happened. 
The money sloshes around in the Liberal Party. As I pointed out, 60 per cent more money sloshes around in the 
Liberal Party than it does in the Labor Party. 

I pointed out the disclosure of the 500 Club, which failed to disclose hundreds of thousands of dollars. Why does 
the 500 Club not do what the unions do and publish its accounts? Why does it not do that? Why does it not have 
the same level of transparency that applies to every union in this state? What is the 500 Club hiding? Why does it 
not provide the same level of information and accountability as trade unions? It is a disgrace that the member 
for Warren–Blackwood and other members come in here talking about the unions and their fundraising when they 
are completely transparent because they are required to be by law, yet the 500 Club did not tell the truth to the 
Electoral Commission and the opposition took its money. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: The minister is talking about hypotheticals. This bill covers hypotheticals. I understand that 
there is no special evidence of significant foreign donations to election campaigns in Western Australia, yet this 
bill deals with that in quite some detail. We have to deal with those situations that should occur. Despite the assertions 
made by the minister, the 500 Club does not participate in campaigns directly. It donates money to political parties, 
which are then accountable for how that money is spent in the campaigns. Under this legislation, we will be 
accountable for it. The only side of politics in this state that has a large number of associated entities that actively 
participate in campaigns is the Australian Labor Party. I have participated in many campaigns. 

Let us look at the practicalities of the forthcoming election. We have a government that has a massive majority. 
Due exclusively to a massive health crisis, it is now enjoying popularity. At the start of the year, the member for 
Kalamunda was looking very much like a one-term member. I hope that is still the case. The reality is that the 
Labor Party is in a very different situation now only because of COVID-19. The union movement and the Labor Party 
have made it clear that they are now going to target specific Liberal seats. They cannot target too many seats. They 
have 40 out of 59 seats already. The reality is that regardless of the amount of money the Labor Party saves, on 
average, the Liberal Party will be able to spend only $125 000 on a seat. If we look at the Labor Party, that amount 
could be $125 000 in any given seat. If one more entity comes in, it could spend another $125 000, taking that amount 
to $250 000. If another entity came in, it could take that to $375 000, and so on. The reality is—it is a truth—that 
the Labor Party will be able to massively outspend the Liberal Party in given seats in the campaign because of this 
legislation. That is why we say that this legislation is unfair and not balanced. That is the practical reality. The 
minister can say whether that has happened in the past. 

As I said, the minister is dealing with hypothetical evidence when it comes to dealing with foreign donations to elections 
because I do not know of any evidence that foreign donations have played any significant part in any election in 
Western Australia. However, there is ample evidence to show that targeted campaigns by affiliated unions in specific 
seats have played a substantial part in those electorate outcomes. On the basis of that, why does he say that he believes 
this is fair and balanced legislation when, clearly, it is favouring one side of the political process in Western Australia? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I can see why the member had such a stellar career! We are introducing caps. We are 
introducing limits. At the moment, there are no limits. Apparently, we can spend more under this legislation because 
we are capping expenditure; now there is no cap. That is a really sensible contribution! I can see why the member is 
a shadow minister and a future leader of the Liberal Party. At the moment, we do not have a cap and the Labor Party 
and our friends can spend whatever we want, but now we will introduce a cap so we can only spend the cap. The 
member is a genius! He has seen through what we are doing here. I can see why so many people think that he is ready 
to lead the Liberal Party. He made a genius contribution. We are capping only one side of politics! It is amazing. 
If we do not pass this legislation, there are no caps anywhere, but if we do, in some way or another, we can 
manipulate the caps to spend whatever we want. If we can do that, so can the Liberal Party. This is ridiculous. 
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There are 14 affiliated unions. Let me go through some of those. One is the Breweries and Bottleyards Employees 
Industrial Union of Workers WA. It has fewer than 100 members. Another is the Australian Maritime Officers 
Union, which represents the professionals on seagoing vessels. It has about 150 members. Another is the Coal Miners’ 
Industrial Union of Workers of Western Australia, with 300 members. The ASU has 5 000 members. The 
Community and Public Sector Union has 1 500 members. This is the problem. Where does the money come from 
for the unions? It comes from the union members. Half of all the Labor Party–affiliated members are from 
two unions—my old union, the Shop, Distributive and Allied Employees Association of WA, and the United Workers 
Union. The member has no idea what he is talking about. His contribution was deeply embarrassing. His idea is 
that if we put a cap on, we can spend more than if we do not put a cap on. The member says that we should have 
no cap because we will spend less. 
Dr D.J. Honey: Have a real cap. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: I invite the member to draft the cap he wants. He should go off and do that. He should 
prove how clever he is and come back and contribute. In the meantime, we will deal with the real world where 
people do not make stupid comments like the member did. 
This is a sensible way forward. The legislation recognises the limitations that we have because the federal Constitution 
is interpreted as allowing people to campaign, but we want to make sure that there are genuine limits in place. The 
idea that somehow or other trade unions out there have money that they do not declare is stupid and wrong. Every 
trade union in Australia has to publish its accounts in a way far beyond that which is required by corporations. 
Mr S.A. Millman: Or the sneaky 500 Club. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Yes, or the sneaky 500 Club that lied to the federal Electoral Commission about its 
fundraising activity. The member should not get me started. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: I will just wait for the changing of the guard. 
There is a reference to political parties on page 12 of the bill. I will get to what a group means other than a political 
party. I assume that a political party is someone who is registered with a political party. It is not the same party 
status that we have within the parliamentary process because we have to have five members in both houses in 
order to have party status. I assume that this means a registered political party.  
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is registered with the WA Electoral Commission with a minimum of 500 members. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: On page 14 is proposed section 175SK, “Expenditure caps for group (other than party group)”. 
Do we have any examples right now of who might be considered a group other than a party group? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: A Legislative Council group having two members not belonging to a party. 

Division 
Clause put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms S.E. Winton) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (27) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr D.J. Kelly Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mr S.J. Price Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr M. McGowan Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Ms J. Farrer Ms S.F. McGurk Ms C.M. Rowe Mr R.R. Whitby 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr S.A. Millman Ms R. Saffioti Ms S.E. Winton 
Mr M. Hughes Mr Y. Mubarakai Ms J.J. Shaw Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mrs L.M. O’Malley Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski  

 

Noes (10) 

Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Dr M.D. Nahan Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr W.R. Marmion Mr D.C. Nalder  
Mr S.K. L’Estrange Ms L. Mettam Mr D.T. Redman  

            
Pairs 

Mr B.S. Wyatt Mrs L.M. Harvey 
Mr R.H. Cook Mrs A.K. Hayden 
Mr M.P. Murray Mr J.E. McGrath 
Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr K.M. O’Donnell 
Ms A. Sanderson Mr P.A. Katsambanis 

Clause thus passed. 
Clauses 16 to 20 put and passed. 
Clause 21 put and negatived. 
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New clause 21 — 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I move — 

Page 20, after line 16 — To insert — 

21.  Section 175ZD amended 
(1) In section 175ZD(1) delete “corporate, or in respect of any amount recoverable from such 

a party under section 175LH(4), 175LI(2) or 175R(5),” and insert: 

corporate 

(2) Delete section 175ZD(2). 

New clause put and passed. 

Clauses 22 to 25 put and passed. 
Title put and passed.  

Third Reading 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [7.59 pm] I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [8.00 pm]: I just want to make a couple of comments on the 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. I feel very challenged by the Attorney General being right there in front of me; 
in fact, I am almost intimidated! 

Obviously, the Nationals WA seriously oppose clause 15 and I do not doubt that a fair bit will be done in the upper 
house to negotiate that through should the government want something that satisfies the members there. We 
have supported the bill because we think there are a number of elements that are good from an accountability and 
transparency perspective, but I will highlight that we have some strong views on that clause, and that will no doubt 
play out in the other place. The government should not make any assumptions about that. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [8.01 pm]: Of course, the opposition reiterates that it stands opposed to the 
Electoral Amendment Bill 2020. We think that it unfairly targets the Liberal and National Parties and we look 
forward to our opposition continuing in the upper house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

COVID-19 RESPONSE AND ECONOMIC RECOVERY OMNIBUS BILL 2020 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 11 August. 

MS L. METTAM (Vasse) [8.02 pm]: As the shadow Minister for Transport, I would like to make a brief contribution 
to this debate. I acknowledge our support for the bill. It is important that business continues to operate and government 
continues to govern as much as practicable during this period. Importantly, we support the measures provided 
under the bill to support agency operations. Seventy-five acts and 11 agencies will be impacted by this bill. For 
example, there is the challenge relating to the ability of key decision-makers to meet because legislation dictates that 
they should meet in public or in person. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Members, if you want to have a discussion, please take it off the floor. 

Ms L. METTAM: There are also the challenges that may be faced when documents cannot be filed because there 
is a statutory requirement that they be filed in person, approvals and permits cannot be renewed electronically, 
fees cannot be waived, and courts cannot be in session. Western Australia is following suit from other states and 
the commonwealth. I understand that the Northern Territory is the only other jurisdiction not to have similar 
legislation. The Liberal opposition agrees that we need to ensure that these services continue. 

This bill deals with the ability of the CEO or chief employees to reduce, waive or refund fees and charges in the 
transport area. This relates to specific acts, including the Public Transport Authority Act 2003, Road Traffic 
(Administration) Act 2008, Road Traffic (Authorisation to Drive) Act 2008, Road Traffic (Vehicles) Act 2012, 
and Road Traffic (Vehicles) (Taxing) Act 2008; and to the validation of fees, which is outlined in the 
Government Railways Act and the Motor Vehicle Dealers Act. 

An important element is outlined in part 2, division 4, “Presence and dealing with documents by audiovisual 
communication”. From a transport perspective, this relates specifically to the Public Transport Authority Act 2003. 
It provides for the presence of another person executing documents utilising an audiovisual tool—something that 
we have become increasingly used to utilising since March this year. Under division 2, the decision-maker can set 
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new expiry dates for the authorisation of drivers’ licences, learners’ permits and vehicle licences. Similarly, the 
opposition supports the other clauses in the bill. I understand that the bill provides for a time line and these 
extensions will cease in December this year. 

Throughout this period, the Liberal opposition has been very supportive of the measures that have enabled the 
government to continue to govern during this extraordinary period and that have allowed businesses to operate as 
normally as possible for the benefit of Western Australians in respect of the restrictions that may continue. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [8.06 pm] — in reply: I thank members opposite for 
their contributions on the COVID-19 Response and Economic Recovery Omnibus Bill 2020. They raised a number 
of issues during the second reading debate, so I will try to address as many as possible. One of the questions was 
why am I handling the bill, and I am asking myself the same question! The bill spans many agencies, portfolios 
and issues. One of the reasons we wanted to deal with it in this way is to consolidate all the issues in one bill and 
in one parliamentary debate. For efficiency reasons, we decided to put them in an omnibus bill. It started with 
planning considerations, but then we worked across government and realised that many agencies have similar or 
comparable issues, and that is why we thought we would put it all together in an omnibus bill. Because I started 
it and also because of the parliamentary workload of the Attorney General in particular, it was seen that I should 
carry it through. Of course, during the consideration in detail stage, my ministerial colleagues—those who are 
still here tonight!—will assist me, along with their advisers. Advisers from all the relevant agencies are available 
to answer questions. 

The need for and the timing of the bill has also been questioned. Basically, as we have outlined, many other states 
and the commonwealth have passed similar bills. Our parliamentary agenda has been very full and it took 
considerable work by all the agencies involved. I thank the whole-of-government working group, which worked very 
well to identify all the issues and, of course, Parliamentary Counsel, who facilitated the drafting of this explanation.  

I will address some of the issues raised. The provision for Executive Council meetings to be held by remote 
communications protects the Governor from exposure to COVID-19 while ensuring that the critical role of the 
operation of government can continue. As we know, particularly on nights like this, a healthy Governor is very 
important to be able to receive our bills and give them royal assent. 

The issue of various provisions validating a range of decisions was raised. On the matter of the validation of 
meetings, the bill puts beyond doubt the validity of the process by which meetings are held. It does not validate 
the merits of those decisions, it is just that a decision made by the process set out in the bill is valid. 

On 31 March 2020, the government announced the range of fees that would be varied or waived. This bill requires 
only the facilitation of a small percentage of those when there is no specific power in the current legislation to do so. 

Finally, members raised the proposed temporary modifications to the Mental Health Act 2014. These amendments 
are limited solely to resolving a conflict between the Mental Health Infection Control Directions and the act. The 
directions provide for a number of infection control options to be used by practitioners and psychiatrists who 
conduct assessments or examinations, with audiovisual being only one medium of doing so. These infection control 
measures are required only when there may be a risk of exposure that is set out in the directions, such as when a patient 
has COVID-19 or has recently returned from overseas. Without these amendments, a person in those circumstances 
may not receive the treatment that they need when they need it, potentially increasing the risk to themselves and 
others. I am sure that this provision will be the subject of further discussion. 

I again thank members for their contributions. This is very much a COVID-19 bill. Hopefully, in my response 
I have addressed the main concerns that were raised. I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Point of Order 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Given the complexity of the bill, and the different shadow ministers required, could I request 
a slight delay so that we can make sure that we can cover the right areas? I suspect that we would get this done at 
a more expeditious pace if we did that. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Shall we break for 10 minutes? Is that okay? 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: We can continue. That is fine. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: Sorry, but I did not hear what the member for Dawesville said. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: We have to deal with this bill in batches and the minister has to bring her advisers in in 
groups, according to the theme, I imagine, of the clauses. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Can I respond? 
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The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Yes. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Thank you. We have just had further confirmation from the clerks that we cannot deal with 
these clauses in batches, as we were expecting. I think it would be reasonable to identify the areas on which members 
want to ask questions and I will make sure that I have the relevant ministers and advisers ready to go. I think that 
is why a five-minute break may help. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: It might take more than five minutes if the minister wants us to advise her on every clause that 
we want someone to talk to. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Tell us which groups the member is very interested in. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: We will have to go through it in the normal way. I do not understand what has been asked. I am 
willing to be cooperative, but it was a flawed process that the government brought into the house. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is not a flawed process. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: It is a very flawed process. It does not conform to the standing orders. We are trying to work 
through it, but I want an understanding of what is happening now and we need time to consider it. Five minutes is 
not very much time to go through a bill to decide which clauses we want to talk on. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Okay. We will keep going. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: We could have a break for 10 minutes to give us time to go through it. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We will continue. I thought we had a good understanding. I was trying to be helpful to provide 
a break, which I was not actually required to do, so that members could sit down and work through and identify the 
areas they wanted to speak on so that we could do this in a smooth manner. That is what I wanted to do and I offered 
a 10-minute break to do that. If the member does not want to do that and he wants to have a go at me about it — 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I am not having a go at the minister. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, you are. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: No, I am not. I am suggesting that we will need more than five minutes. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Order, members! I think we have had enough to-and-fro. Minister, it is your call. 
Would you like to break or would you like to continue? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think it would be effective if we had a 10-minute break. 

The DEPUTY SPEAKER: Just before I vacate the chair, I remind members that we will go through consideration 
in detail from clause 1 through to the end.  

Sitting suspended from 8.14 to 8.26 pm 
Consideration in Detail 

Clauses 1 and 2 put and passed. 
Clause 3: Primary purposes of Act — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Obviously, the primary purposes of the act define the relevant objectives that we are trying 
to deal with this evening. I am keen to understand whether, as part of bringing this bill before this place, a large 
number of invalid actions have been taken. Is this bill simply to cover because there was a concern that there may 
have been, or are there many documented instances of that being the case? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We would not call them invalid, but there may be doubt over their validity. This bill will make 
sure that we are not subject to challenge on those decisions, which have all been made through proper processes. 
Proper mechanisms were put in place, but this bill will make sure that the validity of those decisions will not be 
questioned in the future. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: We on this side and, I think, all members in this place, understand the necessity of this bill. We 
have had special times. Members of the government have been the guys in the hot seat and have had to cope with this 
and make decisions on the run. We appreciate that that has potentially put ministers in a difficult position in making 
necessary decisions. This bill is to make sure that there can be no subsequent second-guessing of those decisions. 

Does the government have any sort of list or record of what those decisions are? I will discuss the wording that is 
used in the various sections, as we have already discussed very briefly at the back of the chamber. This is a big act 
of faith in that we are being collectively asked to authorise actions, but we do not know what those actions were. 
We do not know whether those actions were illegal or questionable at the time. I am not alluding that this could 
be the case but, hypothetically, it is possible that actions were taken in which, for example, people did the wrong 
thing for the wrong reasons. I am not alleging that of any ministers. As I have said in this place, I hold the ministers 
in this place in high regard for their propriety, even if I do not agree with all their decisions. However, it may be 
that a departmental officer has made a decision that they simply should never have made or that they made that 
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decision because they were being influenced by someone. I am not alleging that that has happened, but there is no 
transparency and that is a concern for us on this side. We are effectively signing a blank cheque and saying that 
we authorise all these things. It does not have to be now, but is it possible for the opposition to obtain a list of what 
those things are, because it will give us some transparency? It could be embarrassing or whatever, but I guess that 
is political life and it happens from time to time. I think we all agree that transparency in government is critical, 
even in a time of emergency. This request is not designed in any sense to hold up this legislation, and it will not. 
I assume that we will progress this legislation tonight, but can we obtain that list? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will explain. It has been contended that drafting the validation provisions might be interpreted 
to extend more broadly than merely overcoming procedural issues. This is a misunderstanding of the provision. 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office drafted this provision very carefully and deliberately so as to not over-validate 
decisions for meetings to which this applies. It is about validating the procedure used to hold the meetings—those 
proceedings are covered by clauses 13 to 17; I suppose we are pre-empting those clauses a bit—mostly to use 
audiovisual methods to conduct meetings. This does not address the merits or substance of a decision. The decision 
is validated to the extent that it cannot be challenged on the basis that it was conducted in a way provided for in 
clauses 13 to 17. However, if a decision is flawed on its merits—for example a decision-maker took into account 
an irrelevant consideration—this validation clause does not cure that. Basically, if decisions are subject to normal 
appeals and other processes, that would still stand. What this does is just validate that a decision was made. 

The meetings held and decisions made under the following acts require validation. The Aboriginal Cultural Materials 
Committee has met four times since April. It used Zoom to accommodate regional and interstate members. The 
Conservation and Parks Commission has met four times since 16 March 2020. The Office of the Environmental 
Protection Agency Authority held four meetings, again virtually, via Microsoft Teams. The Keep Australia Beautiful 
Council held two meetings by electronic means. Development assessment panels held 80 audiovisual meetings; 
86 decisions were made. It was only on 13 July that in-person meetings began, when local governments had the 
capacity to meet social distancing requirements. The Rottnest Island Board met six times and there have been 
four meetings of subcommittees associated with the board. That is an indication of the decisions made and the 
validation of the procedures for those meetings. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: My colleague the member for Dawesville was called out of the chamber urgently. I am not sure 
whether he wanted to raise any more matters. I will not unnecessarily extend this. We are all busy and we all want 
to go home. 

I appreciate that the way the meetings were held was eminently sensible, but some of this also refers to waivers or 
fee refunds or reductions in fees. Unless another member wants to talk, I am happy, in the absence of the member for 
Dawesville, to not unnecessarily extend this. Perhaps when I get to clauses 13 to 17, I will go through that answer. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 4 to 10 put and passed. 

Clause 11: Validation of reductions, waivers and refunds — 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Clause 11(3) refers to “a validated reduction, waiver or refund”. I will refer to subdivision 1, 
although I do not wish the minister to comment on it other than in the context of this part. Subdivision 1 describes 
who can make those decisions and who can waiver or refund those funds. Clause 11, “Validation of reductions, 
waivers and refunds”, does not refer to that preceding part, which defines who is entitled to do that. Clearly, that part 
is very tight. It is very clear that senior staff are to do that. Were reductions, waivers or refunds made by people other 
than the people identified in subdivision 1 and subdivision 2 of this part? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will try to explain this as best as I can. Clause 11(4) lists all the fees that we are validating—
basically reductions, waivers or refunds. There was an instruction by the Premier and through the Expenditure Review 
Committee and cabinet to waive a whole range of fees across government. In many instances there was actually 
no power in the legislation to do that, so this is validating that action for all those fees and charges under those relevant 
acts. Clause 8(3) will basically apply in the future. It will create, in a sense, the ability to waive or refund in the 
future, if this ever happens again, under those acts. That is how those sections interact. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Minister, I appreciate that. I am certain the minister has had a busier day than I have, but that 
section is retrospective, not prospective, as far as I can read it. I do not want to quibble over that point; that is 
unnecessary. Is the minister confident that the waivers, refunds or reductions that have been given have only been 
given in relation to that direction from the Premier? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. The Expenditure Review Committee and cabinet decided that this range of fees would be 
waived and then all of us in our agencies had to go about making that happen. In some instances, it was challenging 
because of the lack of powers to do so. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 12 put and passed. 
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Clause 13: Meetings under relevant enactments may occur by instantaneous communication — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Clause 13 is titled “Meetings under relevant enactments may occur by instantaneous communication” 
and with the minister’s indulgence, I will ask some question about that section rather than just clause 13. 
Clause 13 states — 

(1) If, under a relevant enactment, a board, committee or other body is required or permitted to hold 
a meeting, the meeting may be held in whole or in part using — 
(a) a telephone; or 
(b) audiovisual communication; or 
(c) any other means of instantaneous communication. 

I am wondering about recording the attendance of persons. My experience of chairing meetings with Zoom and 
everything else is it is one thing to know that the person is in the room when the audiovisual equipment is running, 
but if they are on the phone and they are muted, I do not know whether they are attending or not. What are the 
requirements to ensure a record is kept of the actual participation and attendance of all the members and to ensure 
that there is a quorum at all times? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The advice I have is that the way people are recorded to be present and how those decisions 
are made will be governed by the relevant standing orders, procedures and processes of the relevant committees. 
The development assessment panel meetings note the date, members, officers, applicants, submitters, members of 
the public and so forth, so all the information for the DAP meetings was recorded as per normal. The relevant 
committees or boards normally have procedures or standard orders on how to run audiovisual or teleconferences. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Do those bodies have relevant standing orders that deal with electronic meetings? Were they 
dealing with these electronic meetings before the current COVID period? I find it difficult to believe they were 
able to do that. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I can explain from my personal experience. DAP meetings have not been held in this format, 
so, to be quite blunt with the member, when this was all unfolding, many agencies worked very quickly to make 
sure they had the procedures and processes in place to try to understand and facilitate how they could have effective 
decision-making. At that time, we thought it could be six months, or even 12 months, before we returned to normal, 
so a lot of processes were changed very quickly. When these sorts of challenges arise, everyone responds very 
quickly. In my agencies, processes were put in place to make sure that there was still an effective decision-making 
process and there were rules governing how these meetings were going to be conducted and recorded. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Thank you. As a case in point, are there standing orders that permit each of the development 
assessment panels to conduct their meetings electronically? Do those standing orders detail how those meetings will 
be conducted? Are there specific requirements so that a minute taker can be completely be assured that a person 
is at all times in attendance and how do they deal with things such as recording and taking notes? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Do the development assessment panels have rules and procedures? In a sense, they do now 
because they were forced to for Zoom meetings. The bill facilitates this process and it will then be refined in the 
future to make sure all the t’s are crossed and the i’s dotted. From my experience, when COVID happened, all 
agencies—environmental, water, planning—made sure we had a robust decision-making process that could work. 
The bill validates the procedures and processes put in place for  recording meetings. The process for the way that 
meetings were run and matters were considered did not change much; it was just how it was done through Zoom and so 
forth. Therefore, this bill will facilitate actions much more easily in the future should we ever have a similar situation. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: Validation is actually dealt with in the next section, so what we are talking about here is the 
process of running the meetings rather than the validation of the meetings. I am not quibbling about validating 
meetings when we are trying to lock down processes, but I am trying to understand that there is a transparent—
especially for the development assessment panels—understanding of the standing orders or processes and that they 
actually do lay out exactly how these meetings will be conducted. People need to know how they can participate or 
observe. If members of the public are required to give evidence, do people know how they go about that? Where do 
they find that information? Is that information publicly available? If I as member of the public want to observe 
a process that is important to me, how do I find where to access that meeting? Is there a specific platform or capacity 
that I would have to have? Could I do it by smartphone or whatever? These are important questions, not so much 
about validating the decisions that are made—as I said, I have no intention of quibbling over that—but I want to make 
sure that this has been addressed so the public can have full participation with and confidence in these meetings. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: To answer the question how do members of the public participate in DAPs if they are run by 
audiovisual means, the link for the DAP meetings are published on the relevant websites in the same manner that 
a notice for an in-person public meeting is. Any member of the public is welcome to view the meeting and if they 
wish to make a statement or ask a question, that is done in accordance with the standing orders for that meeting. 
The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage as well as local government offices can and do provide assistance 
to members of the public to attend DAP meetings via audiovisual means. 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: This is the last question I have on this matter. Are the meetings recorded, and are they recorded 
in a minute form or are they held as an electronic record of the actual meeting; and, if there is a recording of the 
meeting, is it the intention that people may be able to download or view that recording at some time in the future? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We know minutes are definitely taken of the decisions, of course, but we will come back to 
the member about whether they are recorded. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 14 to 18 put and passed. 
Clause 19: Validation of meetings and decisions — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I do not think this needs any response from the minister at all, but I want to make the point that 
I think that what is being authorised by this clause is very clear, not in the detail but in the types of things that are 
being authorised. This clause refers to subdivision 1, and it is possibly a better form of drafting than the other 
clauses. However, the minister made it clear in the previous clause why that could not be the case. For the sake of 
clarity, I think that is a very good way to put it, but I do not require a comment from the minister. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 20 and 21 put and passed. 
Clause 22: Validation of things done — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Minister, this clause has the same theme—the validation of things done. Again, if we look at 
subdivision 1, it clarifies and contextualises the public availability of documents. Is the minister or her staff aware 
of any decisions that were made? This is to do with planning and other acts. Were decisions made whereby the 
public, in fact, could not view documents in any form? I appreciate that, typically, a paper copy would be available, 
but I am concerned that decisions were made whereby the public did not have an opportunity to scrutinise documents 
in any form. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In practice, most agencies and local governments already provide documents on their websites, 
and there is a requirement to make documents available to the public. For example, the Office of the Parliamentary 
Counsel has all its documents online, and a number of local governments do the same with scheme amendments 
and development applications. The problem arises, of course, when legislation requires documents to be made 
available to an office or agency or local government but that office is not accessible. Basically, this allows it to, 
again, in a sense, validate that in some instances. I think the example was given of a public library, in which things 
are sometimes required to be available.  When libraries were shut, that could not happen, but they were still available 
online. My sister works in a library; she is a very good librarian. We know that a lot of people who do not have 
access to computers or printers and so forth at home often go to the library to source public information. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Clause 20(2) defines the relevant enactments and some of them are quite topical areas. The 
Planning and Development Act, obviously, would probably be at the top of that list. There has been some considerable 
discussion about the Hope Valley–Wattleup Redevelopment Act over the years, and I accept the explanation the 
minister gave. Is it the minister’s understanding that documents were available in some form for any of the 
decisions that were made? My concern is pretty straightforward. I would be concerned if decisions were made 
when there was no possibility of people actually viewing documents to understand what was being done. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: All the documents were available online for all those decisions that we outlined before. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 23: Presence by audiovisual communication — 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I will need to bring in some other advisers for clause 23. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: This is of interest simply because it has to do with the swearing of oaths, affidavits and statutory 
declarations et cetera, and the presence of a witness in some way by audiovisual communication. I am just trying 
to get an understanding as to how that would work, because that is the sort of thing that takes place, I think, in 
some electoral offices. The Attorney General is looking at me as though I do not know what I am talking about. 
I do not; that is why I am asking the question! 
Mr J.R. Quigley: I’m not thinking that at all! 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I am wondering how the mechanics of that process work to ensure that there is a validation that 
a person has actually witnessed an electronic signature? How would a third party know that that has all taken place 
in front of a witness? I guess I am concerned, because I imagine  that during the lockdown people needed all sorts 
of documents to be signed in the ordinary course of events, and they could not get down to a JP or the member for 
Butler’s office or whoever it might be to get that done. I just want a bit of an understanding of how that works and 
how it is validated to the other party who then receives it. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Member, the Attorney General is looking at me and judging me, so I will be very careful here. 
Clause 23 facilitates the process by audiovisual communication, and clause 24 actually outlines what the witness 
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must do if clause 23 permits audiovisual witnessing. For example, clause 24 outlines the three things that have to 
happen when validating or witnessing the declaration. Under clause 24(2), if clause 23 applies, any requirement 
upon a witness to sign a document dealt with by person A is met if the witness is satisfied that what he or she is 
signing is the document signed by person A, signs the document, and writes a statement to say the document was 
dealt with under this provision. As I have said, clause 24 pretty much outlines the steps required by the witness to 
ensure that the signature was real and valid. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 24 to 30 put and passed.  

Clause 31: Decision-maker may modify or remove conditions of authorisations during operative period — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: I have a very simple question.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: These are questions relating to water. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: It will not be a long question. I feel a bit guilty that the advisers have come onto the floor 
because it is pretty straightforward. I refer to the title of the clause. It could be quite significant if conditions are 
modified or removed. Typically, the community relies on the fact that those things are done. Usually there is a fair 
bit of contention if they are not done. How does the opposition or other people know what changes have been made—
for example, if special conditions or undertakings are waived in areas listed in the table? How would anyone be 
aware that that has happened? How is that transparent? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: This is very limited in scope. In relation to a clearing licence under the Country Areas Water 
Supply Act, it is really looking at the extension of any of the conditions that relate to that. In relation to a licence 
under the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act, again, it is very narrow. There are certain conditions under the 
regulations. I understand that they are normally not made public. They are part of the normal operations of the relevant 
government agency when we are dealing with individual proponents and changing or extending their conditions. 
This basically facilitates that. It is not something that is made public in the normal course of events. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you, minister. I can see that in those conditions. The next question is just for my education. 
The third authorisation is a prescribed authorisation. Can the minister please provide an example of a prescribed 
authorisation so I can understand the scope of that approval that we are granting? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is an act that can be authorised through regulation if required. The authorisation can be 
added through regulation if required. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: Just to be clear in my mind, does that mean that a new regulation can be imposed or does it 
mean a regulation can be ignored or skipped over? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Basically, it allows for another authorisation to be prescribed from another act. If that was 
done, the conditions or the process attached to this section would apply. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 32 and 33 put and passed. 

Clause 34: Extension of certain time limits under relevant schemes — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I do not think the minister needed to get her advisers. I am sure she can answer the questions off 
the top of her head. 

This clause deals with the extension of development approvals granted on or after 8 April 2020. That is what I am 
reading. The approvals remain valid for two years after the day on which they would have normally ceased. Has 
this not already been dealt with in another bill that the minister brought to Parliament? Can she explain why this 
particular measure had to be introduced as part of this omnibus bill? I thought it was in the previous planning bill 
she introduced. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In the Perth, Peel and greater Bunbury area, there are two planning schemes—a regional planning 
scheme and a local planning scheme. Most development undertaken in those areas requires two approvals, one under 
each type of scheme. In the majority of cases, when an approval is issued for a development by a local government, 
it is given under both schemes. Some proposals also need development under only regional schemes—for example, 
when they are in a regional scheme reserve. These approvals are issued by the Western Australian Planning 
Commission. To assist with the economic recovery and reduce the regulatory burden for people who have valid 
development approvals they are yet to act upon, a two-year extension to the substantial commencement period for all 
local planning scheme approvals under section 78H of the Planning and Development (Local Planning Schemes) 
Regulations 2015 will be granted. No similar provisions can be used for extending approvals under regional 
schemes, so the provision in clause 34 ensures that the timed commercial development under the regional scheme 
approval aligns with the local scheme approval. This facilitates a consistent approach in planning development 
impacts across the regions and the city. 
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Ms L. METTAM: Clause 34(3) states — 

Despite anything provided in a development approval or in the relevant scheme under which it is granted, 
the development approval — 

… 

(b) lapses if the development has not been substantially commenced before that day. 

Can the minister define “substantially commenced”? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There has been a bit of case law around “substantially commenced”. Like the phrase “due regard”, 
this concept is well understood and has a long history. The phrase goes back several decades to the Town Planning 
Regulations 1967. The definition of “substantial commencement” in the local planning scheme regulations is — 

substantially commenced means that some substantial part of work in respect of a development approved 
under a planning scheme or under an interim development order has been performed; 

The test to be applied is best summed up by the High Court decision of Day v Pinglen Pty Ltd 1981, when the 
court observed at paragraph 299 — 

The facts must be such as to lead naturally to the conclusion that the commencement is not merely evident, 
but is substantial, that is, of considerable amount. A substantial commencement involves a commitment 
of resources of such proportions relative to the approved project as to carry the assurance that the work 
has really commenced. 

It is an interesting case. I remember reading this out during debate on the Planning and Development Amendment 
Bill 2020. In the case of Day, the matter concerned the construction of six townhouses. The developer had laid 
down 11 per cent of a concrete slab costing $2 127 out of an estimated $350 000 for six townhouses. The works 
were also done out of sequence as excavation should have occurred first. The court heard that the project had not 
substantially commenced and in fact was a sham. As I said, a lot of case law explains “substantially commenced” and 
it means that some substantial part of work of a development approval under a planning scheme has been undertaken. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 35 to 37 put and passed. 

Clause 38: Act modified — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Why is it considered necessary for this change to be brought before the house? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This modifies the Bail Act 1982 to permit someone to enter into a surety by video link when it 
is impracticable for them to attend in person. Currently, sureties can be entered into over video only when a surety 
lives interstate. This measure will now allow a surety—that is, the person who signs on behalf of or gives an 
undertaking that the accused will present—to be in the state, but it is impracticable to attend the court in person. This 
is very important in regional areas. This will operate only until 31 December 2021, unless there is an extension. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Have there been any instances when surety could not be granted during the COVID-19 
pandemic because of the lack of an audiovisual link to provide that? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am not aware of there having been an instance of it at the moment, because, fortunately, 
there is no community transmission. This is a protective measure in case there is an outbreak and we do not want 
the remand population going through the roof because sureties cannot attend. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Given how convenient this would likely be for regional and certainly remote communities 
in Western Australia, is this an amendment the government might see continue beyond the pandemic period and 
the prescribed time frame? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: A number of Bail Act provisions are under review by the department. We will monitor 
the efficacy and performance of this particular provision and then look at it. This also is important given the 
Chief Magistrate’s directions that justices will no longer be doing court work. That will be done remotely. We 
have appointed two extra magistrates to account for that workload. This whole area of regional and remote justice 
is under active review. That is why we have it through to 21 December next year, and it will be closely monitored 
for its efficacy and reliability. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I am not sure whether it is clause 38 or clause 39, but it is in the same part. To pick up on that 
matter, proposed section 43A(2) states — 

This section applies if — 

… 

(b) it is impracticable for the proposed surety to enter into a surety undertaking in person before 
a relevant official. 



5044 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 August 2020] 

 

I would like to make a couple of comments about what we have just heard. First, the member for Dawesville asked 
whether there had been any circumstances in which this had been a problem and the Attorney General’s answer was 
no, because there had been no community spread. But we also had the period during which biosecurity zones were 
imposed and people were unable to travel throughout remote areas, plus there were regional boundary lockdowns. 
There may well have been circumstances, but it was very difficult indeed for people to travel. There has also been 
a problem with the availability of public transport as air or road transport has been interfered with or stopped in some 
circumstances. I can see that there may very well have been circumstances in which people found it impracticable to 
get to a court. I just put that on the record. We reiterate the question: have there been any circumstances? 
Does the definition of what is impracticable in this provision rely only upon there being a disease or pandemic 
influencing factor, or is it considered to be impracticable because it is really quite hard for someone to get to 
a court, even though it is actually no harder than it was two years ago? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In relation to the latter part of the member’s question, the answer is no. It is not limited to 
just a pandemic situation; it is to generally try to deliver more efficient and better justice services to the regions, 
given the size of our state. 
In relation to the first part of the member’s question about instances in which there might have been difficulties 
and the person might not have been able to be released because a surety could not be entered into, that data has 
not been collected. That happens in the court sometimes: “Where is your surety?” “I can’t get it.” It is not recorded 
at a separate data point. 
Mr R.S. Love: So we don’t really know. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We do not really know. But going forward, we will have better vision of that with people 
using the service. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I had no intention of asking this until the Attorney General raised the issue of justices of the 
peace no longer being able to deal with certain matters in the court. In my electorate, a number of court proceedings 
used to take place in front of a JP, but it is now necessary for a magistrate from Geraldton or some other place to 
visit a town. A case in point is Leeman or Jurien Bay, where the magistrate visits from Geraldton. Is this provision 
in response to not just the COVID situation, but the change in JPs not being able to attend those meetings? Is it the 
Attorney General’s intention that clause 38(3), which deals with postponing the cessation of subclause (1), is quite 
likely to be brought to the fore? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Of course, it is related to COVID because of the limited duration and the sunset provision 
for December 2021. As to my comment about JPs not being in court, a lot of proceedings will now take place by 
way of video link. I understand the opposition of the Royal Association of Justices of Western Australia, and we 
thank the JPs for their many years of voluntary service. However, the processes have become much more complicated, 
and I say that because it is not just traffic matters now; it is each-way offences, whether a person is going to be 
tried summarily or go up to the District Court on indictment and issues surrounding bail, which goes back to the 
Ward case in which the person died in the van and there was an unsatisfactory bail consideration by the justice in 
Laverton. If national cabinet can be run by video link, we believe that a bail application can be run by video link 
as well, and that might necessitate a person going surety entering into a surety remotely. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: What the Attorney General is saying is that  he would see this being used more frequently over 
time. How will the person who needs to front court access the video process? Will they have to be in a particular 
place or will they be able to do it from any sort of device, rather than having to front up at the local police station 
or some other town? They could be in a remote community where there are no facilities to speak of. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: They will not have to go to a particular location, as long as video communication can be 
established over the internet. The critical thing will be that the court considering the bail application can establish 
that all criteria for the surety are met and that the surety is properly entered into. As I said, if national cabinet can 
be run by video link, we can do bail applications. Sorry; I said “the court”. It will be a surety approval officer. The 
person can be bailed for $1 000 with a $1 000 suitable surety at the Central Law Courts, where there is a surety 
approval officer. As long as that officer can establish that the criteria have been met, the surety can be entered into 
over video link. 
Mr R.S. LOVE: This is my final question on this. Again, we are seeing a more rapid uptake of technology, caused 
by the COVID situation. National cabinet may well be run remotely, but I suggest that the participants are better 
resourced and have a more sophisticated understanding of the use of that technology. I hope, and want the 
Attorney General’s assurance, that people who have less experience with using this sort of technology will not fall 
into the situation as we have seen when people complain because their bills arrive online and they have to do it on 
the computer. I would hate to think that a person facing a bail situation who has very limited language skills or 
limited access to or understanding of how to use electronic devices is put in a difficult position because they do 
not know how to fully participate in the process. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The current provisions for interstate sureties require a visual link, and I think that is a reasonable 
safeguard, but it can be by any audiovisual link. If a person had an iPad, for example, they could do a FaceTime link, 
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and they would have the vision and the audio. I am a bit dumb about Android devices, but I am sure that a similar 
service is available on Android devices. It does not have to be high-end technology like that used in Dumas House. 
As long as the surety approval officer can see the person entering into the surety, that will be sufficient to meet the 
requirements of the legislation, and going forward we will have a better idea of how often it is used and its efficacy. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 39 put and passed. 
Leave granted for clauses 40 to 44 to be considered together. 
Clauses 40 to 44 — 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Clause 42 will insert proposed section 48(5) into the Mental Health Act. Is it correct that, 
effectively, this provision allows a necessary mental health assessment to be conducted using audiovisual 
communication, possibly for involuntary admission? 
Mr R.H. COOK: This clause modifies section 48 of the Mental Health Act to provide than an assessment may be 
conducted using audiovisual communication if the practitioner is satisfied that it is necessary to do so to comply 
with the directions. The member will recall that the directions are those made under the Public Health Act, subject 
to sections 157 and 190 of that act, on 6 April 2020. They apply to those specific directions made on that date. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, minister. Does this provide any capacity for a patient who has been assessed to 
be referred for involuntary admission? 
Mr R.H. COOK: Yes, that is my understanding. It is subject purely to those directions; it is not a permanent shift. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate that. I have gone through the Mental Health Infection Control Directions, which 
seem relatively straightforward. The concern that I have, which I expressed during the second reading debate, is that 
a practitioner will now be able to refer someone who has been assessed in the metropolitan area via an audiovisual 
link only to be involuntarily admitted for a significant period. That is quite a considerable feat. I understand that there 
are similar provisions for a practitioner to assess a patient in a regional setting, but in the metropolitan setting, that 
seems to be quite a significant change. Why was this considered necessary to be brought before the house as part 
of the COVID-19 omnibus bill? 
Mr R.H. COOK: I thank the member and appreciate the comments he made in the second reading debate. The measure 
was introduced to respect people’s liberty because, under the Mental Health Act, on occasions we have to deprive 
people of that liberty. However, I stress that it does not detract from the primary objects of the Mental Health Act, 
which include providing a person with mental illness with the best possible treatment and care with the least 
restriction of their freedom and the least interference with their rights and respect of their dignity and protection 
of the person and the community. The member is correct that this is an extraordinary change in extraordinary 
times. The inclusion of this amendment to the Mental Health Act is simply to take account of the specific directions 
that were made on 6 April. This is not intended to be a permanent feature. It is true that, ultimately, we consider 
that someone having a face-to-face consultation in any clinical setting is the rolled-gold situation. We are in 
extraordinary times and these measures are being taken simply to make sure that we are carefully balancing the 
person’s rights with the need to protect infection control and other measures associated with COVID-19. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, minister, for that response. Within the act itself, which I have read, and the 
reason I became concerned, is that the act already contains provisions to make an assessment from behind the door. 
Having read the Mental Health Infection Control Directions, I argue that that would be a perfectly fine way to 
assess a patient. If the act contains provisions for a practitioner to assess a patient from behind the door—in a secure 
manner, I imagine—why would the Mental Health Infection Control Directions restrict that from occurring? I am 
trying to imagine the type of scenario that I suspect the Mental Health Commission has thought about to understand 
why the use of audiovisual links would be required when the act currently provides that a practitioner can, at 
a distance, assess a patient who has been involuntarily admitted. 
Mr R.H. COOK: I respect the member’s perspective, and he is quite right. The Mental Health Act does envisage 
situations when there is not face-to-face or across-the-table consultation. Under the provisions of the Mental Health 
Infection Control Directions, it is anticipated that practitioners themselves are subject to isolation measures. 
Therefore, this measure provides that not only the person being assessed is subject to enclosure, for want of a better 
description, or being constricted, but also the practitioner is the subject of a quarantine order of some nature. The 
measure envisages all the variations of the one theme. The member is quite correct that the Mental Health Act 
envisages certain circumstances, from a safety perspective, when there might be a door between the two. This clause 
envisages a case when either the person being assessed or the practitioner is the subject of a quarantine order. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you, minister. Under that type of circumstance that we might find ourselves in, when 
this bill passes and becomes law, will a protocol be established for how a practitioner might assess a patient? 
Understandably, we have heard from the Attorney General about the surety process. I understand that a surety officer 
might FaceTime the patient. Obviously, when we a talking about involuntarily detaining someone for up to six days 
at a time, that is a significant undertaking. I appreciate that this bill has not yet become the law of the land, but has 
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the minister been advised whether an established protocol will be put in place? To extend the Attorney General’s 
example, will the process to detain someone involuntarily for six days be much easier in that someone will FaceTime 
a patient and say, “Here’s Zac Kirkup. He needs to be admitted”, and then look at me on the phone through an 
eight-megapixel camera? I appreciate that the usual safeguards are in place for practitioners to act responsibly. 
However, given the requirement, understandably, to follow the Mental Health Infection Control Directions, has 
the minister been advised what the protocol might be for involuntary admission once this bill becomes law? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Obviously, this provision does nothing to detract from the rights and, to ensure that we have 
checks and balances, the individual’s deprivation of liberty can be examined by the Mental Health Commission as 
part of the normal protocols. The use of telehealth for mental health assessments and examinations is well 
understood in the regional context, which provides the frameworks around the protocols and processes. I stress 
that a practitioner or psychiatrist must still have regard to the objects of the Mental Health Act and the Charter of 
Mental Health Care Principles. The charter is a rights-based set of principles and includes such principles as the 
protection of human rights and a person-centred approach. Importantly, these amendments were made after 
consultation with the Mental Health Tribunal, the Chief Psychiatrist, the Mental Health Advocacy Service and the 
Department of Health. It is important to remember that these are done on the basis of simply informing the 
interaction between the practitioner and the person who is being assessed. Nothing else detracts from all the 
safeguards and protocols in the Mental Health Act. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I appreciate that a practitioner in that position has to adhere to a range of obligations they 
have to the patient that are set down already. The obvious concern I have is that surety in the case of what the 
Attorney General said is just maintaining a visual focus, confirming identity and providing surety or not. The 
assessment that is required for a patient to be involuntarily admitted is obviously a significantly different assessment. 
I entirely appreciate that there is an assessment protocol for telehealth in the regions. There are plenty of telehealth 
hospital rooms across the state’s health facilities. In the metropolitan area, we have yet to embark on that. I am 
concerned what that will look like in practice in the metropolitan context. Undoubtedly, other jurisdictions provide 
such an operation. For whatever it is worth, and I appreciate that the minister will disabuse me of the notion and 
say that everything is fine, I genuinely feel ill-at-ease about the idea that even though they may be only as far apart 
as the minister and me, the doctor could, effectively, be in an office there and the patient here, and that individual 
could be assessed as someone who should be involuntarily detained. That loses a sense of connection with the 
person and, over time, might remove the gravity of what is occurring. I worry about that, for whatever it is worth. 
I appreciate that this is only a temporary measure. I would feel entirely uncomfortable if the state were looking 
into this as a permanent arrangement. 

Mr R.H. COOK: The member’s concerns are well founded. I would be disappointed if he did not raise concerns 
about these sorts of provisions. These are, as the member observed, extraordinary changes. I made the comment 
that they come at an extraordinary time. I hope the member can gain some comfort from the experience that we 
have had so far with the use of telecommunications in the WA Country Health Service. Anecdotally, it is suggested 
that the response to audiovisual use has been very positive. An audiovisual option is better than no access to 
treatment or care at all and, in that context, better than the commute or the disruption that might be required if we 
were to say that despite all the infection controls, we will put both people together and have them both wear a mask 
and face away from each other or whatever. With all the best intent, this is the best option in a difficult set of 
circumstances. I thank the member for his observations about the directions. They seem pretty commonsense and 
they are done with the hope for a minimum of disruption. As the member also observed, they are limited to those 
directions at this time. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: This is my final question on this set of clauses. I appreciate the minister’s indulgence in 
giving us very full answers on these. The Mental Health Tribunal provides an annual report, I believe, or there is 
an annual reporting about its decision-making process. Will the minister provide some assurance that any decisions 
that are made through this new change will be reported in a similar way so we will have an understanding about 
what has occurred as a result of these changes? 

Mr R.H. COOK: I will certainly undertake to provide some transparency, whether it is through the Mental Health 
Tribunal or the Mental Health Commission. I understand that the Mental Health Commission’s use of audiovisual 
communication is in accordance with these amendments and will be tracked. I cannot give the member an analysis 
of how many people have undertaken this measure to date, and I apologise for that. However, I can tell the member 
that a range of jurisdictions around Australia have utilised similar means, although not necessarily by a legislative 
response to switch to an audiovisual or videoconferencing arrangement for these assessments. I can commit that 
the Mental Health Commission and/or the Mental Health Tribunal will have some commentary on the extent to 
which it was used and any issues that may have arisen. I will write to both and ask them to make observations. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the minister for the undertaking. Just to clarify the minister’s comment, I may have 
misheard him, and I apologise for that. The minister suggested that we could not quantify how many times this 
has been done up to this date. I imagine that this cannot have been done up to this date. There cannot have been 
any patients who have been involuntarily admitted through an AV link in the metropolitan area up to this point. 
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Mr R.H. COOK: I can confirm that on or after 7 April some people have been detained using this measure or may 
have been. The member will observe under clause 44 that there is a validation of assessments and examinations 
taken to date. The advice that we have received from the State Solicitor is that it is legally sound, but this legislation 
puts it beyond questioning if we undertake this validation clause at clause 44. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is a little bit concerning, unless I am reading the minister wrong. 

Mr R.H. Cook interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: That is right. Are there patients who have been audiovisually assessed and involuntarily 
detained already? 

Mr R.H. Cook: Yes. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Do we not have a quantum of the number of patients to whom that has occurred? 

Mr R.H. COOK: People would have been required, under the directions of 6 April, to have undertaken these 
measures, all of which were considered. We do not have a number for the member or if there has been a number. 
It will be the role of the Mental Health Commissioner to provide that report to us. One impact of these amendments 
is to facilitate and another is to validate. Clauses 40 to 43 are about facilitation—to make it plain in a statutory 
sense. Clause 44 is about the validation of assessments that have taken place since 6 April. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I promise that this will be my final question. 

Dr D.J. Honey: You said that before! 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I did, indeed, member for Cottesloe. 

I appreciate that undertaking to provide that information in such good faith to the Parliament. For whatever it is 
worth, it concerns me perhaps more than anything else that some actions have been taken by practitioners who 
otherwise would not have been entitled to do so unless they knew that this legislation was coming. 

Mr R.H. COOK: Those practitioners would have had to have complied with the directions under the Public Health Act. 
They would have been undertaking a lawful act because it would have been consistent with the directions that were 
provided under the Public Health Act. The advice that we had was that in the event that we got to the point at 
which we would be able to legislate, it would be good to put that beyond question, but also to validate those actions 
that have taken place. It does not bring into question the validity or the legality of those acts that have taken place 
consistent with the directions. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: The member for Dawesville has covered most of what I was wondering already. I am just wondering 
about the references the minister made to these examinations already taking place through the WA Country 
Health Service. Is that for the same purpose that this provision covers? If so, why is it acceptable in country areas 
for this to have been occurring until now if it was not actually contemplated that there would be a validation in 
the future? 

Mr R.H. COOK: That is a great question, member. Sections 48(3) and 79(3) of the Mental Health Act 2014 allow, 
and I quote — 

… people located in non-metropolitan centres to be assessed or examined using audio-visual means 
(videoconferencing) if it is not practicable for the practitioner and patient to be in each other’s physical 
presence … 

It is simply part of the current act that was passed in 2014. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: That wording is similar to what we heard from the Attorney General about bail. Turning to the 
clauses that we have been presented tonight, these will have effect when there is a mental health infection control 
direction. This provision is a long-living provision; it is not a short-term provision. It will stay in the legislation 
for a very long time, but it will fall away when those health directions are either set aside or some replacement 
direction is brought into place. I think that is what is going on here. For the recommendations made under these 
provisions, if the direction is set aside, does the effect of that examination and the order carry on until its ordinary 
expiration or does it fall aside as soon as the health direction is no longer enforced? 

Mr R.H. COOK: Forgive me if I do not answer the full extent of your question; I will be very happy to follow 
up. The effect of this legislation is to facilitate the examination and the assessment of a particular client. That may 
result in orders being applied to that person. Ultimately, this will validate the consultation that has taken place, 
albeit in this case by videoconferencing or audio consultation. From that perspective, it is to validate the orders 
that are created rather than necessarily the process. From that perspective, if the directions then fall away, the orders 
themselves will not fall away; that person will still be subject to those orders. But if there was a refreshment of 
those orders, if there was an ongoing assessment, as there usually is in this particular case, or if the Mental Health 
Tribunal was to conduct one of its regular reviews of that person, in that instance, and the directions have since 
fallen away, it would have to be face to face; that is correct. Is that what the member was asking? 
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Mr R.S. LOVE: Yes, it is very much what I asked. Thank you. To also enlighten me, if someone is examined in 
this way, is it expected that upon their presentation to some facility, they will be re-examined quickly or will that 
be done as though they had had a physical examination in the first place? 
Mr R.H. COOK: I am informed that anyone who is subject to compulsory orders has access to the mental health 
advocacy service and it will be provided with that information. In addition, there will be a compulsory review from 
the Mental Health Tribunal and then regular reviews from the Mental Health Tribunal. In addition, the person can 
request a review of their situation. This is certainly not a set-and-forget system. In the event that someone may 
have been subject to orders consistent with the directions that were provided on 6 April and those directions fall 
away and there were subsequent reviews, they would certainly be face-to-face reviews. 
Clause put and passed. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: If there are no more questions until division 4, we will wait for the Attorney General 
to come to the table. 
Clauses 45 to 48 put and passed. 
Clause 49: Section 14B inserted — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: This clause is very similar to the bail situation. I would like to know where the Attorney General 
envisages these requirements and circumstances will be used? I am talking about audio link sentencing referred to 
in proposed section 14B. I understand that this will cease on December 2021, so in what circumstances will the 
audio link for sentencing apply? Is there some sort of requirement for a disease, or will a judgement have to be 
made that it is impracticable for a person to attend court? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This will apply for just the coronavirus period, although it is not limited to circumstances of 
coronavirus, but during that period. It allows remote sentencing by audio link for non-custodial sentences, so that 
people who are convicted of traffic offences or whatever—lower end offences with a non-custodial sentence—can 
be sentenced by audio link, which facilitated sentencing. The accused person must consent to that process. If the 
accused wishes to be present, he can be. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 50 to 53 put and passed. 
Clause 54: Administration Act 1903 amended — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: This is not a complex question. Part 5 refers to permanent changes, which, although they may 
be relevant to the COVID period, are forward-looking and will exist forever. I suspect the Attorney General can 
answer this himself: has the acceptability of this been discussed with the Law Society of Western Australia lawyers 
and others? As I understand it, this will entrench a variety of legal, court and tribunal processes in using electronic 
means and I want to be satisfied that there is no contention amongst the Attorney General’s legal colleagues with 
that and it is something that is widely accepted as being a reasonable position for the future. As I say, there is no 
sunset clause on this provision, and so it applies forever until the law is amended. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The Supreme Court already has provision for electronic filing and processes not because of 
the coronavirus period, but because electronic filings and processes were brought in some time ago. This issue was 
not discussed with the Law Society; it was discussed with the heads of jurisdiction of the lesser courts to bring 
them onboard with the process of the superior court. It will be permanent. It has been discussed with the heads of 
jurisdiction. It is working well in the superior court, and it will bring other courts, such as the Coroner’s Court and 
tribunals et cetera, up to speed with the Supreme Court. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Thank you, Attorney General. I was trying to ascertain whether there was a universal acclamation 
that this is the correct way to go or was there contention amongst the heads of court that were consulted? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The advisers just clarified to me that up to 90 per cent of the courts are already operating 
under this system and this bill is bringing into the fold, as it were, the courts mentioned in this clause. 
Dr D.J. Honey: That’s fine. I wasn’t suggesting controversy or looking for it. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, it is not; the bill is just bringing the other courts up to speed with the superior court. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 55 to 71 put and passed.  
Clause 72: Section 27 amended — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Welcome, Minister Kelly. I apologise for these very mundane questions. I am afraid that these 
may not exercise the considerable talent of the minister’s advisers. 
Clause 72 inserts proposed section 27(1)(f)(fa) into the Rights in Water and Irrigation Act 1914. Does this proposed 
section replace the service of paper bills for when people require them for notices or does it just provide an 
electronic service option of notices, and paper bills will still be available? 
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Mr D.J. KELLY: It is an option; it does not replace the other forms of service or notice. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 73 to 80 put and passed. 

Clause 81: Section 222 amended — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Clause 81 inserts proposed section 222(2)(j)(ja). I understand that the electronic notices are 
proof of service. Is that the case and does that mean there is no other requirement for proof of service? My general 
concern is that, in my world, given all of the communication available, electronic communication is the least 
effective form of communication and I am sure the minister gets much more than I do! But is that of itself proof 
of service? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: I thank the member for the question and he has every right to ask about the veracity of methods 
of service. This amendment inserts a head power to enable regulations to be made. The regulations would cover 
things such as proof of service, which could, potentially, be scrutinised by Parliament, and so the concerns the 
member has raised would need to be dealt with. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 82 put and passed.  

Clause 83: Various provisions amended — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I will not be very long. I thank the minister and the advisers. Again, we are dealing with the 
electronic serving of notices to do with bail et cetera. Clause 83 takes away current restrictions on the issuing of 
bail notices electronically as a matter of course. The explanatory memorandum states that these regulations outline 
the circumstances in which that notice is presumed to have been received. Therefore, there is no need for any 
change to regulation to enable this change. Will this change mean that bail notices will be sent only electronically? 
Does that mean that the person who is to receive the notice must have some sort of electronic device? How will 
we know that a person is in a position whereby they are able to receive that type of thing, given that some people 
live in areas where electronic communications are less than perfect? Will there be consideration to other means 
being used in some circumstances, even if the electronic issuing of bail notices becomes a matter of course? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Regulations 7AB and 8B of the Bail Regulations 1988 already outline that a notice to an 
accused by electronic means may be achieved by fax, email or text message. Regulation 9AC provides that a notice 
to surety electronically may be received by fax or email. The regulations provide that if a notice is sent by electronic 
means, it is presumed to have been received on the day it was sent, if it was sent before 4.00 pm on a working day. 
If the notice was sent after 4.00 pm, it is assumed to have been received on the following day. 

Section 32 of the Bail Act states — 

Notices under s. 31, service and proof of 
(1) A written notice to an accused under section 31(2) — 

(a) shall be given to the accused personally; or 

(b) shall be sent to the accused by post to the accused’s address appearing in the records of the court; 
or 

Electronically, as I have already explained. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I thank the Attorney General, but the explanatory memorandum outlines that this is taking the 
electronic service of bail notices from being something that is done in certain circumstances to being the norm, in 
which case there will not be any mail service to a person. Either this is misleading or I am not quite getting the picture 
here. Will there continue to be a hard copy mailed to people in circumstances where it might be difficult for them to 
receive that electronic service? Will the courts try to ascertain whether this is the best method of contact with a person? 
Why on earth is the adjudicator even referring to faxes? I have not used a fax for—I do not know—25 years. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is because the court is provided a form by the accused, who will indicate on that form 
whether he has an email address or not. If there is no email address, then it will go by post. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: That will continue? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That will continue. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Attorney General, obviously, I appreciate that, especially in this environment, Australia Post 
is not particularly reliable as a delivery mechanism. But if the recipient claims they did not get the notice because it 
was caught in some sort of filter or blocked by the email client, would that nullify the service that has been delivered? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Under section 51 of the Bail Act, which deals with the enforcement of bail undertakings, an 
accused who, without reasonable cause, fails to comply with the requirement of his bail undertaking mentioned in 
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section 28(2)(a) commits an offence. The reasonable cause might be that the notice never got to them because it 
went through to the junk filter or something like that, so they would have the defence to a charge—that is, if they 
can establish reasonable cause—that it never got to the terminal or got lost in the post. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: It’s the same. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is the same thing. There would be a defence to the charge. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Of course, Attorney General, we are dealing with these amendments because there are some 
concerns over the continued operation of government during the COVID-19 pandemic. How has the postal system 
presented an issue for the government during this time that warrants this amendment? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The amendment comes forward not because the government or department has found a problem 
with the postal service, but because the accused themselves would prefer the notice to come by email. It is easier 
for them and they get it straightaway. They do not have to wait for snail mail. It is an accused-driven amendment 
rather than there having been some fault in the postal service. Also, I am reminded that the court reminds accused 
people who have indicated that they have a mobile number of the requirement by text service, so they have these 
prompts as well. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I thank the Attorney General. I draw his attention to the second reading speech of the bill, 
which provided that this bill will allow — 

… specific new operations for government agencies to continue to operate in a COVID-19 environment. 

Apparently, that is the purpose of all the amendments we find in this bill that we are trying to deal with this evening. 
More people than ever were getting things delivered to their home, because they were in isolation, or, for whatever 
reason, they were in lockdown restrictions. The postal system was working just fine. If this change is accused 
driven, I would argue there is probably no reason for it to be brought before the chamber under the guise of 
COVID-19, because the system was already in place and people were wanting things delivered to their home in 
any case. If the intent of the legislation is, as the minister who presented this bill said, to ensure that Western Australia 
is open for business and mitigate damage to the economy flowing from the government not being able to function 
effectively due to pandemic restrictions, what were the restrictions that would now warrant email as an option for 
such an important document in someone’s life? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: If an accused is isolated at home, with all the stuff coming through, they would find it more 
facilitating if it can be received by email than maybe having to go down to the letterbox or the mailbox or whatever. 
It keeps the system running better during this period and going forwards, especially for people who are not in the 
metropolitan area. 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I would remind the member for Dawesville that the packages might not be sent by the post 
service. There might be other delivery services coming into play that are far more efficient than the post service. 
Certainly in my electorate, as people will find during the election period when the postal votes go out, people do 
not get them in time, so there is a real problem.  

In answer to my earlier question about whether people would have the option of delivery by mail or by electronic 
means, the Attorney General said that they would still have that option. Yet, when I read the provisions that are 
being amended—section 13B(1)(c), section 32(1)(c) and section 45(1)(c)(ii)—they delete the words “in urgent 
cases or with the accused’s consent”. I would have thought that if it were up to the accused, the words would be 
“or with the accused’s consent”, leaving that option open. It seems to me it is taking the option away from the 
accused. Can the Attorney General explain that? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The accused’s consent is removed because it will occur only when the accused has provided 
an email address. If the accused does not want to receive it by email, they simply do not tick the email box, so it 
does not need the accused’s consent. The accused is indicating their wishes by doing that. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 84 put and passed. 

Clause 85: Section 45A inserted — 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Clause 85 relates to Executive Council meetings. It obviously opens up the option of 
conducting the entire Executive Council meeting by remote location or a mix of in person or by remote 
communication. It is quite obvious what it says. Executive Council conducts very important meetings within 
government. When there is remote communication, there are issues about having people set it up for the individual. 
There is also the possibility of recording and security around what occurs in Executive Council meetings. Will 
there be substantial regulations or procedures on how Executive Council will be run when remote communications 
are invoked? Presumably, the Governor may not even have to be in his residence; he could be elsewhere in the 
state, or even overseas and, likewise, the ministers. Will safeguards be in place around the security of information? 
Maybe the Attorney General can explain how it might operate. 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 August 2020] 5051 

 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It will be the same as the current Executive Council meetings. The member should not forget 
that he has sat on Executive Council. He probably got the file relating to Exco to take home the day before the 
meeting. The security would be his responsibility. A minister takes an oath of office when sworn in as a minister 
to not divulge anything that they are bound to keep secret. Nothing has changed, except meetings can now be 
conducted by audiovisual link. Ministers are bound by their oath of office. If someone is making a cup of tea in 
the minister’s kitchen, they would have to leave by reason of the oath of office that was undertaken. That will 
continue to exist. The Queensland Executive Council has been meeting this way for a little while now under these 
same sorts of rules. The Executive Council meetings will now be the same, but it will be by audiovisual link. 
The member would remember that usually present would be the secretary of the Executive Council, ministers, 
His Excellency, and usually someone from the Department of the Premier and Cabinet passing files and minutes 
to His Excellency. It will all be the same, but it will be by audiovisual link and we certainly would not want to 
expose His Excellency to the virus should it come back into Western Australia, for whatever reason. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: This could obviously be a COVID-related issue, but will this not be an option forever? It 
will be another efficiency option for Exco for the future. Obviously, while COVID is around, it is a valid and 
important option, but will this be an ongoing option for Exco now and into the future? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is correct. The event of the pandemic has changed so much, has precipitated change in 
the way we meet and will be precipitating it going forward. I noticed on the agenda for the commerce ministers’ 
ministerial meetings that going forward it will all be via video link, precipitated by the virus and the pandemic. It 
has called on people to rethink how we meet going forward and increase the efficiency of our administration. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: The Attorney General mentioned getting the file of the agenda. Would he envisage that 
for an electronic meeting the file would be electronically conveyed to the Governor and also the members? What 
would the protocols around the transmittal of those papers be? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It is possible in the future that we can get secure links. I know that in other areas of government 
secure locked iPads that can be handed over are being contemplated. It is happening right across our economy. 
I went for a flight not so long ago in a helicopter and the pilot had all the information by Airservices Australia in 
a locked iPad that was mounted on the screen. I think this is catching up with the economy. That is envisaged 
going forward, but at the moment members will still get the file. The Executive Council will go the same way, but 
we will not necessarily be sitting in the Exco room at Government House. That would be a shame, because we get 
those little sweet biscuits and a nice cup of coffee. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: Fortunately, whenever the Attorney General answers a question, he provokes another one. 
This will be my last follow-up question, just to get it on the record. 
Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 
Mr W.R. MARMION: I only want to say one sentence, member for Mandurah, if I can get that one sentence out. 
I actually promote technology. Members will have received the file, it is all secure and they can have a special 
number so they can access it, but then it is on their computer. The next step is how to make sure that the Exco 
papers are then destroyed like they are in Mission Impossible—they explode after the files are read! I will put that 
on the record. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This is not happening yet; we have hard copies. What is contemplated going forward is not 
transmission over the internet or anything like that, but physically receiving a locked device.  
Mr R.S. LOVE: As someone who has never attended an Executive Council meeting, perhaps one of the ministers 
might want to comment on the quality of the sandwiches and offerings that may no longer be enjoyed by those 
ministers and how they will be compensated for that! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We get a cup of tea or coffee, some lovely little biscuits and a very erudite conversation on 
United States politics! 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 86 to 89 put and passed. 
Clause 90: Act amended — 
Mr R.S. LOVE: I have a question about this division, not just clause 90. This deals with giving evidence and 
appears to relate especially to a situation in which a child is involved. Can the Attorney General outline why this 
particular provision has come through in a COVID-related bill, because it does not appear to have any relationship 
whatsoever to the current COVID situation? I think it would be an admirable provision for a bill, and “COVID-19” 
appears in this division from time to time, but can the Attorney General outline why this provision has had to come 
in at this particular juncture? It deals with some very grave matters, and I am not sure that it will get the attention 
it needs in an omnibus bill. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It has been needed for some time, but the COVID pandemic has increased the need for it. 
Although it has been needed for some time, the advent of the pandemic has made it more crucial to introduce. We 
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have introduced it now to cope with the pandemic situation and the increased demand for it. It has been needed 
for some time and it would have been on the legislative agenda, but further down the line and not a priority at this 
time. It has been advanced because of the situation we find ourselves in. Allowing a child to give evidence close to 
where they live not only reduces the risk to health and the risk of transmission, but also makes use of the technology 
that now exists and reduces the strain that these proceedings have on children and their families. It was on the horizon 
to do in the longer term, but the pandemic and the need to reduce travel has increased its urgency, if you like. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 91 to 106 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Third Reading 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [10.34 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a third time. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [10.34 pm]: I would like to take the opportunity to thank the advisers who 
have been helping us in the chamber this evening. It was obviously a very difficult logistical process. We worked 
through what was otherwise spread across five or six different agencies. I would like to reflect on the work provided 
by the advisers to help support the ministers. I thank the Minister for Transport’s chief of staff, Mr Farrell, for his 
cooperation in helping to facilitate this as much as possible. 

MR R.S. LOVE (Moore — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [10.35 pm]: Acting Speaker — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: I thought you were getting up to get a boiled sweet! 

Mr R.S. LOVE: I have got up to give a very lengthy speech! 

I would like to also reiterate the thanks to the advisers, who have been a tag team throughout the evening. I know 
we are coming to the end of a long, long day and week and people want to go home, so I will not say anything 
further except the fact that this bill has six different parts, two of which contain measures that really have not that 
much to do with the COVID situation. We have taken on board some of the lessons learnt through the increased use 
of technology. It highlights the need to have a whole-of-government review about the lessons being learnt from 
this extraordinary period we are all facing so that we can improve processes generally throughout government, 
and to least get some benefit from these extraordinary times. 

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Planning) [10.36 pm] — in reply: I thank the opposition, the 
Liberal Party and the National Party, in respect of how we have handled this bill. It has been a bit difficult. Thank 
you for indulging us. It has involved a number of initiatives across government. I thank my ministerial colleagues 
for how they have handled it. Thank you to all of the advisers who have been patiently waiting since 11.30 this 
morning. 

Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I think everyone got a gig! 

Mr D.A. Templeman interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: No; only one did not—the Transport adviser did not get a chance! Maybe in the upper house. 
Anyway, thank you very much. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council. 

IRON ORE PROCESSING (MINERALOGY PTY. LTD.) AGREEMENT AMENDMENT BILL 2020 
Returned 

Bill returned from the Council without amendment. 

House adjourned at 10.38 pm 

__________  
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

POLICE — SANCTION RATES 

6167. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
What was the overall Western Australian Police Force sanction rate for the years: 

(a) 2015; 

(b) 2016; 
(c) 2017; 

(d) 2018; and 

(e) 2019? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 
In 2015, the former Minister for Police had to admit that the Western Australia Police Force stopped reporting 
sanction rates from 1 July 2014. 

Since 2017–18, sanction rates or ‘investigation outcomes’ have been reported for appropriate key performance 
indicators in the Western Australia Police Force Annual Report. 

POLICE — SANCTION RATES 

6168. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
What was the Western Australian Police Force sanction rates in each of the years from 2015 to 2019, for the 
following offences: 

(a) Offences against the person; 
(b) Family related offences; 

(c) Offences against property; and 

(d) Drug offences? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 
Please refer to Legislative Assembly Question on Notice 6167. 

ROAD SAFETY — KINDNESS TRAVELS CAMPAIGN 

6223. Mr P.A. Katsambanis to the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
I refer to the Government’s recent road safety campaign “Kindness Travels”, and I ask: 

(a) What is the expected total cost of this campaign; 
(b) When did tenders for this contract go out to the public; 

(c) How many submissions for this tender were received; 

(d) What will be the duration of this advertising campaign; 
(e) Will the 7West Media and Channel 9 component include digital platforms; 

(f) Has planning commenced for the 2020 Christmas advertising campaign; 

(g) Will tenders for the Christmas campaign be announced; and 
(h) If yes to (g) what is the anticipated time frame for this announcement? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 
The Road Safety Commission advise: 
(a) $600,000 

(b)–(c) Following an open tender process managed by the Department of Finance, the Road Safety Commission 
entered a five-year contract in May 2019 with four WA creative advertising agencies, being the Brand Agency, 
Longreach Consulting, Gatecrasher Advertising and Horse and Hound Agency. Longreach Consulting 
was appointed under this arrangement to the ‘Kindness Travels’ integrated media campaign. 

The Road Safety Commission appoint the agency for each campaign from the four in the contract. The 
campaigns are divided equally among the four agencies.  
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(d) 28 May 2020 – 29 August 2020 (inclusive). 

(e) Yes. 

(f) Yes. 

(g)–(h) Gatecrasher Advertising was appointed under the above arrangement to create a campaign to run in the 
lead up to and across the 2020–21 Christmas and New Year period. 

2019–20 STATE BUDGET — POLICE AND COMMUNITY YOUTH CENTRES 

6276. Mr I.C. Blayney to the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the media release on 9 May 2019 titled ‘McGowan Government’s strong investment in the Mid West 
continues’, and I ask: 

(a) List the expenditure to date of the $11.3m to support and expand the service delivery of Police and 
Community Youth Centres, including a breakdown by location? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 
The Western Australia Police Force advise: 

(a) 

Expenditure to Date, 2019/20 ($m) 

Sustainability funding for Police and Community Youth Centres (PCYC) $4.0 

Establish Kununurra PCYC $0.7 

West Kimberley Youth and Resilience Hub Project – Indigenous Advancement 
Strategy (Broome PCYC) 

$1.3 

Upgrade Carnarvon PCYC $0.5 

CORONAVIRUS — POLICE RESOURCES 

6308. Mr V.A. Catania to the Minister for Police; Road Safety: 
I refer to the $1.7 billion of measures introduced by the State Government in response to COVID-19, and in 
particular the $91.2 million in packages to support police during COVID-19, and I ask: 

(a) How much of the $91.2 million has been spent to date; 

(b) How much has been spent in Metropolitan Perth and in regional areas? Please provide breakdowns 
according to Development Commission regions; and 

(c) If the full amount has not been spent, why not and when is it expected to be spent? 

Mrs M.H. Roberts replied: 
The Western Australia Police Force advise: 

(a) $4.23 million to 30 June 2020. 

(b) The extra 150 police officers are to be deployed throughout the State with the allocation made by the 
Commissioner on the basis of operational need; the electronic monitoring devices are to be deployed 
State-wide, and 31 police vehicles fitted Automatic Number Plate Recognition technology are being 
deployed to regional areas. 

(c) Funding of $23.326 million in 2020–21; $20.460 million in 2020–22; $21.273 million in 2022–23; and 
$22.080 million in 2023–24 has been allocated. 

__________ 
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