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WATERWAYS — ENVIRONMENTAL DEGRADATION 
Motion 

Resumed from 11 March on the following motion moved by Hon Sally Talbot — 

That this Council condemns the Barnett government for its failure to take effective action to protect 
Western Australia’s rivers, estuaries and inlets from environmental degradation. 

HON HELEN MORTON (East Metropolitan — Minister for Mental Health) [1.05 pm]: I had not planned 
to talk on this motion, but I got to the point, after listening to so many of the contributions to the debate, that 
I felt it was necessary to make a few comments. In particular, my concern is with the level of condemnation from 
the opposition in attempting to condemn the Barnett government for anything and everything. This approach 
seems to have little chance of achieving any effective action. The motion is quite a good motion in that it seeks 
some ongoing action to protect Western Australia’s rivers, estuaries and inlets from environmental degradation. 
I thought it was a bit unfortunate that we were focusing on the attempt to condemn rather than that action. The 
reason that I make these comments is that Hon Ken Baston described in some detail the activities and initiatives 
that the Barnett government is undertaking to improve the condition of the state’s iconic rivers and estuaries. 

In the course of my comments, I will make reference to a number of the assertions that have been made by 
members opposite that will not necessarily progress the particular matter of the improvement of waterways in 
Western Australia. The point I am making is that the problems we are debating have developed over 100 years or 
more of land clearing and drainage for agriculture and urban development. There are no quick or simple 
engineering solutions. I do not know whether anybody is hoping for it, but it is certainly not an option to return 
to a pre-development condition; that is just not possible. We have to busily work away at improving the health of 
Western Australia’s waterways with the mechanisms we have and given the condition that has evolved from 
over 100 years of land clearing and drainage for agriculture and urban development in the state. 
I went back and looked at the comments made by various members and I will quote comments from the 
uncorrected Hansard from last Wednesday. 
Hon Sally Talbot: There is a corrected one. 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I just have the uncorrected Hansard at this stage. I note that Hon Sally Talbot, who 
has commented on this motion quite substantially, referred to a number of headings for the debate. One was that 
ignorance is bliss. I thought to myself that the heading under which the comments of Hon Sally Talbot should be 
put is that people have a selective memory. Many people raised the point that the fertiliser action plan was ready 
to go in 2007, but the election was not until 2008. After eight years of government, the government that was so 
committed to this had not done anything. As a result, why would somebody want to come into this place and 
start condemning a future government for something that had not been achieved by that government during eight 
years?  

The other comment I heard was a story about lost opportunities, and I think I have just explained that if one has 
to stand here and talk about lost opportunities, one might just talk about the lost opportunity of eight years of 
government and not putting in place the things that were being sought at that particular time. We have already 
heard from Hon Ken Baston the range of initiatives that have been picked up by this government and are now 
being progressed. The other thing that I heard was what Labor would do if it were in government and when it 
comes back to government, and I thought to myself the other catchphrase that could have been used by 
Hon Sally Talbot was purely about wishful thinking—what Labor would do if it were in government. I started to 
listen to these arguments and I thought that this is truly a lost opportunity that this particular motion has been 
couched in the terms that it has and was not therefore able to deliver any useful, constructive purpose to the very 
important topic that was being considered as a part of that. 

Point of Order 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Can I just ask for confirmation about who is actually speaking at the moment? Is it the 
Minister for Mental Health, Minister for Disability Services, Minister for Child Protection, the minister 
representing the Minister for Environment, or the member for East Metropolitan Region? I ask for some 
clarification of who is actually speaking. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us hear the member out for a point of order. 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: This is not a frivolous point or a pointscoring point of order. 
The PRESIDENT: Let us hear the point of order, not a comment. 
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Hon SALLY TALBOT: My point of order is that I think it is very important that the record shows whether we 
are actually hearing from the minister representing the Minister for Environment. 
The PRESIDENT: It is Hon Helen Morton making some comments as an individual member. The fact that she 
might wear different hats she can identify if she wishes, but she is also entitled to make a comment as an 
individual member. Looking through the past speakers, I recall Hon Ken Baston responding on behalf of the 
government, as a responsible minister in terms of this debate, so Hon Helen Morton is making a comment as an 
individual member. There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Thank you very much, Mr President. I would like to add to your comments in saying 
that yes, I wear very many hats. I am also a member for East Metropolitan Region, a concerned citizen of 
Western Australia and a mother. These are all attributes that I bring to my consideration of this particular matter. 
I am also an ex-farmer, so that adds to my views on this as well. 

The issue that I heard raised most was nutrient reduction. It is recognised that nutrients, organic matter and other 
contaminants from agriculture and urban and industrial sources contribute to poor water quality in estuaries. 
They all require different actions to reduce the impact. The challenge with agriculture is that the nutrients derive 
from diffuse sources. By that we mean run-off from broadscale cropping, grazing for beef, and dairying over the 
large areas of the catchment, and from horticulture, which is significant in the East Metropolitan Region. The 
solution involves whole-of-industry changes in management practices and substantial individual behaviour 
change. It also requires the development of appropriate new practices that support the productivity of agriculture, 
as well as reducing the environmental footprint. I note that Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson stated — 

One of the saddest things that the Barnett government did was to refuse to introduce the mandatory 
phasing out of soluble fertiliser, which Labor had committed to do. 

Further in the document it refers to the fact that Labor had committed to this in 2007, but the election was not 
until 2008. Talking about Labor having committed to something, but then not acting upon it does not add to the 
debate; it is purely words. Also the silly notion by Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson, and it was one of these particular 
comments — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It really amuses me that people get upset when I use the word “silly”, yet on our side 
we sit here and listen to the most amazing comments made about us—we just sit here and take it—but I use one 
very simple word like “silly” and people are over the top. 
Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon HELEN MORTON: The comment that somehow or other, because the Swan River Trust was being 
inconvenient and giving inconvenient advice to government, that had a bearing on the changes made around the 
Swan River Trust becoming an advisory body is what I call silly and ridiculous. It is not founded on anything; 
it is just a comment that is thrown out there and expected to have some relevance but it does not have any. The 
other comment that Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson made, which I thought was quite interesting as well, was where 
some suggestions were being made about, “Look what they have done with the Thames” or, “Why don’t we do 
some similar things to what is being done to the Thames?” We are dealing with a fundamentally different 
problem from what the Thames was being faced with. In that case the principal pollution problem was untreated 
or poorly treated sewage from a large city for which the construction of wastewater treatment plants and the 
mining of subsurface sewage plumes were able to deliver substantial water quality improvements. If people want 
to raise issues like that, they really need to do the background around what the reference was about. 

All countries are challenged by dealing with diffuse sources of nutrients. In Queensland, for example, 
considerable effort has gone into sewage treatment to improve water quality in Moreton Bay. Having achieved 
that, the South East Queensland Healthy Waterways Partnership is now grappling with the same diffuse nutrient 
issues as we are. The nutrient run-off from dairies and feedlots can be managed by the application of national 
and international best practice. Actions are already underway to reduce this source of nutrients. As an example, 
the Minister for Water recently signed an agreement with Western Dairy and the WA Farmers Dairy Council 
reflecting the partnership with the Geographe Catchment Council and the government to reduce the nutrient 
footprint from the dairy industry.  

The nutrient partnership agreement provides for the implementation of a code of practice for dairy shed effluent, 
developed by Western Dairy and Dairy Australia in partnership with GeoCatch and the Department of Water. 
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This agreement also provides for the introduction of the national dairy industry’s Fert$mart program. That 
program takes dairy farmers through a seven-stage planning cycle so that the right fertiliser is used at the right 
time of the year at the right location, and in the right amount, to improve farm productivity and reduce fertiliser 
loss to drains, rivers and estuaries. The nutrient partnership agreement will initially be implemented in the 
Vasse–Geographe catchment as part of the Revitalising Waterways of Geographe Bay initiative that was 
previously referred to in this place by Hon Ken Baston. This industry-led partnership will be extended to other 
catchments in the south west after the initial trial period in the Vasse–Geographe catchment. 

Partnerships with agricultural industry bodies and farmers are essential to achieve widespread changes in 
agricultural practice required to reduce nutrient losses to waterways. Fertiliser management is recognised 
through the government’s fertiliser partnership and funded through the state’s natural resource management 
program for an additional $1 million to provide soil testing and agronomic advice on fertiliser usage. Through 
this farm nutrient mapping, an additional 170 farms have been surveyed and provided with fertiliser advice so 
that they can develop effective fertiliser strategies. Approximately 456 farms in total have been surveyed through 
the fertiliser action plan and the fertiliser partnership. 

The Fert$mart program for dairy farms referred to earlier will use the same soil testing methodology. It is 
recognised that the use of highly water soluble fertilisers plays a part in the pressures on the rivers. Private 
homes in the Swan–Canning catchment contribute an estimated 29 per cent of the nitrogen and 22 per cent of the 
phosphorus — 

Point of Order 
Hon SALLY TALBOT: Can I ask the minister to identify the document from which she is quoting and to table 
the document? 

The PRESIDENT: You can ask her to identify it. It is really up to the minister whether she wishes to table it or 
not. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: These are my speaking notes. I will hand them in to Hansard. They will be in 
Hansard. If the member also wants them tabled so she can have a personal copy, other than what is in Hansard, 
I am happy to give her a personal copy of them. 

Hon Sally Talbot: Fantastic. 

Motion Resumed 

Hon HELEN MORTON: It is recognised that the use of highly water soluble fertilisers plays a part in the 
pressures on the river. Private homes in the Swan–Canning catchment contribute an estimated 29 per cent of the 
nitrogen and 22 per cent of the phosphorous load to our rivers. 

In providing regulatory mechanisms for fertiliser management, the state government introduced regulations 
effective from 1 January 2011 limiting the amount of phosphorous in bagged lawn fertilisers to one per cent. 
Effective from 1 January 2013, the amount of phosphorous fertiliser in bagged lawn products was limited to 
two per cent. The Liberal–National government is also committed to working with farmers to improve fertiliser 
use while maintaining productivity of agriculture and other commercial operations. Those who simply call for 
a ban on the use of highly water soluble agricultural fertilisers in the catchment show that they are completely 
out of touch with the complexity involved in managing our rivers and have a clear lack of support for the 
activities of our farmers. Members can see from the things I have indicated that the Barnett government is doing 
a considerable amount of work in this area. 

I will now touch on a comment made by Hon Stephen Dawson. I think Hon Stephen Dawson actually indicated 
that some progress was being made. He referred in particular to fish results that showed that the rivers are in 
good shape and that there is a fair bit of good news in that report. To make use of that information and still 
attempt to condemn everything under the sun is another indication of the lost opportunity in the way that this 
motion has been put. 

I have commented on the importance of partnerships, their effectiveness and the challenge of developing and 
maintaining them. Western Australia has developed water quality improvement plans. In essence, they are 
investment plans developed to deal with complex issues through a partnership approach. Underpinning these 
water quality improvement plans is considerable world-class science, identifying nutrient sources in catchments. 
These plans are based on extensive surveys, monitoring, land use practices, and state-of-the-art hydrologic and 
water quality modelling. The catchment modelling allows the identification of agricultural best practices and 
other actions to improve water quality and reduce nutrients entering rivers and estuaries. 

How do we deliver improvements in water quality to estuaries and the rivers that drain into them? Estuaries such 
as the Swan, Peel, Leschenault and Vasse are the main population centres. They are growing their urban 
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footprint as well as agricultural intensification in the catchments. Only a partnership approach will provide 
whole-of-catchment planning and management. The challenge nationally is to determine how to achieve that 
framework. Some states, such as Victoria, opt for the statutory catchment management authority approach; 
others, such as Queensland, work through the non-statutory partnership approach. While statutory or non-
statutory decision-making frameworks are used, they will work only if they can develop effective partnerships 
that operate over time. To illustrate this point, I refer to a recent study examining the factors common to all 
successful estuary recoveries worldwide. The common ingredients for success are an educated and motivated 
public; ongoing commitment by and support of governing bodies; a coordinated and strategic science-based 
understanding of the estuary conditions and threats; and a partnership approach to making change, recognising 
the overlaps of multiple jurisdictions, values and needs. We believe non-statutory partnerships are preferable and 
can achieve the above goals. 

The Peel–Harvey estuary management committee, chaired by the director general of the Department of the 
Premier and Cabinet and comprising the directors general of all key government agencies and the Peel–Harvey 
Catchment Council, has set as one of its tasks the development of a long-term governance framework that 
enables collective decision-making and functional partnerships. Adding an extra management agency in Peel–
Harvey, as proposed by the legislation introduced in the other place, is not an efficient or effective approach. The 
Vasse task force, chaired by the Minister for Water, is also developing a governance framework appropriate for 
Vasse–Wonnerup that can deliver long-term, whole-of-catchment management. Much of the expertise in 
understanding and managing rivers and estuaries resides in the Department of Water, which allocates or shares 
water among users. An essential component of sharing water, especially in a period of decreasing rainfall and 
flow, is providing sufficient water for the environment—referred to as an environmental flow. Staff from the 
Department of Water have developed a robust, nationally recognised methodology called the index of south west 
river condition. It is used to assess river health, and guides the use of water and releases from dams and weirs to 
sustain river ecosystems, as well as providing for human use. The Department of Water, in partnership with 
others as appropriate, monitors and assesses water resources throughout the state. 

I would now like to a make a few comments about the vexed issue of urban drainage, and I will talk about 
another example of a partnership. In any given drainage area—in essence, a catchment—there may be natural 
streams, gazetted and ungazetted drains, private drains and Water Corporation drains. Drainage, however, is part 
of a larger urban water landscape that provides the opportunity to obtain multiple benefits and functions from 
urban water such as drains. For many years the Department of Water, the Swan River Trust and numerous local 
governments have championed and implemented a living streams approach to urban drains and streams. As our 
cities become drier and water becomes more valuable, we need to be thinking of how to plan and adapt our cities 
to be deliverable and resilient. To further this the state government of Western Australia has entered into the 
Cooperative Research Centre for Water Sensitive Cities group, which is an international group of more than 
80 partners from government, industry, local government, academia and the general public. By learning and 
sharing knowledge in such partnership, we will not only improve the urban water quality of rivers and estuaries, 
but provide for improved liveability in our cities. 

In preparing my comments I found that the Minister for Water put out a press release today headed “Study gives 
Blackwood River tick of health”. It states — 

• Tributaries of south-west river found to have rich native biodiversity 
• Department of Water study informs water use and planning decisions 
• Study provides up-to-date information on water quality and ecosystems 
A study published today by the State Government’s river scientists has given five tributaries of the 
south-west’s lower Blackwood River a positive health card. 

Water Minister Mia Davies said the lower Blackwood River was a popular inland waterway and the 
‘River Health Assessment in the lower catchment of the Blackwood River’ study had recognised it as 
a highly valuable aquatic ecosystem. 

“This study showcases the high-level river science being carried by the Department of Water and its 
strong collaborative relationship with the South West Catchments Council (SWCC) in the management 
of the region’s aquatic resources,” … 

“The Chapman and Upper Chapman brooks, and the McLeod, Rushy and Fisher creeks support 
a richness of native fish and crayfish species, including many only found in the south-west. These 
waterways also provide an important refuge for native species during hot, dry weather.” 

The study found good news for one threatened species, the mud minnow … and one priority species, 
the pouched lamprey … 
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“Evidence of recent spawning of the mud minnow is good news given it is a threatened species and 
information in this report will help us protect this important spawning habitat,” the Minister said. 
The report and associated data will be used by agencies such as the departments of Water, Parks and 
Wildlife, and Fisheries; and the SWCC—to support the management of water resources and other 
natural resources. 

That is as recently as today. I say again that the motion could have been constructed in a way that would have 
had a positive impact for the state of Western Australia, but instead of that we got the usual old “condemn-itis” 
and worse, irrelevant “condemn-itis”. Hon Ken Baston very clearly outlined significant work being undertaken 
by the Barnett government to take effective action in this area and Hon Stephen Dawson, to his credit, outlined 
some projects. No, things are not perfect—nobody suggests they are perfect. It is not completely fixed, but things 
are moving in the right direction. On the basis of things that have been outlined in this debate I would like to 
amend the motion to more accurately reflect the real nature of action to protect WA rivers, estuaries and inlets. 
In saying that I also want to acknowledge again and again that we have much, much more to do in this area and 
it will take more than this government; it will take successive governments. 

Amendment to Motion 
Hon HELEN MORTON: I move — 

To delete “condemns the Barnett government for its failure to take effective” and insert — 

acknowledges the actions taken by the Barnett government and supports further ongoing 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [1.36 pm]: I think it is important that I speak on this motion. 
The government and in particular the minister obviously have some concern about the word “condemns”. Really 
it is a verb and it means “express disapproval of something”. That is all we are doing and it really should not be 
taken personally. Maybe there are some other words that might be of benefit to this motion such as “castigate”, 
“censure” or, if we like “C” words, “criticise”. However, the point is we are debating an important issue of the 
day and that is what this chamber is about. We should take seriously our role as a house of review. We should 
not gloss over things that are not working well. We should take our role seriously and call the government to 
account. Our role is to review legislation, to review the way the government implements its policies and 
programs, and to review the way the government administers its agencies. This motion should not be taken 
personally; it is not meant personally. What is meant is that we do our job as a house of review and that is why 
the way this motion is framed is particularly important. It allows us to look at the range of programs and policies 
currently in place, and that have been put in place, in relation to Western Australian waterways. It is also an 
important motion because it allows us to hear that there has been some action taken in relation to preventing 
degradation. The point of this motion is that not all the action is working. The point of this motion is to represent 
the fact that in some cases the left arm does not know what the right arm is doing and the level of coordination 
and planning is not sufficient to ensure protection or prevent environmental degradation in our waterways. In 
addressing this motion we are doing our job in acting as a house of review. Some programs introduced by this 
government have had some measure of success. There may be some good news, but that is not the full picture. 

Hon Helen Morton interjected. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: I listened in silence and I expect that from other people. 

It is not the full picture and it is not the big picture. The reality of our waterways in Western Australia is 
something completely different. There are several areas this government could and should be doing better. If the 
government was honest with the people of Western Australia and with itself, it would be undertaking a thorough 
analysis of what those areas are and that is why this motion is important—it gives us the opportunity to 
undertake an analysis. I am talking about the Swan and Canning River system specifically here, but there are 
other waterways. As we know, the Swan River is iconic to Western Australia and of course it should be the 
subject of debate in this place. It runs through the East Metropolitan Region and it is an important issue for me 
personally to be debating and I will not be prevented from doing that. As has been pointed out, the Minister for 
Environment made a recent announcement. I have that announcement in my notes, which, I must say, are quite 
extensive. The announcement refers to a new oxygenation plant to improve the health of the Canning River 
system at a cost of $1 million. It will revive oxygen-starved sections of the Swan and Canning River system and 
address, in part, algal blooms. That is one thing that will be done, but it will be done in isolation. A new 
oxygenation plant is welcome—it is great—but a lot more can and should be done. The communities along 
Canning River have a huge investment in the river. Those communities and, indeed, all of us, have social 
ownership of the river. We have heard from other speakers about their emotional ownership of rivers. We all 
need to work together to improve the health of the Swan River and stop its degradation. We need to make sure 
that the Swan River is available for us to use not only now—that is questionable for parts of it—but also in the 
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future. I talk particularly about Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson’s contribution in which she said that areas of the 
Swan River she used as a child are no longer able to be used by her daughter, which is incredibly sad. 

The PRESIDENT: I am sorry, Hon Alanna Clohesy, but I need to interrupt and stop the clock to clarify the 
situation in terms of members speaking to the amendment and the motion. Members who have been here a while 
might recall that it was practice that members who had not spoken to the substantive motion when an 
amendment was moved could speak on the whole motion. However, that changed recently when we adopted new 
standing orders. I am sorry that I did not pick this up immediately. Now we need to dispose of the question 
before the house on the amendment and, in that sense, members will have a maximum of 20 minutes to speak 
specifically on the proposed amendment. For instance, if that is accepted, the question would be that the motion 
as amended be agreed to, and that is where Hon Alanna Clohesy’s speaking time would be back to 45 minutes. 
Given that Hon Alanna Clohesy rose on the understanding that she had 45 minutes to speak on the whole 
motion, with the house’s indulgence I will re-put the question on the amendment and keep her as the speaker on 
her feet for the whole motion. I will resolve the question of the amendment and then we will go back to the 
motion or the motion as amended. It will be messy. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Can I get a copy of the amendment? 

The PRESIDENT: Certainly. 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: On a point of clarification, does that mean that I will continue on the motion as 
unamended for 45 minutes and then speak on the amendment? 

The PRESIDENT: I am suggesting that I will interrupt at this stage to re-put the question on the amendment. 
The member has been given 20 minutes and she has used seven of those minutes. 

Point of Order 

Hon SUE ELLERY: On a point of clarification, I want to express my frustration that a member moved an 
amendment, which she is perfectly entitled to do, that was not circulated to other members in the house. I have 
been ducking in and out — 

Hon Helen Morton: It has been circulated. You just went out. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, so maybe that is — 

Hon Helen Morton: Your fault? Yes. 

Hon Adele Farina: She is behaving like a mother. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: No, she is not behaving like a mother at all. 

I am expressing my frustration that this was not pointed out to Hon Alanna Clohesy, because she clearly thought 
she was speaking to the substantive motion. I want to put that on the record, because we need to avoid doing that 
in the future. I appreciate we have just changed the standing orders, but people did not realise that. 

The PRESIDENT: I note your frustration. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: On the point of order, just to clarify this so that we can get this going, I understand 
the Leader of the Opposition’s frustration, but the amendment was distributed throughout the chamber. The 
Leader of the Opposition is quite right in that anyone can move an amendment. The government will support the 
question being put to clarify things and to make sure we get a seamless transition into the debate. 
My recommendation is exactly as you said, Mr President; we should vote on the amendment and then 
Hon Alanna Clohesy can have a full 45 minutes or whatever she requires. 

The PRESIDENT: I know that we are doing this on the run a little bit. I accept my share of the blame for not 
clarifying it immediately when the amendment was moved. With the house’s indulgence, I will put the question 
on the amendment so that we can move forward.  

Hon ADELE FARINA: I seek clarification, Mr President. My understanding from what the Leader of the 
House said is that you will put the question and there will be no capacity to speak. Clearly, there will be capacity 
to speak to the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT: There is capacity to speak to the amendment now, if members wish—that will not change. 
Each member has up to 20 minutes. It is probably as clear as mud! 

Several members interjected. 
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The PRESIDENT: The amendment moves to delete the words “condemns the Barnett government for its failure 
to take effective” and insert “acknowledges the actions taken by the Barnett government and supports further 
ongoing”. The question is that the amendment be agreed to. 

Debate Resumed 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [1.47 pm]: I did not intend to 
participate in the debate so I do not have any notes in front of me about the substantive motion. However, 
I indicate that we will oppose the amendment because it will substantially change the original motion, which 
expresses a negative view about the actions of the government. The amendment does not express the point of 
view that we want to put to the house so that the house reaches the decision that this government has not done all 
that it could have done to address the issues facing our waterways and that it has failed to properly protect our 
waterways. That is substantially different from a motion that, if this amendment is accepted, “acknowledges the 
actions taken by the Barnett government and supports further ongoing”. We could probably agree with those 
things as long as there was some recognition that, to date, the government has failed, which was the point of the 
motion. On that basis we will not support the amendment. 

The PRESIDENT: Just to clarify from the chair, we have had a close look at the amendment and it is not 
a direct negative in the sense that the Leader of the Opposition might have implied. It would have been a direct 
negative if it sought to praise the Barnett government rather than condemn it. 

Hon Sue Ellery: I did not argue that it was a direct negative. 

The PRESIDENT: Sure. The question is that the amendment be agreed to. Hon Alanna Clohesy will speak on 
the amendment specifically. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [1.49 pm]: I wanted to speak on this amendment because 
while it may not be a direct negative, it utterly changes the inherent nature of the motion. It might not be in direct 
opposition to the motion but it changes the nature of what we want to debate. That has already been borne out in 
the debate that has occurred. This is just a political stunt taken by the government in order to prevent further 
debate on areas in which the Barnett government should be condemned for its lack of action, poor planning and 
bad management in preventing environmental degradation of our waterways. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [1.50 pm]: As the mover of the motion that the Minister for 
Mental Health is seeking to amend, I would like to add my voice to the two previous speakers on this side of the 
chamber to confirm that it is not acceptable to me. This is yet one more sign of contempt with which the 
government treats the whole parliamentary process. Let us think about the implications of what the minister has 
just attempted to do in this chamber if it becomes common practice. Various sections of our debating process are 
devoted to various things. Motions on notice are clearly one part of the daily proceedings that allow members to 
make fairly extended contributions to matters that they think are important. Just because somebody on this side 
of the chamber thinks that something is important does not mean that members on the other side of the chamber 
have to agree and vice versa. The tradition of this place is that respect is shown for individual views, for views 
represented by parties and for the debating procedures in this chamber.  

I freely concede that the minister is taking advantage of a change in standing orders. Now we are seeing how that 
change in standing orders might be exploited to the detriment of the procedures in this place and is very likely to 
be changed. The minister has opened up the possibility for the second speaker on any motion, bearing in mind 
that we have four hours of debate for motions on notice, to effectively move an amendment that limits speaking 
time to 20 minutes, down from 45 minutes. That may or may not happen but it is very important that we consider 
the likely outcome. This is what we just saw with Hon Alanna Clohesy. I am not debating the standing orders, 
Mr President. Your ruling is exactly right, and I know that we have made this change. I am just pointing out 
what is wrong with the standing orders as they are now. The member rose and said that she was addressing this 
motion; she did not say that she was addressing the amendment. The minister has set up a mechanism now in 
which members who want to speak against the amendment have only 20 minutes to speak. That is a perversion 
of the original intentions of this part of government business. I just want to make the point that that is one of the 
reasons I am opposing what the minister is trying to do. 

I do not for one moment express any dissent from your ruling, Mr President — 

The PRESIDENT: Keep it specific to the amendment. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am talking about the amendment now, specifically. I am not in any way dissenting 
from your ruling that this is not a direct negative of the motion, but the minister knows full well that to replace 
the word “condemned” with “acknowledges” is in the spirit of a complete contradiction. She is just being too 
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smart by half. It is just rubbish. She has already set up a situation in which a member of her own team sought the 
call and then was suddenly called from the chamber on urgent parliamentary business. 

I remind government members of the final words uttered by the speaker who was cut off by the lapse of time for 
debate a week ago. They were not the final words of Hon Simon O’Brien, because I am sure we will hear a lot 
more from him. His final contribution to that debate a week ago was — 

Any frank analysis of the record could, in fairness, perhaps say that we would like some slightly 
different things to be done with the management of our waterways. 

Hon Helen Morton: That sounds like a good finish for him too. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: That sounds like a good finish for him? 

Hon Helen Morton: On that particular debate, absolutely. It sounds really good. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I am glad the minister has made that decision on the part of the member. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order, members! Would the member on her feet just come to a conclusion about this 
specific amendment. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: Yes, I will, Mr President. We will not be supporting the motion. It is a travesty of the 
process. It makes a nonsense of the profoundly important points that have been made by speakers on this side of 
the house and it deserves to be defeated. 

The PRESIDENT: Before we move on, I acknowledge and welcome into the public gallery students and staff 
from Newman College, an esteemed school in the Perth metropolitan area which can claim the current 
Leader of the Opposition in our house as one of its former students. Welcome to Parliament House. Welcome to 
the Legislative Council. 

The question is that the amendment be agreed to. Can I just make a couple of points. Firstly, it is within the 
power of any member to move an amendment to any motion at any time. Previously that would have resulted in 
another fully fledged debate. Members may end up using all their allocated time on debating that proposed 
amendment rather than the substantive motion. Our changes to standing orders tried to confine that to establish 
meeting procedure, but in hindsight perhaps we were too generous in allowing 20 minutes for each speaker to 
speak on each amendment. It may be wiser—members might like to give this some consideration—to reduce that 
time. 

Let me also clear up the fact that, because of the unusual circumstances, Hon Alanna Clohesy still has about 
38 minutes in the bank as far as I am concerned to talk to the substantive motion. The question is that the 
amendment be agreed to. 

HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [1.58 pm]: Very briefly on the amendment, I think the point needs to be 
made that I thought that Hon Sally Talbot put an excellent motion before the house. I am a relatively new 
member, but I think in the spirit of the Legislative Council, opposition members should have the opportunity to 
bring motions before the house as we see fit. This set of circumstances — 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us have one speaker at a time. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I think this set of circumstances contravenes that spirit. I know that we have a new set 
of arrangements and with any new set of arrangements, we will perhaps need some time for review and to check 
out how they are going. I think this is a deliberate attempt by members of the government to head off the motion 
moved by Hon Sally Talbot. Whether we agree with it or not, it is her right to move a motion as she sees fit 
about issues that she feels are important. 

It is quite possible that a member can get up as the second speaker and amend the motion and completely take 
the wind out of the sails of the motion as it was intended, but I do not think that is right. That also points to 
something that I notice more and more on this side of the house: who is anyone to question the 
Barnett government? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! I think the member is straying from the specific wording of the amendment at this 
stage. Can he confine his comments to that. 
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Hon DARREN WEST: Thank you, Mr President. I will do so. I will go back to the first point I raised about the 
amendment. In the spirit of the Legislative Council, I think members of the government should give members of 
the opposition a chance to move motions as they see fit and should not amend them until — 

Several members interjected. 

Hon DARREN WEST: Members should listen. They have stopped me mid-sentence.  

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us hear the member, who, I believe, is winding up his comments. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I was mid-sentence. I do not think it is in the spirit of the debate when members on the 
government side chop these motions off and amend them early, and take the wind out of the sails of the motion. 
Hon Helen Morton had much more time in this debate to make her amendment towards the end. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Let us proceed without interjections. I am very keen to get this debate back onto the 
substance of the issue. 

Hon DARREN WEST: I also agree that this amendment as moved, takes out the words “condemns the Barnett 
government”. If Hon Sally Talbot wants to move the motion, that is her right, but to completely change it by 
180 degrees to the words “acknowledges the actions” is a total contradiction in terms. The government is 
removing the member’s opportunity to put a motion as she sees fit in her own words to debate in the Council. 
Of course, we oppose this amendment. 

Division 

Amendment put and a division taken with the following result — 
Ayes (20) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Robyn McSweeney 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Donna Faragher Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Nick Goiran Hon Mark Lewis Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Dave Grills Hon Rick Mazza Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 

Noes (10) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Kate Doust Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Sue Ellery Hon Sally Talbot  
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Adele Farina Hon Ken Travers  

            
Pairs 

 Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Darren West 
 Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson 
 

Amendment thus passed. 

Motion, as Amended 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan) [2.07 pm]: I should be making a relatively short contribution 
on this amended motion, because the Barnett government has not taken much action to address the 
environmental degradation of Western Australian waterways, especially the Swan and Canning River system. 
This will be a very short contribution indeed. It is not only my view, but also the view of a number of local 
community organisations, residents and businesses along the Swan River. They are deeply disappointed in the 
Barnett government’s failure to take action to prevent environmental degradation. Local community groups 
along the Swan River from Maylands to Guildford are extremely concerned that, for example, the Bush Forever 
program has inexplicably stalled. They do not know what the government is doing or who they are meant to be 
talking to. The riverbank from Maylands through to Guildford is badly eroding as a result of boat wash, and 
native vegetation is also struggling. In part, that is a result of climate change, but it is also a result of poor 
management and lack of planning on the part of the Barnett government. 

We need management that will optimise the protection of the Swan River, not the opposite. We also need an 
integrated and coherent management policy, which is absent. The Barnett government has dropped the ball on 
integrated and coherent management policies along the river and into its upper reaches. Community 
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organisations know that, because they are calling on the Barnett government to do more than the little that it is 
doing. Community organisations are so concerned that they participate in local forums calling on the 
Barnett government to do more. For example, a forum held last year in Maylands called on the government to do 
some really practical things that it has dropped the ball on and is not doing, like reducing the maximum boat 
speeds to five knots in the upper reaches of the Swan River. Has that been done by this government? No, it has 
not. The government has failed to increase funding for the river. It has failed to introduce a star rating system for 
fertiliser products and to introduce producer and supply chain responsibilities. Has the Barnett government 
increased support for riverbank programs and erosion control work? No, it has not done that either. Has the 
Barnett government phased out highly soluble nutrients in fertilisers for all users, including agricultural users, 
and tried to reduce nutrient pollutants going into the river? No, it has not. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Shame! 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY: Shame! Has the Barnett government developed coordinated and widespread 
education programs for children about the health of the river and how to maintain the river? No, it has not. 
Therefore, what can we acknowledge about the actions the Barnett government has taken to stop environmental 
degradation across the river? Nothing. 

HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.10 pm]: I rise to say a few 
words on the now amended motion before us. I do that as not only a member for East Metropolitan Region who 
takes a very strong interest in matters surrounding our waterways, but also a former Minister for Environment. 
Hon Helen Morton and Hon Simon O’Brien on this side of the house have already made a contribution to this 
debate, and I think it is important that other government members also say a few words about the management of 
our waterways. Like all members in this house, I agree that the Swan and Canning Rivers, like all waterways, 
face challenges. Despite what has been said by the opposition, I do not think the government has disagreed with 
that. Hon Helen Morton, Hon Ken Baston and Hon Simon O’Brien have all said that the Swan and Canning 
Rivers face challenges. But, having said that, it is important that we recognise that work is being done, and a 
number of those initiatives are having a positive effect. 

I make the point also that the opposition spent a great deal of time talking about the merger of the Swan River 
Trust with the Department of Parks and Wildlife. I find it interesting that they are so appalled about that merger, 
yet they spent only 45 minutes on the bill that dealt with that matter. However, having said that, when we look at 
issues that face our river system, many of them are historic, and others are more recent. Hon Simon O’Brien in 
his very learned contribution to the debate last week — 

Hon Simon O’Brien: And brief! 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: —yes, and brief—reflected on the number of contaminated sites and old rubbish 
tips that have historically been located along the river. In hindsight, we know that was not the most appropriate 
place for these sites, particularly because they were not lined, and we are now dealing with legacy issues as 
a result of that. But, in recognising the pressures, we also need to recognise that this government has a strong 
record in undertaking significant works to improve the health of our rivers. Much has been said by members on 
the other side about the use of fertilisers. Hon Helen Morton made mention of this in particular. I want to remind 
members, as Hon Helen Morton has done, that the fertiliser partnership has been in place since November 2010. 
That is, very importantly, a cooperative partnership between the government, the fertiliser industry, fertiliser 
users and the community. This initiative aims to reduce nutrient levels in our waterways by improving fertiliser 
management, including the adoption of soil amendments; providing education materials; and supporting 
industry-accredited fertiliser programs. I add that when I was Minister for Environment, I took the step of 
introducing regulations to halve the concentration of phosphorus in domestic-use fertilisers. Under those 
regulations—I think other members have referred to this—the maximum phosphorous content has been reduced 
to two per cent in garden fertilisers and to one per cent in lawn fertilisers. Prior to those regulations, some garden 
fertilisers contained between 3.5 per cent and four per cent phosphorous. It was not the opposition when in 
government that introduced those regulations. It was this government that introduced those regulations, and that 
was some time ago. 

A number of other initiatives have been underway since the election of our government in 2008. I appreciate that 
Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson is out of the chamber on urgent parliamentary business, but she reflected — 

Hon Sue Ellery: She is in the chair. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Yes, and we do not involve the Chair in the debate. 

Hon Sue Ellery: But we do not say that she is out of the chamber, either. 
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I apologise, Madam Acting President. I was on a roll there. I apologise to the 
house for that. Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson reflected on oxygenation plants and said that they are not enough. 
No-one is saying that oxygenation plants are the entire fix for our river system. But they are an important part of 
the overall mix of initiatives and strategies that need to be undertaken to improve the health of our waterways. 
Some of the other initiatives that complement the oxygenation plants include substantive funding through the 
Riverbank funding program. Members on the other side have said that there has been no, or little, funding for 
that program. That is incorrect. Since 2008, more than $9.3 million has been distributed to over 100 projects to 
improve our river and shorelines.  

One example is restoration works. Just last week, funding was announced for some work to be done at Ashfield 
Flats. I believe that more work needs to be done in that area. However, some initial restoration works are being 
done, in conjunction with the local council, the Swan River Trust and the Department of Planning, that will not 
only deal with some of the immediate erosion issues but also be able to test new methods to see what works best 
in that area, and that will help inform future works to be undertaken. I think that is a very good thing. We have 
implemented programs that deal with weed eradication and planting. We have also provided funding for local 
water quality improvement plans. That includes living streams and nutrient-stripping wetlands. Again, members 
on the other side said that we have done nothing in relation to nutrient-stripping wetlands. That is wrong. I recall 
that when I was Minister for Environment, I went out on a Saturday morning and announced quite a significant 
commitment to rehabilitate the old Anvil Way drainage basin in Welshpool and to create a new wetland. That is 
just one example of the works that have been undertaken, and we are seeing some positive results, as other 
members have mentioned. 

The Minister for Environment made a statement fairly recently about the 2014 fish community index. I have 
gone back to the Minister for Environment’s office to get a bit more detail about that, because I think it is 
important when we are dealing with a motion such as this. The fish community index is a study that was 
developed by Murdoch University over five years, in collaboration with the Swan River Trust, the Department of 
Water and the Department of Fisheries. In total, 35 species, with over 30 000 fish, were caught and released in 
shallow waters, and 21 species, with over 1 600 fish, were caught and returned in deeper waters by scientists. 
The results show high and stable salinity in the rivers, high oxygenation levels, and the absence of algal blooms 
across much of the waterway. That is a good thing. 

I also want to pick up on a comment that was made by Hon Alanna Clohesy, just before she sat down, in relation 
to the fact that this government is apparently not providing funding or support to education, particularly to teach 
young people about the importance of healthy rivers and maintaining our rivers for the benefit of people not only 
today but in the future. I advise the member opposite that when I was both environment minister and youth 
minister, the government established a trial River Rangers program. Members on both sides of the house are very 
supportive of the Cadets WA program. That is a fantastic program, and I have spoken many times in this place 
about the Cadets WA initiative. I felt that it was incredibly important that we established a new part of the 
Cadets WA program that was specifically designed for upper primary school students. It was also an opportunity 
to develop it in partnership with an environmental focus. We obviously have the Bush Rangers WA program, but 
there was a clear opportunity to establish the River Rangers program with a number of schools that abut the river 
and our waterways. We had a trial of that program and it proved so successful that we have now established 
River Rangers cadet units at a number of schools across the Perth metropolitan area in particular. That is just one 
example of what we are doing to educate our young people about the importance of our rivers and waterways 
and what we can do to ensure that we have good waterways in the future. 

We also support a range of non-government organisations. 

Madam Acting President, I just noticed that the speaker’s time has gone down, but that is for the motion. 
I thought I had a little more time. There was some confusion before about the amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Member, you have 18 minutes of speaking time remaining, and 54 minutes and 
58 seconds remain for motions today. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I heard a bell and it made me look at the time. 

I also want to reflect on the important initiatives that are undertaken in partnership with non-government 
agencies and the fantastic work that is done by community groups right across our state to improve the health of 
our rivers and waterways. I want to reflect on one example that perhaps does not relate specifically to fertiliser 
use or those areas that we have been specifically talking about. I am aware of a very good project that is 
undertaken in partnership with the Swan River Trust, the Keep Australia Beautiful Council and Native Animal 
Rescue, which is a fantastic organisation based in Malaga and which I am very pleased to say I became patron of 
just last week. That is an example of a practical initiative whereby government and non-government agencies 
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work together to reduce the number of fishing lines and other rubbish in our waterways. People might say that 
that is not very important, but it actually is. When the minister made some comments about this particular 
initiative earlier this year, he said that the Reel It In project is expected to remove up to 20 kilometres of 
discarded fishing line from the rivers each year. That is one example. Some might say that it is a small initiative, 
but it is an incredibly important initiative when it is looked at in the context of all the other work that is being 
undertaken. 

I just wanted to say in my contribution today that, yes, more work needs to be done and, yes, there are pressures 
on our river system and waterways. No-one says that that is not the case. As I say, some of the issues that we 
have been dealing with are historical in nature, as Hon Simon O’Brien pointed out last week. Some of them are 
a result of modern living, recreational use on our river system and the like. It is important, however, to recognise 
that although there are challenges, we are dealing with a complex system and we need to undertake a range of 
initiatives to ensure the health of our rivers, whether that is in relation to oxygenation plants, nutrient-stripping 
wetlands or work on erosion control and the like. All of that helps to contribute to make sure that we have a river 
system that remains healthy both now and into the future. 

It is incredibly important that we continue to educate young people about the importance of our rivers. The 
River Rangers program is one of those programs. The Department of Parks and Wildlife and the Swan River 
Trust also have a number of other education programs that I think are very good. In debating a motion such as 
this, I say that, yes, we can do more and we should do more, but we should also recognise when things are being 
done and when we are getting some positive achievements. 

HON SAMANTHA ROWE (East Metropolitan) [2.25 pm]: I rise to make a brief contribution on the amended 
motion before us. We could not possibly agree with or support the amended motion. We do not think the way 
that it has been worded reflects the situation. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Thirteen minutes remain for the debate, so let us allow the 
remaining speakers to speak. 

Hon SAMANTHA ROWE: I have very limited time. I recognise that the minister has had her chance to make 
a contribution, as have other members on the other side of the chamber. 

In the brief time I have left, I rise to make the point that we oppose the amended motion. We do not believe that 
the Barnett Liberal government has done enough to protect our waterways and estuaries. Obviously, there is 
a great love for our rivers, particularly the Swan River. It is used by many in our local communities for a number 
of reasons, whether it be social benefits or cultural benefits. I know that there are a lot of cultural benefits for 
Indigenous people around particular areas of the Swan River and it has been, and will continue to be, important 
for many years. There are also of course environmental benefits. I am lucky enough to live close to the 
Swan River in Ascot; I am walking distance to the river. I see people on a regular basis enjoying the river, 
whether it be through walking, water sports or taking their families for picnics. It is an important part of WA life. 
We certainly do not want to see the rivers get any worse. 

I take on board the comments that have been made by Hon Donna Faragher. Things have been done, but we do 
not believe enough has been done. We would like to see a lot more being done to protect our waterways and our 
environment. I think it probably comes down to, in part, the different ideologies of the different parties. We do 
not believe that the Barnett Liberal government takes the environment seriously enough, so we would like to see 
a lot more done to protect our rivers. 

A lot has been said about axing the Swan River Trust, and I want to make some comments about that. In a media 
statement released in 2013 by Hon Mark McGowan, he pointed out that Liberal Party documentation prior to the 
election clearly stated that an investment of $7 million over four years would assist the Swan River Trust to 
partner with local government authorities to protect public open space and improve connectivity, useability and 
amenity. That was said prior to the election and we know that that is not in fact what has happened. I suppose it 
is a bit of a common theme for the Barnett Liberal government to break its promises. We have seen it do so 
numerous times on numerous issues affecting our community. Quite frankly, it is not good enough. Whether it is 
forced council amalgamations or cuts to school education, you name it, it will break the promise. This is another 
example of the government breaking its promise. 

I have some information that I would like to share from a local resident in the Belmont area of Redcliffe. This 
was in the local paper back in 2013. It was on the front page of the Southern Gazette. It is stated under the 
heading “Save our sick rivers” — 
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For the past 34 years, Sue Pethick has lived in Redcliffe and watched the river that used to be abundant 
with cobbler, flathead and black bream slowly die. 

Mrs Pethick has “adopted the spot” of Ayres Bushland in Redcliffe, a Clean-Up Australia program, for 
the past five years and witnessed significant changes in the quality and quantity of native flora and 
fauna. 

“It needs a whole river plan—we can do this little bit but there’s only so much we can do,” she said. 

… 

“A whole of government approach to the river is needed because it’s such a complex, interconnected 
system,” she said. 

… 

“This is the Swan River. It’s a beautiful spot and we should do everything we can to preserve it.” 

I think she is spot on. This illustrates the importance of our riverways and estuaries to the community. This is not 
something that the Labor Party stands alone on. There are people in our community who are concerned about the 
health of the Swan River. 

Last year I participated in Clean Up Australia Day near Garvey Park in Belmont. It was frightening. A lot of 
people came out to support the Clean Up Australia Day program. A range of things that had been carelessly 
dumped near the river were collected, such as old tyres and barrels. What was found was really disturbing. 
I think we collected almost 100 kilograms of rubbish. We need to ensure that that is not an ongoing issue. It was 
really great to see that people in the community are willing to engage in making sure our rivers are clean. People 
recognise that the rivers are not the same; they are not in the same health condition as they were five or 10 years 
ago. 

My colleagues have made comments on this motion in relation to different studies that have been undertaken to 
show that the health of the river has declined. It is not at all clever of the government to ignore these comments 
or to ignore concerns in the community about the health of the river. It is typically arrogant of this government to 
go ahead and make decisions on behalf of this state without engaging the community. It is dangerous. There are 
people out there who would like to see more done to protect our rivers and waterways. I do not think that this 
government has done anywhere near enough to protect our great Swan River. The amended motion before us is 
not something that the Labor Party could ever support. I think it is an absolute disgrace that the government 
thinks the amended motion is something that could be put forward. 

HON SALLY TALBOT (South West) [2.34 pm] — in reply: It is a sad thing when I have to stand to make my 
concluding remarks in this debate and indicate a lack of support for the motion. It has effectively been hung, 
drawn and quartered by the government’s attempt to protect its own inadequacies. It is disguising its own 
inadequacies. It hides from the community the fact that this government is not clever, it is not smart and it is not 
innovative. The government totally lacks courage and imagination. It is prepared to overlook one of the 
community’s prime interests. 

I ask government members to look at the research done by its own local government authorities. Most councils 
conduct surveys about what really matters to their community. I will just talk about a couple in the south west. 
Over and again the number one value in the community is waterways. The City of Mandurah recently undertook 
a survey. I think the City of Mandurah does a superb job in finding out what its residents want and is doing its 
best to deliver on those priorities. Many other LGAs could use the model adopted by the City of Mandurah in 
undertaking these community surveys. The survey carried out a few months ago by the City of Mandurah 
showed that the top keyword, amongst hundreds and hundreds of residents who responded to the survey, was 
“waterways”. The second top word, I might add, was “beaches”. It shows the level of significance that 
community members attach to the health of their rivers, inlets and estuaries—the waterways in general. This 
government is prepared to paper over the cracks in its own inadequacies. It is prepared to stand and bluster its 
way through a series of bland, sloganistic one-liners about what should be one of its top concerns. 

Lots of money has been spent on oxygenation plants. Do members know how any water expert will describe an 
oxygenation plant? It is like the machines found in intensive care. I can tell government members, particularly 
those with any responsibility for the environment or who have had responsibility in the past, that every time 
a minister, a parliamentary secretary or a member of the government goes out to look at the oxygenation plants, 
the staff get a memo stating, “Turn the bubbles on because the pollies like the bubbles”! That sums up what this 
government has done in seven and a half desperately long and dreary years presiding over the decline of our 
waterways. 
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Several members interjected. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I have no idea how this government handles these kinds of motions. It reminds me of 
non-government business last week when we were talking about — 

Hon Simon O’Brien interjected. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I know time flies when you are having fun, Hon Simon O’Brien! I know that 
Hon Simon O’Brien is having fun now. I will share with him my many, many pages of scripts and quotes from 
Yes Minister because I know that Hon Simon O’Brien, like me, has an enthusiasm for that kind of humour. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: When I was a minister I used to give out an annual Humphrey Appleby award! 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson): Members, order! Hon Sally Talbot has the call. 

Hon SALLY TALBOT: I think that is a very, very worthwhile tradition that we on this side of the chamber 
might start from this moment. Hon Simon O’Brien will be my nominee for the inaugural Sir Humphrey Appleby 
award! I really enjoyed the contribution made by Hon Simon O’Brien. I do not know how the government thinks 
it handles these kinds of motions. Last week we were talking about road safety and the death toll on our roads, 
and what did we have? Hon Michael Mischin pipped the parliamentary secretary to the Minister for Transport 
when he stood and said completely different things about the same issue. This debate has lasted four hours. 
I thought that when Hon Ken Baston spoke, that was the government’s response, although, after looking at 
Hansard, I see that the minister did not actually acknowledge that he was responding. I thought that was the 
official government response. He certainly went through a raft of motherhood statements of nonsense and 
slogans about all the stuff the government has done. 

I would like to remind particularly ministers and parliamentary secretaries that when the Labor Party was in 
government and took responsibility for ministerial portfolios that were in the other place, we frequently sent 
briefs back to the other place saying, “Start again, this is not good enough. This is a serious house of review.” As 
Laurie Marquet, a previous Clerk in this place, used to say, “The parliamentarians are in this place; the 
politicians are in the other place.” When ministers and parliamentary secretaries receive inadequate responses, 
send them back and ask them to do it better. Do not come in here and feel obliged to read out all this rubbish 
about trying to dress up inaction in some kind of bravado. I think that Hon Helen Morton said that she spoke 
today as a mother, but I am not quite sure how that went. 

It is a very sad story. It is a story about lost opportunities. It is a story about wasted time. I, for one, cannot wait 
for the first Monday in March next year when we change places in this chamber and we are in charge. We can 
then do the work that needs to be done.  

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson) casting her vote with the 
noes, with the following result — 

Ayes (20) 

Hon Ken Baston Hon Peter Collier Hon Nigel Hallett Hon Robyn McSweeney 
Hon Liz Behjat Hon Brian Ellis Hon Col Holt Hon Michael Mischin 
Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Donna Faragher Hon Peter Katsambanis Hon Helen Morton 
Hon Paul Brown Hon Nick Goiran Hon Mark Lewis Hon Simon O’Brien 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Dave Grills Hon Rick Mazza Hon Phil Edman (Teller) 

Noes (10) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Adele Farina Hon Sally Talbot Hon Samantha Rowe (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Lynn MacLaren Hon Ken Travers  
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Amber-Jade Sanderson Hon Darren West  

            
Pairs 

 Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Kate Doust 
 Hon Alyssa Hayden Hon Alanna Clohesy 
Question (motion, as amended) thus passed. 
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