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ALCOHOL AND DRUG AUTHORITY AMENDMENT BILL 2014 
Committee 

The Chair of Committees (Hon Adele Farina) in the chair; Hon Donna Faragher (Parliamentary Secretary) in 
charge of the bill. 

Clauses 1 to 6 put and passed. 

Clause 7: Section 4 amended — 

Hon SUE ELLERY: I move — 
Page 4, line 21 — To insert after “Act” — 

, and which shall be known as the Mental Health and Alcohol and Other Drugs Commission 

My amendment would have the effect of inserting certain words into the definition of “Department” so that it 
would read — 

Department means the department of the Public Service principally assisting the Minister in 
administering this act, and which shall be known as the Mental Health and Alcohol and Other Drugs 
Commission; 

During the second reading debate, I canvassed, as did Hon Stephen Dawson, the reasons why the sector feels that 
this is important. A name is symbolic but it is still important. The sector is very firmly of the view that there 
needs to be some recognition of the duality of the function of this new department in its name. The diminution of 
recognition to the value of the sector and the importance of the work that is done by excluding “alcohol and 
other drugs” from the name of the agency is a real issue for the sector.  

In her second reading reply, the parliamentary secretary said that the government’s position was that keeping the 
name as the Mental Health Commission—I have written down the words she said—is “a better way to provide 
an integrated service”. I do not see how it is better. I invite the parliamentary secretary to tell me how it is better. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I indicated in my response that the government carefully considered the name. 
I appreciate the concerns that have been raised by members opposite. As I have indicated, the government has 
taken the view that it is appropriate that the name of the Mental Health Commission remain the same. I have 
indicated that the intent of the change—that is, abolishing the authority and amalgamating it with the 
Mental Health Commission—is that there will be greater coordination and delivery of services. I accept the 
member’s argument that in some cases people who have drug and health issues may not have mental health 
issues. However, the government takes a view that it will provide good integration of services.  

I will just reiterate that there is no intention to in any way reduce the importance of drug and alcohol issues and 
treatment, education, prevention and everything that flows within those services through the proposed changes 
outlined in this bill. The fact that the government has chosen not to abolish the act is incredibly important. We 
will still have an alcohol and other drugs act in Western Australia. It will essentially be the same as it is now. As 
I have indicated, the government, through both the Premier and the minister, have already indicated that 
a separate section within the Mental Health Commission will be called the drug, alcohol and prevention services 
division. It will be easily recognisable. As I said in my summing up, it will be a tier 2 division. It will sit directly 
under the Mental Health Commission entity. It will not be a branch. It will be clear to everybody that there is 
a division focusing on drug and alcohol issues. As I have indicated, we are not proposing to abolish the act. 
There will still be reporting requirements to which the CEO must respond as part of the act and as part of his or 
her functions in the future. There will also be, as there currently is, a line item in the budget that clearly states the 
amount of funding going to drug and alcohol issues. With all of that combined, yes, the Mental Health 
Commission will remain but the government believes that with all of those other aspects that remain in place 
there will be no reduction in our focus of addressing issues surrounding drugs and alcohol.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I hear the government’s position about the important decision that was made to keep the 
act. I hear the government’s position about reporting mechanisms and about there being a separate division. 
I have not heard an objection to the name. With all of those other things that the government is doing that the 
parliamentary secretary says preserve the integrity of the delivery of those services to people with drug and 
alcohol issues, I still have not heard an objection to why we cannot include them in the name of the agency.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: As I have indicated, the government has considered this matter. The government 
had a preference to keep the name as the Mental Health Commission. In saying that, in no way has the 
government taken a position to reduce the importance of drug and alcohol issues, despite the fact that there will 
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not be an authority. As I have said, a number of mechanisms remain in place. I would like to think that the sector 
would agree that by keeping the act, by it being a tier 2 division, by having a minister responsible for these areas, 
specific line items and the requirement that a CEO must report, the sector will have comfort that in no way is this 
government proposing to reduce the importance of drug and alcohol issues and that it is addressing those very 
important issues in our community.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I still have not heard anything about an objection to the name. I get it that the government 
has considered whether to include the name. It considered that and came to the conclusion that it was not going 
to include the name because of what? That is the bit that is missing. Perhaps the parliamentary secretary can fill 
that in.  

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I understand where the Leader of the Opposition is going. All I can reiterate is that 
the government made a decision that it would prefer to retain it as the Mental Health Commission. I will 
continue to reiterate that a number of other mechanisms will remain in place to ensure that drug and alcohol 
issues continue to be of significant importance to this government.  

Hon SUE ELLERY: I feel some sympathy for the parliamentary secretary not being able to find an answer to 
what I consider a straightforward question; nevertheless, the question remains on my mind. Perhaps I could 
tackle it in another way. Perhaps the parliamentary secretary could get advice on this: in the consultations the 
sector raised this matter with the government, so the government must have said to the sector, “No, we cannot 
agree to do this because …” I wonder what reasons were given to the sector for the government not wanting to 
include the words “alcohol and drug” in the changed commission. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Obviously, we are aware that that sector wrote a letter to members of Parliament. 
That was some time ago. I understand that the sector has had discussions with the minister in relation to this. 
Having said that, the Mental Health Commission is now a well-established brand and the minister has also 
advised me that with the international classification of diagnostic groups—I am getting quite technical here—
alcohol and drug addiction as a diagnostic group is under the broad area of mental health. 
Hon SUE ELLERY: We are probably about a millimetre closer to an actual answer to the question, but we still 
do not have a rationale. It is quite extraordinary because it is the single issue that the sector has continued to raise 
about this matter. The amendment was on the notice paper in the other place. I made sure that the amendment 
was on the notice paper in this place as early as the beginning of this week, so it is not as though the 
parliamentary secretary has not had time to think about it. There has to be a good reason that the government 
does not want the words in question to be included in the name of the body and I really have not heard one. With 
due respect to the parliamentary secretary, who is not the minister who has been dealing with the issue with the 
sector, I think it is extraordinary that the government cannot make a case for why it will not support this 
amendment, and that is insulting to the chamber. It has had plenty of time to think about this. If I had to think of 
a list of reasons that the government would not want to include those words, I could probably think of a few, but 
it really is a bit pathetic to come into this place and not be able to give a cogent reason that the government does 
not want to include the words in the name. The closest we got to it is that the government does not want to 
diminish the brand that is the Mental Health Commission, but what does that say about what it thinks about 
alcohol and drugs? I think it just reaffirms the sector’s concern that this is actually a symbolic diminution of the 
work. I will rest my case there, but I think it is a bit insulting to the chamber not to have a cogent argument. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is not my intention to insult the chamber, and I think that is unnecessary. 
I appreciate that Hon Sue Ellery has a different view from the government, but the government has made 
a decision after careful consideration. I might just say that I recall being in this place when we were in opposition 
and the Labor government at that point made a decision to abolish not only the authority but also the act and put 
it within the Department of Health. That was the Labor Party’s decision. 
Hon Sue Ellery: What’s that got to do with the name? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I am just saying that — 
Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: No, Hon Sue Ellery has just indicated that I am insulting the chamber. I am not 
insulting the chamber. I am just making the point that this government has taken the decision to retain the 
legislation and to have all those other mechanisms in place to ensure that tackling drug and alcohol issues 
remains of key importance to this state. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Was any analysis carried out on the impacts of not having “drug and alcohol 
authority” included in the title of the body in some way or another on the clients who currently receive the 
services; because now, from their perspective, there would not be an identifiable agency that would deal with the 
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matter? Was there any analysis of the potential impacts on the clients currently under the Drug and Alcohol 
Office? 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I cannot specifically answer that question; I am obviously not the minister. But 
clearly the government has looked at this issue. As I have said, and will continue to say, a range of mechanisms 
remain in place to ensure comfort to the sector that the focus on drug and alcohol issues will not be diminished in 
any way because of this bill. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I thank the parliamentary secretary for her response. The issue of whether the focus is 
diminished is not my particular concern here. My concern is the clients who normally refer to the Drug and 
Alcohol Office. As I have previously said, my former wife was in one of those offices and the offices become 
quite pivotal in regional areas as places to go to for related matters. It has become entrenched in people’s 
thinking that the Drug and Alcohol Office has the go-to people. I am trying to find out whether any analysis of 
the impacts on the clientele was undertaken; and, if not, why not. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I suppose we can look at it this way: I understand where Hon Robin Chapple is 
going in this question, but the reality is that the services currently provided will not change. Therefore, if 
someone in the Kimberley, the member’s electorate, has the need to access drug and alcohol services, they will 
still be able to access those services, and I think that is the important issue. 
Hon Robin Chapple: Will they know where to go? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is not going to change. It is not as though the particular location will change 
from one place to another; it will still very much be the place they go. As I have said, the fact is that there will be 
a clear division that will be clearly identifiable within the Mental Health Commission—it will not be a branch; it 
will be directly underneath the Mental Health Commission—to which people will know exactly where to go. If 
they call the Mental Health Commission, they will be transferred directly to the appropriate division. 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I again thank the parliamentary secretary for her answer. Will the office that currently 
operates the Drug and Alcohol Office, say in Halls Creek or Fitzroy Crossing, still have its brand on the outside, 
but under that of the mental health authority, or will it be rebadged as the Mental Health Commission? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Before the parliamentary secretary responds to those comments from 
Hon Robin Chapple, it is my recollection, and she might be able to confirm this, that the integrated services for 
drug and alcohol, currently known as such in the Kimberley and in the Pilbara in particular, and which are run by 
the WA Country Health Service, will continue to be known as the Mental Health and Drug Service. For instance, 
in Halls Creek, where I was opening the integrated mental health, alcohol and drug service, that is actually listed 
on the facility and will continue to be listed. I would just like to ask the parliamentary secretary whether that is 
the case. The parliamentary secretary might also be able to comment on the fact that all the services in the 
metropolitan area are run by non-government organisations except for the First Step program at East Perth. 
Those non-government organisations, such as Palmerston for example, have a service that is — 

Hon Sue Ellery interjected. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am asking a question that the parliamentary secretary will answer. 

Hon Sue Ellery: The minister does not know the answer? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am just asking the parliamentary secretary to confirm something for me—just be 
patient. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You opened it last week in Halls Creek and you don’t know? 

Hon HELEN MORTON: Madam Chair, could you ask the opposition not to interrupt? 

The CHAIR: I am trying to understand what is going on here, because the circumstances are somewhat unusual, 
and it seems to me that you are doing more than asking a question. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am asking for confirmation. 

The CHAIR: This is an opportunity during consideration of the bill in committee to seek clarification of the 
detail of the bill, and for which the parliamentary secretary is accountable and responsible to provide an answer. 
It is not an opportunity for the minister responsible for the bill to aid the parliamentary secretary in that role. 

Hon HELEN MORTON: I am just asking for confirmation that none of these things has been discussed as 
having changed. I am just asking her to confirm this in the chamber as the parliamentary secretary responsible 
for the bill. I am looking for that to be confirmed in terms of the integrated services in the metropolitan area for 
Palmerston and those other services that are run by a non-government organisation. But inside the same building 
there are perhaps two staff members, a doctor and a nurse only, and all the other staff members are actually 
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employed by Palmerston, for example. Those other two staff members are employed by the Drug and Alcohol 
Authority and they will in future be employed by the Mental Health Commission but known as drug and alcohol 
specialists. Could the parliamentary secretary just confirm that to the chamber? 

Hon Sue Ellery: She doesn’t know. She needs you to tell her what her job is. 

Hon Robin Chapple: Remember, you are answering me. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I will respond to both questions. The minister, I understand and I have been 
advised, is correct. One would expect that the minister would be aware of that, so it is good that she has 
confirmed that as well. I am not quite sure whether Hon Robin Chapple was out of the chamber on urgent 
parliamentary business when I raised the point in my summing-up, but I am happy to respond to it again. I gave 
the example that has been provided to me that the Kimberley Mental Health and Drug Service is already 
operating integrated services successfully. It comes under the Mental Health Commission, but that service is 
already being provided in that way and it will continue to be so. I am not sure whether Hon Robin Chapple was 
in the chamber when I raised that aspect. 

Hon Robin Chapple: That was the point I was trying to make. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: It is my understanding that that will not change. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: Therefore, the badging that appears on those facilities, which identifies quite clearly 
that they perform both functions, will remain as such. Once the amalgamation has occurred, there will not be 
a main change to those facilities. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I do not know every single service that is operating, clearly. The minister also 
indicated that if it is a non-government organisation, obviously it will not change. In the example I have given 
the member, I understand that will not change. There may be some badging work that may need to change if it 
says drug and alcohol authority, as it will not exist. That may occur; I cannot be definitive on that. I am happy to 
provide the member with some further information and confirmation of that. I would expect that that would 
change but I am not quite sure, without knowing every single property or the like, where that may be. I cannot 
give the member a definitive answer. I apologise that I do not have that level of detail but I would be happy to 
ensure that that information is provided to the member. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The parliamentary secretary alluded earlier to the Mental Health Commission’s 
brand recognition. Further to Hon Robin Chapple’s first question, is the parliamentary secretary aware whether 
the government undertook any focus-group testing on keeping the name “Mental Health Commission”? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I am not aware that that is the case, but I am happy to seek some further 
information on that for the member if he would like it. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I thank the parliamentary secretary. Prior to the announcement by the government 
that the amalgamation of the Mental Health Commission and the Drug and Alcohol Office would take place, is 
the parliamentary secretary in a position to indicate what consultation was taken with both the mental health 
sector and the drug and alcohol sector? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I apologise for taking a minute there. I understand there was consultation after the 
announcement of the amalgamation; that was done through the Public Sector Commissioner. Also, I understand 
the minister had discussions. There may well have been others prior to that; I cannot confirm that. I am 
obviously not the minister responsible for mental health and drug and alcohol issues, but I understand — 

Hon Sue Ellery: She might ask you herself because she doesn’t know! 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: As I understand it, specific consultation regarding the amalgamation occurred 
after. Having said that, I understand that the Stokes report focused specifically on mental health and other issues. 
However, I understand that the report noted the importance of improved liaison between mental health, the drug 
and alcohol service and other areas, which is clearly relevant to the decision that was then made by the 
government. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: In one sense, I am appalled at that answer that the parliamentary secretary has just 
given; and in another sense I am pleased that she pointed that out. I am pleased because actually a piece of 
correspondence from the Western Australian Network of Alcohol and Other Drug Agencies to the Premier dated 
24 April last year referred to “despite the lack of prior consultation with the sector before the government 
announced its intention to amalgamate”. I am pleased to note therefore that it is the same information as I was 
getting from the sector. However, I am appalled that neither the mental health sector nor the disability sector was 
consulted on an amalgamation of such magnitude that would, at least for the drug and alcohol sector, potentially 
have huge ramifications. 
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Hon Helen Morton: It’s got nothing to do with disability though. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is the drug and alcohol sector and the mental health sector. I thank the minister. 
I am pleased she was listening and was able to point that out and correct it for the record. It is a concern. The 
parliamentary secretary mentioned the Stokes review and she was correct when she said that the Stokes review 
contained recommendations that those two agencies should work together. Recommendation 1.6 of the 
Stokes review states — 

The new Executive Director of Mental Health Services develops policy with the Drug and Alcohol 
Office to enable mutual cooperative working with complex cases. 

Recommendation 4.11 states — 
Since mental health and substance-use disorders, including drug and alcohol issues, co-occur with high 
frequency in mental illness, it is imperative that clinicians are trained in the recognition and treatment of 
comorbid disorders of this type. 

Recommendation 7.7 states — 

Encourage training and education of mental health workers in the management of comorbid conditions 
of drug and alcohol misuse. 

Clearly the recommendations support the better coordination between those two services, but it is not fair to say 
that the recommendations support the rationale for amalgamating the two agencies. In fact, there is no clear 
recommendation in the Stokes review to say both should be amalgamated; only that they should simply work 
together. 

Hon Donna Faragher: I didn’t say that, with due respect. What I did say is that the government “took that into 
account”, or words to that effect. I did not say actually “amalgamate”. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am aware that the parliamentary secretary did not say that, and I am not trying to 
put words into the parliamentary secretary’s mouth, but I am saying that the Stokes review called for further 
cooperation. It certainly did not call for further integration and certainly did not go so far as to say that both 
organisations should be amalgamated. 

I asked about the consultation with the sector before the announcement was made by the government of its 
intention to amalgamate the two organisations; I did not ask if any consultation was undertaken post the 
announcement of the decision to amalgamate but prior to the government’s decision to name the new 
organisation the Mental Health Commission. Is that clear? I am asking: after the government announced that it 
was going to amalgamate the two agencies, was any consultation undertaken with the sector about the name of 
the new organisation? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Without being privy to the meetings—that is, being in them myself—I understand 
that the meetings and consultation around the amalgamation centred on the amalgamation of the services rather 
than the name. It may have come up in discussion. I am sorry that I cannot be definitive about that because I was 
not in the room, but I understand that the consultations specifically surrounded the amalgamation of the two 
entities. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Again, I thank the parliamentary secretary for her response. I make the point that 
given that one sector—that is, the alcohol and other drugs sector—is very concerned about the lack of 
recognition in the name of the new improved Mental Health Commission, and that the mental health sector does 
not seem to have any concerns, and in fact would be open to the inclusion of drug and alcohol in the title, would 
the government not reconsider the name? Would the government not make everybody happy and ensure that the 
drug and alcohol sector is not forgotten or does not feel forgotten as a result of the passage of this bill? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: On a number of occasions now I have gone through the position of the 
government on this matter, but I will take up one aspect that the member has mentioned—that they do not feel 
that they are forgotten. I will restate that if the act were being abolished in its entirety, if there were not a clearly 
identifiable division within the Mental Health Commission, if there were not a specific line item in the budget, if 
there were not a statutory advisory board which will still provide expert advice to the minister, then I think that 
the member’s assumption would have some foundation. I accept that there are different opinions regarding the 
name, but I will not accept the suggestion that the sector is being forgotten because—and I restate—the act is 
being retained, there is an advisory board, there will be a specific line item in the budget and it will be 
a tier 2 division within the Mental Health Commission, clearly identifiable that it is focussed on tackling drug 
and alcohol issues. 

Division 
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Amendment put and a division taken, the Chair (Hon Adele Farina) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (11) 

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

Noes (20) 

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

            

Pairs 

 Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich Hon Liz Behjat 
 Hon Kate Doust Hon Paul Brown 

Amendment thus negatived. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 8: Parts II, III and IV replaced — 
Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I have already raised this issue outside this place. The minister has the power to 
acquire and dispose of property now. I want some clarification and some assurance that at some stage in the 
future—not necessarily under this government—conditions within clause 8 will not give this government or any 
government the ability to dispose of a property and move those funds into general revenue. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I thank the member for the question. To recap my summing up, the Alcohol and 
Drug Authority, which is currently the body corporate, will no longer exist under the act, but because the 
authority holds a range of property interests, it is necessary, with its abolishment, to have another mechanism in 
place. It has been determined that will be a ministerial body corporate. 

The CHAIR: Members, there is far too much audible noise in the chamber. As Hon Robin Chapple has 
difficulty hearing and I am having difficulty hearing, those members who want to carry on private conversations 
should leave the chamber. My apologies, parliamentary secretary. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: To recap, I understand that making the minister the body corporate is a well-
established concept within the WA public sector that maintains the status quo. It ensures that property—when 
I refer to property I mean real property, which is where I think the member is heading, but it can also be 
trademarks, intellectual property and the like—can be more conveniently managed. Currently this is operated 
through the Alcohol and Drug Authority, which acts as the body corporate. The proposed provisions are very 
similar to those in the current act, but they change the body corporate. As I have said there are at least four or 
five other acts in which this type of situation is spelt out. The most recent example is the changes that were made 
when the Fire and Emergency Services Authority came under a state department. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I thank the parliamentary secretary for her response, but she did not get to the nub of 
what I asked. Currently, if the Alcohol and Drug Authority were to sell a property, it would retain the funds 
within the authority and can do whatever it wants with those funds—purchase other property or whatever. I am 
trying to find out whether the minister will have the power to dispose of property, once it comes under 
government control—I am referring to physical property, not intellectual property—and then determine where 
the funds may go, external to the body that we are now setting up. 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I apologise to Hon Robin Chapple that I did not answer that aspect of the question. 
I have sought further information on this to assist the member. I understand that the properties that are under the 
control, if I can put it that way, of the authority represent different categories. I understand that the majority of 
the properties are crown land, so they are made available for the authority’s use, generally through 
a management order. Although the lease may be retained by the authority or, if this bill is passed, by the 
ministerial body corporate, the ownership of that land is retained by the Minister for Lands. There is no change 
to that. I understand that only a couple of properties might be freehold property and all of the others are crown 
land reserves. I am talking hypothetically here, and I want to make clear for anyone reading Hansard that there is 
no suggestion we are looking to dispose of properties. 
Hon Robin Chapple: I am not making that suggestion. 
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Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I appreciate that Hon Robin Chapple agrees with me on that, and I accept that he 
wants to look at the hypothetical example. The normal processes would apply, as they do in other departments in 
which there are lease arrangements. The property is owned by the Department of Lands or comes under the 
responsibility of the Minister for Lands. If there were a decision to dispose of property, it would be dealt with 
under the various processes of the Land Administration Act. As I said, there are a couple of examples of 
properties that are freehold. The sale of that land would be dealt with on a case-by-case basis. A number of 
factors would be considered in the issue of who would retain the funds: How the purchase was originally 
funded? Were any caveats in place? Were there any management orders or any other conditions? All of those 
factors would need to be considered. I cannot give the member an absolute answer on that because I do not know 
with certainty all the factors that fall within each piece of freehold land the authority owns. I understand it is 
relevant to only one or two properties, and the rest are on crown land.  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Parliamentary secretary, I am sorry; I was away from the chamber on urgent 
parliamentary business at the recommencement of the Committee of the Whole, so I am not sure whether I have 
missed this point. Does the government have any intention to divest or sell any property as a result of this 
amalgamation? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: I am advised no. If I can put this in simple terms, this is a mechanism that needs to 
be done to ensure that there is continuity when the Alcohol and Drug Authority is abolished and amalgamated 
with the Mental Health Commission. There needs to be the capacity to ensure that the status quo remains and 
that contracts and other things can still go on as normal. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: I Thank the parliamentary secretary for explaining the position. I think it is important 
that it is noted that there is a concern going forward that at some stage, not necessarily under this government, 
some future government at some time might be able to dispose of property and move the funds acquired from the 
sale of that property into general revenue. We know that that is most probably not going to happen, but I do not 
like things being open-ended and being left ambiguous. If the parliamentary secretary could respond that there is 
no surety about where the funds might go for those privately owned properties into the future, at least we will 
know within this debate that that is the case. There will be an understanding that it is not something that the 
parliamentary secretary or, indeed, the minister is supportive of or that this chamber is supportive of, and it will 
be quite clear that should a government of some ilk seek in the future to profit from the sale of a property that it 
will own as a result of this legislation, it will not go back to the authority. That is my concern, and I would like 
some clarity around it. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: The member used the words “I can’t be sure”. I will just indicate again that, as 
I understand it, there are only one, two or three examples in which properties are on freehold land and to which 
the scenario that the member is trying to put may be relevant, in the context of property actually owned by the 
authority. What I can say, and the advice that I have, is that it will be determined on a case-by-case basis because 
a range of factors would need to be considered. To provide a couple of examples, it could relate to how the 
property was purchased in the first place, the caveats that are on the property, management orders and other 
conditions. A range of factors will be relevant, so what I can say is that it would need to be determined on a case-
by-case basis. For matters that relate to crown land, obviously separate processes would be undertaken through 
the Minister for Lands; that is beyond the ambit of this bill, but they are well-established processes of which we 
are all aware. I hope that that provides some clarity for the member in terms of the two different types of real 
property, if I can put it that way, that the authority has dealings with. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: From that I can assume that at some stage in the future, property could be sold and 
those funds could go into general revenue; one or two of the properties that the parliamentary secretary has 
referred to could be sold and go into general revenue—yes or no? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: As I have said, it has to be determined on a case-by-case basis, so it may be, it 
may not be. I cannot tell the member without looking at all the relevant factors, which I have already outlined. 
I will also add that it is no different from a situation that could occur now with the authority as the body 
corporate. 

Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE: So how can the authority sell a property it owns and put that money into general 
revenue? 

Hon DONNA FARAGHER: Again, as I understand it, it depends on what would be in the management orders, 
caveats and conditions, how it was purchased, and the funds that were used to purchase the property in the first 
place. All those factors would need to be looked at. I am not saying that the funds definitely will or will not go 
into consolidated revenue; I am saying that a range of factors would need to be considered in making a decision 
on a case-by-case basis. 
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Hon Sue Ellery; Hon Donna Faragher; Hon Robin Chapple; Hon Helen Morton; Hon Stephen Dawson; 

Hon donna faragher 

Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 9 to 18 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 
Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Donna Faragher (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed.  
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