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KIMBERLEY BUILDING CONTRACTS — BUY LOCAL POLICY 
Motion 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [4.31 pm]: I move — 

That this house condemns the Barnett government over its failure to abide and enforce its own 
Buy Local policies on providing preferential treatment to regional and Indigenous companies tendering 
for housing maintenance and building contracts in the Kimberley. 

This motion relates to building contracts in the Kimberley and the Buy Local policy. I want to raise issues in 
Parliament today relating to the Buy Local policy. Government departments have had an obligation to abide by 
this policy not only during the last two administrations—that is, the Liberal–National administration between 
2008 and 2013 and from 2013 to today—but also during previous administrations since it was initiated in 2002. 
The Buy Local policy has been running for 13 years and it has bipartisan support. It is as relevant today as it was 
when it was introduced in 2002. 

The issue that I would like to raise in the house in moving this motion is that the Department of Housing seems 
to have an attitude, particularly with housing and housing and works contracts in the Kimberley, that this policy 
does not apply to it and that the policy does not apply in the Kimberley. This is not the first time that I have 
raised this issue in the house. I raised it in 2013, and I will refer to that later in my presentation. I have raised this 
matter with previous ministers for housing and I have also raised this matter by way of a question to the 
Minister for Regional Development, all of whom have given commitments to this house that of course they abide 
by the Buy Local policy, of course they are trying to implement a Buy Local policy and of course they are trying 
to ensure that economic development for Indigenous companies and people in the Kimberley is achievable. That 
is what they say in this house and that is what this policy is. But the reality on the ground is very, very different. 
First, I take members back to the Buy Local policy. It has been in place for the last 13 years. I turn to the 
overarching statement in the Buy Local policy in which the government expects its departments to carry out this 
policy. Under the heading “Accountability” on page 7 of the Buy Local policy, it states — 

Chief Executive Officers must implement administrative arrangements for purchasing and contracting 
that facilitate supply relationships with local businesses. 

Chief executive officers must implement those arrangements, not when they feel like it; they must do it. That is 
the overriding direction from government to the public service—to the departments—that they must comply with 
the Buy Local policy. 

I take members to the objective of the Buy Local policy on page 8. Under “Local Purchasing Target”, it states — 

A minimum local purchasing target of 80% of all purchases and contracts awarded is considered 
achievable. Therefore the State Supply Commission will report on the basis of individual 
government agencies achieving an 80% local purchasing target where practicable. 

Okay, it states that it can be done “where practicable” but I will point out how it is practical in the area that this 
motion refers to, which is the Kimberley region. 

Under the section headed “Planning and Practices”, the Buy Local policy clearly states — 

Government agencies must: 
• Ensure that buying practices, procedures and specifications do not disadvantage local businesses. 

• Ensure that where quotations (purchases below $50,000) are being sought for delivery or use in 
a specific regional town or in a region other than the Perth region, local businesses within the 
region or specific town are invited to bid. 

If it is outside the Perth region and the contract is under $50 000, local businesses are invited to bid. Government 
agencies must ensure that that takes place. That is what the policy states. 

I refer to the heading “Aboriginal Economic Development” on page 12 of the Buy Local policy, which 
specifically applies to the situation we are talking about this afternoon. If you would bear with me, 
Mr Acting Speaker (Mr I.M. Britza), I just want to quote this section at length because it goes to the very heart of 
the issue that we are debating in Parliament tonight. It states — 

One of the key objectives in the State Government’s Aboriginal Economic Development Strategy is to 
achieve a sustained increase in the level of supply of services to government by enterprises that employ, 
or are owned and operated by, Aboriginal residents of Western Australia. Any increased access to 
service contracts by Aboriginal owned and operated enterprises or by enterprises with a strategy for 
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employing Aboriginal people provides increased employment and economic opportunities for 
Aboriginal Western Australians. 

It is therefore important for government agencies to encourage bids from, and give priority to, tenderers 
who are Aboriginal (solely or in partnership) or have in place or are prepared to consider implementing 
employment strategies and programs for Aboriginal people. This is especially important in cases where 
Aboriginal people will be the principal end user of goods and services to be purchased, particularly if 
such contracts provide for or anticipate maintenance work to be carried out in situ. 

That is what that policy states and is required to be implemented by government departments. It is set down on 
page 12 of the Buy Local policy that that is what it required to be carried out. There are two types of regional 
price preferences and when tenders are issued and quotes are received, preferences are given to regions and to 
Aboriginal businesses, which members have just heard. The two specific regional price preferences are the 
regional business preference, which is five per cent, and the regional content preference, which also goes up to 
five per cent. However, members should be aware of a rider to the regional price preference policy that states — 

The regional price preferences are only applied when competition, in the final analysis of bids, is 
between Western Australian businesses. 

The quote continues — 

The reason for this is that the Western Australian Government is signatory to the Australian and 
New Zealand Government Procurement Agreement. All parties to the agreement have agreed not to 
discriminate, in the form of preference arrangements, against bids from other States or Territories in 
Australia or New Zealand. 

Therefore, when bids received from businesses that are located in other states or territories of Australia 
or New Zealand are being considered in the final analysis of bids, the regional price preferences cannot 
be applied. 

That has to be borne in mind in the issues that I bring before the house. Nevertheless, the preference policy 
exists. The housing and works contracts preference was amended by the Minister for Regional Development 
back in 2013. It was five per cent calculated against the cost of regional content to a maximum of $50 000, but it 
was changed in 2013 by the Minister for Regional Development to $250 000. Effectively, by applying the 
five per cent price preference on a sum of $250 000, a Kimberley based-company could subtract $12 500 from 
its tender in order to be competitive against another Western Australian business. That is how it works. Local 
companies can also add to that the regional local content preference, which is also five per cent. The Buy Local 
policy is a good policy, particularly for regional local businesses, and because the maximum amount that can be 
claimed against it has been increased by the Liberal–National alliance, it should in theory give regional 
companies a bit of a leg-up when competing, for example, against Perth-based companies to get work. That is for 
not only capital works but also housing and works contracts that are maintenance based. The policy specifically 
refers to that. If properly applied in practice, local companies in the Kimberley region should be in the box seat 
to pick up a significant amount of work, including maintenance work. If it is an Aboriginal-owned company or 
even a partially Aboriginal-owned company, there is an even greater incentive from the government, through the 
Department of Housing, for example, particularly if Aboriginal people are the end-users of the product that is 
being tendered for, for Aboriginal-owned companies to be successful in the tender. 

That is a short summary of how the Buy Local policy is supposed to work. It is not rocket science. It is fairly 
straightforward and clear. The government’s intentions are very clear in the way in which the Buy Local policy 
is worded. That makes everyone feel better—great, we have a wonderful policy; it is fantastic! It allows 
ministers to come into this place and say what great work the departments are doing. What happens in practice? 
What happens on the ground is very different from what is required to be undertaken under this Buy Local 
policy. I have raised this issue before in this place. On 23 October 2013, I moved a private member’s motion in 
this house about government support for companies in the Kimberley, dealing with the same thing—the 
Buy Local policy and how it was not being implemented in the Kimberley. The Minister for Housing at the time, 
Mr Bill Marmion, responded to my criticism that organisations such as the Department of Housing were 
effectively ignoring the Buy Local policy. I gave the example of projects in the Kimberley region in which 
architects in the Department of Housing specified in the tender the name of the bricks and the pavers that should 
be used in a particular contract. They did not suggest the types of bricks and pavers that should be used; they 
named the company that makes them, and that company was a Perth-based company. Meanwhile, a company in 
Broome that makes pavers and was trying to get part of this multimillion-dollar housing contract for the 
Kimberley was specifically excluded on the basis that its bricks did not meet the tender specifications of the 
Department of Housing. They were hardly likely to meet the tender specifications of the Department of Housing 
because the architect had named the company from which the bricks should be sourced. That is completely in 
contradiction to the Buy Local policy. 
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This company in Broome that wanted to tender for those pavers for the housing contract employed quite 
a number of Aboriginal people, and it would have taken on a lot more had it won that contract, but it was 
specifically excluded from even tendering because its pavers were not specified in the tender. That is not in 
keeping with the Buy Local policy, either ethically or the words in the policy. What did the minister say? He 
said, “I am certainly not in favour of that sort of stuff.” I said to him, “Particularly when it runs absolutely 
counter to the Buy Local policy.” The Minister for Housing at the time responded, “It is far better to have an 
end-use specification for the quality of the paver.” The former Minister for Housing was dead right. He then 
said, “You touched on one of my favourite topics, member.” What has happened since October 2013? Nothing! 
The former Minister for Housing said that that really should not occur, but what has been done to fix it? 
Nothing! And things have got worse, not better! I raised with the minister during that debate what had occurred 
with Kimberley Roof Design. The member for Kimberley and I met with the representative of 
Kimberley Roof Design in her office in Broome. Kimberley Roof Design is a Broome-based timber truss 
manufacturing company.  
Nothing in the building standards or codes prevents timber roof trusses from being used in the Kimberley or in 
the northern part of Australia. Do Kimberley Roof Design trusses meet the building design regulations? Yes, 
they do. Are they used in the Kimberley? Yes, they are used in the Kimberley. Was that company able to tender 
for Department of Housing contracts to supply roof trusses for the multimillion dollars’ worth of houses that 
were being built in the Kimberley? No. Why was that? It was because the Department of Housing and its 
architects and designers specified steel roof trusses. Despite the fact that Kimberley Roof Design employs 
Aboriginal people, is a local company and makes a product that is acceptable to building design in the Kimberley 
region and in the northern part of Australia, and despite the fact that its ability to tender for housing contracts 
would be absolutely in line with the Buy Local policy, it was excluded because the Department of Housing 
specified a different material and would not acknowledge that the tender should be changed to allow competition 
between timber and steel trusses or to even allow some of the houses to have timber roof trusses instead of the 
specified steel roof trusses. That is another example that I brought to the attention of the then 
Minister for Housing of the way in which the Buy Local policy is being skirted around and manipulated 
deliberately by the Department of Housing in order to meet the so-called ends that it desires and exclude regional 
local businesses from tendering for that work. It is absolutely disgraceful. Has anything changed? As I have 
pointed out, nothing has changed. 
I also raised the issue of the work of Marra Worra Worra Aboriginal Corporation in Fitzroy Crossing and its 
anger at being unable to get even part of the work for the national Aboriginal affordable housing program that 
was being done in and around Halls Creek, Fitzroy Crossing and the Fitzroy Valley by the 
Department of Housing through funding from the commonwealth. All of that work was done by a Perth-based 
company. Marra Worra Worra was already at that time losing maintenance contracts from the 
Department of Housing, which was, even at that stage two years ago, giving some of the maintenance contracts 
to other organisations. When it came to this huge investment in housing that was taking place in the area around 
Fitzroy Crossing, Fitzroy Valley and Halls Creek, an Aboriginal-owned building and maintenance company 
could not even get its foot in the door to get part of the work that was being done for Aboriginal people or even 
joint venture with the Perth-based company to do the work. Remember the quote I read at length in this house 
about Aboriginal economic investment as is stated in the Buy Local policy? When Aboriginal people are the end 
users of the product, specific effort must be put into inviting and encouraging tenders from and working with 
Aboriginal organisations so that those tenders are successful to ensure that there is some economic flow-on to 
Aboriginal-owned or part-owned companies in the region where the tenders would apply. That is what it stated. 
As I pointed out two years ago, the Marra Worra Worra organisation said that the department was specifically 
stopping that from happening. The company that I referred to in that particular speech to the house did not 
provide any work to local people, including the Fitzroy Valley Men’s Shed, which also has Aboriginal people 
working for it and has the capacity to do a significant amount of work. It could not have done all the housing 
work because it is not a building company, but it certainly could have done some of the work under that building 
contract. Even worse than that, the company that won the contract to build the houses brought its own work 
camp to town. Even though Marra Worra Worra had a work camp there and said that the company could use its 
work camp and its facilities to make sure that some of the money that was being spent on this contract was spent 
in that town and with that organisation, the company that the Department of Housing awarded the tender to 
brought to Halls Creek its own work camp, which was excluded from Halls Creek, and its own food, supplies 
and services. 

What does this remind the Minister for Regional Development of? Does it remind him of a place in Newman? 
There is a work camp in Newman that I think he made some points about last week. What does this example in 
Halls Creek remind him of? A company that won a contract from the government brought its own work camp, 
food and workforce to town and got absolutely nothing from Halls Creek. As part of this contract, the camp that 
was brought in was charged back to the government and the camp was then sold to a mining company later on. 
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That is what happened with the national Aboriginal affordable housing program. Not only was the Buy Local 
policy torn up and thrown in the bin by the Department of Housing, but also Aboriginal corporations and local 
businesses in Halls Creek were rejected when they pleaded with the Department of Housing to get just a portion 
of the work. When those businesses encouraged the company to spend some of its money in town and source 
some of its services from town to spread the wealth around a little, they got nothing from the 
Department of Housing or the successful tenderer for this building contract. Two years ago, I brought to the 
attention of the house the behaviour of the Department of Housing and other government bodies in simply 
ignoring the directions of the government of the day under the Buy Local policy to buy local and preference 
regional businesses in the Kimberley region. 

I turn now to the next instalment in this very sad and sorry story. On 1 November 2014, the then 
Minister for Housing announced that the second-generation head maintenance contract model would be put in 
place for five years. On 13 August 2014, the then Minister for Housing, Bill Marmion, said in this house — 

The second-generation head maintenance contracts have been developed incorporating lessons the 
department has learned over the past few years — 

I point out that in the Kimberley, no lessons were learned — 

further improving the way the department manages housing maintenance. 

For the region we are talking about, the successful tenderer for the second-generation head maintenance contract 
was Lake Maintenance, which is also the preferred housing maintenance contractor for the goldfields, wheatbelt, 
East Kimberley and West Kimberley regions. This is what the second-generation head contractor maintenance 
model was meant to achieve, according to the minister of the time — 

The department has also put in place a delivery program that includes key actions to ensure the 
successful commissioning of the second-generation head maintenance contracts, asset standards, 
information technology services and streamlined processes and procedures. These new contracts are the 
basis for a consistent and robust framework for the way the department manages the 
20 000 maintenance requests it receives each month and they provide a quality, timely and consistent 
service for the department’s tenants. 

Notice that there is nothing in that statement that the then Minister for Housing made to the house referring to 
the obligation of any of those head contractors to comply with the Buy Local policy—not a word to say that, by 
the way, these new second-generation head maintenance contractors will comply, unlike the previous 
contractors, with the Buy Local policy that must be adhered to under the Department of Housing contractor 
model. Further, it did not say anything about preference for Aboriginal-owned businesses, or part-owned 
businesses, which is also an obligation of the Buy Local policy. Nothing was mentioned about that at all. 

In the Kimberley region, Lake Maintenance, which was given the contract for the second-generation head 
contractor model, is based in Terrigal in New South Wales. That is neither here nor there when it comes to the 
work that it carries out but, under the Buy Local policy, because of the procurement agreement entered into by 
Western Australia with all other states and territories and New Zealand, the Buy Local policy cannot apply in 
cases in which companies from other states are in competition with Western Australian companies. That is fine 
when it comes to the head contractor maintenance model. I can only presume that Lake Maintenance may well 
have been in a tender with another company from Western Australia—I do not know—but the Buy Local policy 
could not have applied to that specific contract for the head maintenance job itself. 

Mr D.T. Redman: By way of interjection, those rules that you just talked about on the interstate relationships 
were in the policy when it was put in place in 2002. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I am not disagreeing, but I think that the way in which the department is interpreting the 
Buy Local policy, or possibly interpreting the Buy Local policy, is that it thinks that the Buy Local policy does 
not apply to any of the contracts that Lake Maintenance issues. That is not right. The Buy Local policy applies 
only to competition between Lake Maintenance and possibly a Western Australian company for the overall 
contract in the first place. That is all. For example, if Lake Maintenance was in competition with a company 
from Broome—a regional company in Western Australia—the Buy Local policy would not apply to give 
preference to the Broome-based company for the purposes of the contract in the first place. However, 
a Buy Local policy still applies to Lake Maintenance, regardless of where its head office is, when it comes to the 
issuing of the contracts within Western Australia. That is not what is being said in the Kimberley, and it is not 
what is being applied. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: I know that that is wrong, minister—I raised this in 2013—when it comes to other ways in 
which the Buy Local policy is being applied. I raised it then, and it still has not been fixed; it is not fixed today. 
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Regional businesses, particularly Aboriginal-owned regional businesses, are still being absolutely disadvantaged 
because of the behaviours and practices of the Department of Housing, which falls back on a misinterpretation of 
what it sees as the get-out clause under the Buy Local policy. 

A Terrigal-based company won the contract for housing maintenance in the Kimberley. What has happened in 
the year since the new second-generation head contractor maintenance model was put in place? We know that 
Mr Anthony Collard of Fitzroy Crossing, a local Aboriginal qualified plumber who owns his own business there, 
had previously employed six local Aboriginal men to work with him, and now he is able to keep only two or 
three guys on, because the head contractor, Lake Maintenance, is not giving his business enough work for it to 
remain sustainable. He has also indicated that Lake Maintenance has halved the rates of payment, compared with 
when he dealt directly with Marra Worra Worra. As I indicated before, Marra Worra Worra in Halls Creek was 
already under pressure from the Department of Housing, which was failing to give it contracts, specifically 
against the Buy Local policy. It was already under pressure in 2013, and it is worse now that the new second-
generation head contractor maintenance model is in place. 

Remember what I said about the Buy Local policy. There is an active component in the Buy Local policy under 
which the Department of Housing and its head maintenance contractor, Lake Maintenance, are obliged to go out 
and assist those Aboriginal-owned businesses or part-owned businesses tender for and win that work. That is 
what the Buy Local policy says. It is supposed to be positive in its efforts to help local businesses win that work. 
Not only is the head contractor not doing that, it is ignoring the Buy Local policy altogether, even on a straight 
tender process. As a result, not only are people not getting the contracts, Aboriginal people and Aboriginal 
companies are losing their jobs in a place where, as the Premier knows and has said in this house, it is very 
difficult to get work. In this case, the practices of departments of the Premier’s own government are making 
people unemployed through the expenditure of government money. It is an absolute disgrace. That is 
Anthony Collard’s story. 

I refer now to David Monro, commonly known as “Red Beard”. I can imagine what type of Kimberley person 
Red Beard is. He has lived in the Kimberley for 30 years, and 12 years in Fitzroy Crossing. He is a local house 
painter and has done lots of work in local communities in the Fitzroy Valley and encourages people, through his 
painting, to effectively turn their government-owned houses into a home. He has indicated that since 
Lake Maintenance won the head maintenance model contract, he has lost all his work. He said that 
Lake Maintenance was employing other people from miles away in the Kimberley or elsewhere to do the work 
that he did. He did not have a significant amount of work—he is simply a painter—but he had enjoyed contracts 
for many, many years with the Department of Housing as part of his work in the Kimberley. As a result of the 
Lake Maintenance second generation head maintenance contractor model, he no longer has the opportunity as a 
small business person in the Kimberley to do that work. He has lost it.  

The next issue is the Mowanjum Aboriginal Corporation, south of Derby, which was referred to the 
Minister for Regional Development as a question in the house. He completely refused to answer that question 
and decided to talk about the many other things he believes the National Party has provided in the Kimberley. He 
did not address the issue itself. The Mowanjum Aboriginal Corporation has had to let 12 of its workers go after 
losing its contract due to a decision by Lake Maintenance. The chief executive, Steve Austin, said that the 
entirely Indigenous community building team will probably have to turn to Centrelink to support their families. 
I quote, according to my notes — 

Mr Austin said on Monday the remote community’s corporation had worked with the WA Department 
of Housing for 13 years before the state government referred the work to a head contractor —  

As I indicated, that is a Lake Maintenance contract. It continues — 
which re-issued it to another party for a lower price. 
“It’s a big step back—these fellas aren’t going to get jobs, the economy is right down, nobody is 
employing and yet they hand out the work to an interstate company,” he said. 

In that case, he is referring to the whole concept of the head contractor model and the fact that the contract went 
to Lake Maintenance from Terrigal, New South Wales. As the new head contractor, it is preferring companies 
other than local Indigenous companies for the work it is undertaking in Aboriginal communities. 

I go back to the Buy Local policy. That decision by Lake Maintenance and authorised by the 
Department of Housing flies absolutely in the face of regional price preferencing, regional local contents 
preferencing and Aboriginal empowerment provisions of the Buy Local policy. It breaches three of the key 
provisions of the Buy Local policy. What is the point of having it? The Minister for Regional Development 
increased the local price–preferencing threshold to $250 000. What has that achieved for people in the 
Kimberley? Nothing. They do not even get a look in. It is directly in contradiction to this policy. 
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I now also refer members to Lalgardi Enterprises, which also is near Derby, and which has lost its own born-and-
bred Aboriginal carpenter from Derby. Maureen O’Meara from Lalgardi Enterprises of the 
Emama Nguda Aboriginal Corporation referred to the fact that the new head contractor model was specific in the 
way it put this local born-and-bred carpenter from Derby out of work. Maureen O’Meara indicated that, as far as 
she could see, it had not actually done anything wrong under the contractual relationship between the carpenter 
and the Department of Housing and the previous contractor model because it waited for the contract to come to 
an end. It then did not issue a new contract to that organisation and the work of that carpenter. From the way she 
saw it there was nothing contractually wrong with what the Department of Housing did but I suggest that 
Maureen was probably not aware of the Buy Local policy and that the Department of Housing was clearly in 
breach of its own policy, which it must apply. The Buy Local policy states that organisations must comply with 
this policy—not, “I’ll comply with it when I feel like it.” They must comply with that policy and the 
Department of Housing is absolutely in breach of that policy because a local business should have been given an 
opportunity to re-bid for that work when the contract came. Because it was an Aboriginal organisation with 
Aboriginal employees, that extra step had to be taken under the Buy Local policy to encourage that company to 
tender for that work, but that was completely ignored. 

It is not just me or small businesses in the Kimberley that are complaining about it. I draw members’ attention to 
a letter from the member for Murray–Wellington, Mr Murray Cowper, to the Department of Housing about 
Murray River North, a company in his area. He might even say something about it. It operates primarily in 
remote housing areas on behalf of the government. It, too, has had to reduce the intake of localised workers 
because Lake Maintenance, as he indicates in his letter to both the Minister for Housing and the department , 
which is an eastern states company—by “eastern states company” we know the member for Murray–Wellington 
is referring to Lake Maintenance—has refused to subcontract any of that work to the companies that had 
previously been doing it. People in not only the Kimberley, but also the south west of Western Australia, 
particularly in the member for Murray–Wellington’s seat, are losing their jobs because of the behaviour of 
Lake Maintenance and the Department of Housing. 

It beggars belief that the Department of Housing can get away with doing what it is doing. As I say, this is not 
the first time I have raised this issue in this house. I went through this issue at length using example after 
example of local businesses in the Kimberley, some Aboriginal owned, some non-Aboriginal owned but 
employing Aboriginal people, who were constantly missing out on business and work opportunities from 
Department of Housing contracts because the contracts were deliberately structured in a way that provided no 
opportunity to tender for them. Commitments were made by the previous Minister for Housing to address this 
issue. He said, “Yes; it’s not right. It’s wrong and it shouldn’t be done. I’ll have a word with the department and 
we’ll fix it.” Nothing has happened. As I pointed out, successive ministers have not only failed to act, but also 
made the situation worse. They have changed the whole housing contractor model to the second-generation 
housing maintenance contracting system and, in doing so, particularly for small companies and Aboriginal-
owned companies in the Kimberley, their experience of now working with and tendering to an eastern states–
based company for local work—local work that many of their relatives will be the users of—has shown that they 
are not even in the race to win that work. They are totally ignored by Lake Maintenance and by the 
Department of Housing; companies elsewhere in Western Australia and probably in the eastern states are 
preferenced. As a result, local businesses are missing out on economic opportunities offered by the expenditure 
of government money in the Kimberley and local workers are losing their jobs. 

It is mind-boggling how this government can get this so wrong. It is not rocket science. The “Buy Local Policy” 
is not a complex document. It just has to be applied properly. It has to have a minister with the backbone to say 
to the Department of Housing, “This is not a preferential document to be applied when you feel like it; this is 
a direction of government that you will apply at all times when you are putting out tenders for work in the 
Kimberley and elsewhere in Western Australia.” That is what the Buy Local policy is all about; yet ministers 
have come into this house tut-tutting the issues raised by the member for Kimberley and I about how shocking 
this is but have done absolutely nothing about it. Why is that? It is because they are too gutless to stand up to 
their own departments or to take on their department heads and lay down the law. The managers in the 
Kimberley have an obligation under the Buy Local policy to ensure that local businesses in Broome, Derby, 
Halls Creek, Fitzroy Crossing, Wyndham and Kununurra get an opportunity to tender, and successfully win, this 
housing and maintenance work. That is what this policy states. 

This motion requires the Minister for Regional Development to have the backbone to implement the policy that 
his government is supportive of, and to which it is party to, at its direction. That is all the Labor Party is seeking. 
We have asked for this before in this house and it has been completely ignored. We ask the Premier and the 
Minister for Regional Development again to take seriously the Buy Local policy and to direct their departmental 
heads to get on and apply it, even if that Buy Local policy applies through the department to a head contractor 
that may be based in New South Wales. Simply because a company operates out of New South Wales does not 
mean it is not bound by the Buy Local policy. The Minister for Regional Development confirmed in the house 
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this afternoon that a New South Wales-based contractor is bound by the Western Australian Buy Local policy. 
We expect Lake Maintenance to read the document and to apply the document. From the evidence I have shown 
to the house this afternoon and from the evidence that I showed to the house in 2013, the 
Department of Housing, and now Lake Maintenance as the second-generation head contractor for maintenance 
on public housing in the Kimberley, is not abiding by the Buy Local policy. 

MS J. FARRER (Kimberley) [5.25 pm]: I rise to speak on the Department of Housing’s new head maintenance 
contract model and how it is grossly affecting local businesses and local community members throughout the 
entire Kimberley region. Locals are angered at the decision by this government and the Department of Housing 
to outsource the housing maintenance contract to Lake Maintenance (Western Australia) Pty Ltd, sending all 
profits out of the Kimberley and out of the state. This has had an enormous ripple effect and has caused a large 
number of local and Aboriginal people to become unemployed, especially when people have great concerns 
about their welfare and lifestyle and about development and growth in the area. People say that we have seagulls; 
that is, government people who fly in, squawk louder than the crows and galahs, make promises, and then fly 
out. It is laughable that this government on the one hand publicly states its intention to improve the economy 
while it awards contracts with the other; in this case to a Victorian-based company. It is nonsense. It certainly 
does not help WA’s current unemployment crisis when this government continues to make poor policy 
decisions. 

It is no surprise that over 10 000 Western Australians have lost their jobs this year alone. As the member for 
Cockburn said, after the floods in Warmun a contract was awarded to Ri-con Contractors, a Queensland-based 
building company. It did not employ any locals and it set up its own camp. By the time it had finished building 
and the contract had run out, its workers moved their camps with them. I believe that this is institutional racism, 
as jobs are transferred out of Indigenous communities to non-Indigenous businesses. This government may try to 
argue this might save money, but at what cost, as welfare, ill health and violence escalate once again. 

We heard the member for Cockburn talk about the one and only Aboriginal qualified plumber who ran his 
business in Fitzroy Crossing. He had previously employed up to six local Aboriginal guys to work for him. 
However, due to the head maintenance contract and Lake Maintenance, he is now able to keep on only 
two workers, as Lake Maintenance is not giving his business enough work to remain sustainable. This plumber 
also told me that under this new head maintenance process the rates of payment have significantly decreased. 
I quote from Lake Maintenance (Western Australia) Pty Ltd’s “Sub-contractor Agreement” — 

It is noted that under this agreement there is no renegotiation of prices until 1st July 2016. 

We heard about this from the member for Cockburn. Emama Nguda Aboriginal Corporation in Derby has also 
confirmed these negative impacts. Staff explained that although the schedule of rates remains the same, under 
this model all other costs have been significantly reduced or eliminated, such as travel time, zone allowance and 
accommodation allowances. The Lake Maintenance “Sub-contractor Agreement” also states that travel to and 
from the site is more than 50 kilometres from the nominated centre in which the subcontractor’s business is 
based.  

Do we have any idea at all about the Kimberley region? The Fitzroy Valley alone includes more than 
20 communities that are more than 50 kilometres in distance from Fitzroy Crossing, but the 
Department of Housing stock still requires maintenance out there, yet the department is unable to do it. From 
what I have found and what I have heard from people, under this agreement they have to apply in writing to have 
dripping taps and squeaky doors or doors that have come off their hinges fixed. Members would have heard me 
talk last year about the number of Aboriginal people who fronted up to court because they had enormous water 
bills—some escalating to about $20 000. It is because of this sort of treatment that these people find themselves 
in debt—some are even going to jail over it. 

Emama Nguda Aboriginal Corporation had to lay off its local Aboriginal carpenter, as we heard from the 
member for Cockburn. This action has also impacted on the corporation’s business capacity across the range of 
business opportunities in the Derby and West Kimberley regions. For example, Looma community, which is 
a pretty large, heavily populated Aboriginal community, has lost five local workers due to the same policy. 
Community members have complained that a housing officer is no longer based in Looma and that the 
Department of Housing now funds two non-Indigenous people living in Derby to travel to Looma each 
Wednesday. That is a distance of about 100 kilometres from Derby to Looma and back again. It is basically 
two hours each way if the road is good, because it is a gravel road. Surely this is not wise utilisation of 
government funds. We need to question ourselves. If maintenance is required on a property in Looma, 
Lake Maintenance will not authorise repairs until a number of other houses in Looma are needing work also to 
make the trip worthwhile for external contractors. Meanwhile, tenants are waiting weeks for simple repairs, such 
as the replacement of door handles and leaky taps, which is upkeep that the five previously employed local 
workers were and still are capable of carrying out; however, they cannot do that unless they are employed by 
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Lake Maintenance. However, the Department of Housing has chosen to make a simple and effective process 
extremely complicated, confusing and unnecessary. Also because of the high numbers of people and 
overcrowding in houses, their needs for maintenance are far greater than for people in metropolitan Perth. That is 
why we have high costs for maintenance. 

I urge this government to reverse the new head contractor maintenance model—I really would. It is a process 
that clearly does not benefit anyone in the Kimberley region, and I request that all local and Aboriginal 
community members who were previously employed to carry out maintenance works on Department of Housing 
properties be reinstated immediately. 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [5.33 pm]: I will be brief as we are keen to hear the 
Minister for Regional Development’s response. I want to make a couple of points but I will not repeat everything 
that the members for Cockburn and Kimberley have pointed out. They outlined in great detail the Buy Local 
policy and the concerns about whether that policy is embedded in the head contractor maintenance contract and 
in the contract with whomever the contractor on-contracts; and similarly the concerns about the rates of payment 
raised by the member for Kimberley. 

In any part of the Kimberley where I move around now I receive anecdotal feedback about the inadequacies of 
the head contractor model. I am sure that the minister gets feedback. I am sure that we all receive the various 
complaints. The member for Cockburn read out a couple of emails, particularly from the Mowanjum, Looma and 
Marra Worra Worra Aboriginal corporations, which raise these issues with me almost every time I go to the 
Kimberley. However, there is a matter that the minister could deal with in his response to the motion. All the 
other issues have been raised by the members for Cockburn and Kimberley, and I assume that he will deal with 
them, but there is one issue I am curious to hear about from the minister. 

The Department of Housing’s regional manager for the West Kimberley region, Shayne Hills, wrote to various 
Aboriginal corporations that had agreements of maintenance with the Department of Housing. I will not read the 
whole letter dated 29 April 2015, but the relevant part states — 

Dear Sir/Madam 

I am writing with regard to the Gentleman’s Agreement for the provision of Maintenance Services in 
the West Kimberley Region, which will be terminated on 30 June 2015. 

Bear in mind that this letter is dated 29 April, which was basically two months’ notice. It continues — 

The Department of Housing confirms its intention to cease the existing Maintenance Service under the 
current Gentleman’s Agreement as of 30 June 2015. 

The letter goes on to set out details of the head contractor model. Could the minister explain to me and to the 
house why the Department of Housing is of the view that the agreements the department had with these various 
Aboriginal organisations are gentlemen’s agreements, as opposed to contracts of service? For example, I have 
seen and have got various agreements that seem to me to be more like contracts, not gentlemen’s agreements. 
The one I have with me, by way of example, duly signed by everybody in August 2012 is for a term of 40 years. 
I am curious about the position taken by the department that these arrangements with Aboriginal corporations 
were simply gentlemen’s agreements and therefore, I assume, the department is of the view are unenforceable 
and that there are no rights and obligations on the department or on the Aboriginal corporations. Again, this 
point was emphasised, not just in that letter but also in a response from the Minister for Housing in question 
without notice 1001 in the upper house on 16 September 2015, which reads — 

Prior to 30 June 2015, the Housing Authority had approximately 20 informal gentlemen’s agreements 
with Aboriginal corporations and subcontractors to deliver maintenance services in remote Aboriginal 
communities. 

I am interested to know whether the minister can flesh out the reason why they were gentlemen’s agreements 
and not contracts, because ultimately that will go to the crux of the ability of the department with two months’ 
notice to simply say, “We’re no longer going to utilise your services in the way we have done for a long period 
in many cases. We’re going to the head contractor model.” The members for Cockburn and Kimberley pointed 
out their concerns about that head contractor model, concerns which now echo throughout the Kimberley. I raise 
that as an additional point that the minister can deal with in his response on top of the various questions put by 
the members for Cockburn and Kimberley. 

MR M.J. COWPER (Murray–Wellington) [5.37 pm]: I would like to say a few words in this space and will 
take only a few moments. It is a very interesting debate and one that has recently come to my notice. I vaguely 
remember the member for Cockburn making mention of a letter I sent to the department and to various ministers 
about what we were doing in remote areas and how it affects my electorate. I want to touch upon the work done 
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by a company called Murray River North. It was a company based out of Pinjarra run by a couple of local men 
who had connections with the Kimberley. Due to their experience operating in the Kimberley, one of the 
families, the McLarty family, owned cattle stations there, which the minister would appreciate was a fairly 
difficult thing to do back in the 1970s and 1980s. These young men were entrepreneurial and went about 
providing a service in contract maintenance and commenced building some homes. They set up a workshop in 
the industrial area of Pinjarra and commenced to build homes to be transported to remote areas to deal with the 
issue of suitable housing, not only for Indigenous people. They also won a number of contracts for the 
construction of remote area police stations, government buildings and the like. Over time they have been quite 
successful. They went on to win not only government contracts in Western Australia, but also federal 
government contracts in the Northern Territory. They have now expanded the business into Alice Springs and 
Humpty Doo in Darwin, and also have facilities in Broome. In doing so, along the way they have employed local 
people, local Indigenous people and locals even in Pinjarra. Of course, during the height of the mining 
construction phase with the demand for labour, costs escalated in trying to find suitable tradespeople to 
accommodate the needs of the continuing housing requirements in those remote areas.  

It was very difficult for Murray River North to maintain a workforce and it had to pay fairly substantial fees to 
get people to come and work in that space. Members can appreciate that in these locations people work in 
extreme heat and often the amenities are fairly rudimentary. It therefore requires some resolve to be able to 
maintain building in that environment. For 30 years this company has been winning contracts to provide the 
necessary housing to employ locals and, if you like, to keep the wheels of industry rolling along so that everyone 
in Western Australia benefits. It still operates on a smaller scale. About four years ago, a contract went out, as 
they do from time to time. Murray River North applied, as it had previously done, and, unfortunately, it did not 
win the contract to supply housing. In fact, the contract went to two other companies. It sought a meeting with 
the housing department to see how it may be able to improve for future contracts. During the course of seeking 
that feedback advice, it was told that there was nothing wrong with its application; it was just that the other 
companies were chosen. I find that extraordinary inasmuch as one of the companies was from Queensland. 
I heard the members for Cockburn and Kimberley mention the name of a company based in Queensland. Putting 
that into the context of GST revenues, we have heard many times in this place that we are not getting returns on 
our GST, yet when there are contracts to build infrastructure for Western Australian people, we are paying 
companies from elsewhere to do it. I am not quite sure how comfortably that sits with the buy 
Western Australian policy. Going back to my childhood, I remember seeing the little Western Australian 
emblem with a black swan on it that stated the product was Western Australian and we should support it. Of 
course, that is a notion that I think we all generally believe in. 

These contracts are coming up again very shortly and Murray River North is very keen to put forward its 
submissions to win more housing contracts. That would see jobs for people right across the Kimberley and the 
Northern Territory, and indeed—I am going to declare my interest in this—in Pinjarra, which is my home base 
town. If members drive through the industrial area there at the moment, they will see vacant blocks that only 
a few years ago would have had houses being churned out in great demand, not only for the Indigenous 
population and government requirements, but also for the mining sector. At the moment, it is dormant. There is 
nothing happening; there are no contracts. We know that the resource sector is evolving into production rather 
than construction and other businesses have to fight for work. I quite understand that there is a competitive edge 
out there and the Western Australian government has to favour the best contract. We need to observe certain 
requirements. Obviously, the best value for taxpayers is a major concern. The member for Kimberley made the 
point that there are other benefits if we use Western Australian products—for example, with steel and the various 
flow-on effects it has for our local products. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: I do not want to cut the member short, but will I get a chance — 

Mr M.J. COWPER: Okay; but I need to make the point that I have written to the department to get clarification of 
the policy, because at this time, notwithstanding the discussion in this place, the rules seem to be a bit ambiguous. 
We are happy to play ball and we understand that these contracts are awarded in a competitive market. However, 
I would really like to know what the ground rules are before we run out onto the footy field to try to deal with this 
issue. I think that members of this place would agree that if we have an opportunity to keep the money in 
Western Australia, it will benefit all Western Australians, whether they are in remote or regional areas or, indeed, in 
the major towns and cities of Western Australia. I thank members for the opportunity to speak. 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood — Minister for Regional Development) [5.45 pm]: I thank the 
members for Cockburn, Kimberley, Victoria Park and Murray–Wellington for raising this question about the 
Buy Local policy and the government’s adherence to its principles. I point out that the government is certainly 
committed to the Buy Local policy; it certainly supports it. The motion focuses on housing maintenance and 
building contracts in the Kimberley. Before I talk about that, I want to talk about a couple of the challenges that 
we face. This issue is not unique to the Kimberley. The challenge of putting government policy, initiatives and 
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rules in place that hopefully flow through to local contractors picking up work on ongoing local contracts, and, 
therefore, the regional and local benefits that come from that, has been raised with me a number of times across 
regional WA. 

I will give two examples. The first one is the Esperance waterfront development. The proponent for the 
Esperance waterfront development was the Shire of Esperance. We could not get a more locally focused 
proponent trying to achieve outcomes than a local government. A particular contractor in place did a lot of the 
work, and a number of subcontracts went to people in my electorate—people in Denmark. The Esperance 
community was concerned about why the contracts had not gone to local subcontractors. There was a regional 
benefit; it went to someone living in my electorate in Denmark. I was quite happy about the contractors there 
picking up some of the contractual work. Despite it being a proponent that is very, very focused on local 
outcomes—no more so than a local government—the way that that project went out flowed through to having 
people in a very different part of regional Western Australia picking up the work. Again, our intent sometimes 
does not flow through. The second example relates to my predecessor in regional development. In some of the 
royalties for regions projects that were funded, I think one of the rules that was put in place at the time was that 
the work needed to go to a regionally located contractor—someone who had an office in the regions. We then 
had a big bunch of people who suddenly snapped their fingers and set up offices in the regions. They might have 
had an office as big as a phone booth and a telephone, and suddenly they could tick the box as having an office 
in the regions. With all the good intent of putting the rules in place and trying to make conditions around 
government-funded contracts and programs, the outcome was not necessarily what we thought would come 
through. People often find ways to make pathways to meet the conditions that are put in place and get contracts. 
I use those two examples to point out some of the challenges. 
The focus of this motion is on housing. I do not think that there is a government agency that has had a stronger 
focus on trying to do things right in some of the most challenging areas of the state than Housing, particularly as 
it applies to the Kimberley region and remote areas and communities in the state. 
Ms J. Farrer: Minister, the problem we have in places such as Halls Creek, Fitzroy Crossing and probably in 
Warmun and some of those other places is that we don’t have the choice of renting privately; there is nothing 
there. If you don’t have a house, you go and rent a tree and live under there. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Absolutely. The level of government housing in those communities is substantial; 
therefore, there are no private choices there, but that is the role the government plays in housing. Housing 
certainly has a strong focus, and the elements in the Buy Local policy around making decisions about who gets 
the contracts are there and clear. As the member for Cockburn pointed out, a policy that was put in place when 
he was in government in 2002 states that there are some rules that we have to live by. Because of the trade 
relationships between the different states, we cannot have anything that discriminates between someone making 
a bid from another state and someone in Western Australia. That is the reason a company such as 
Lake Maintenance picks up those contracts. That is in the Buy Local policy and that is what members opposite 
agreed to. I think the member for Cockburn even made the point that we cannot change that; it is there and, 
unfortunately, the policy has it. The point is—the member for Victoria Park also raised this point—that despite 
that contractor winning the contract, it still needs to adhere to the Buy Local policy. That is a given in the mix. 
I do not have any reason to understand that it has not adhered to it. I will come to a few of those points in 
a minute. 
Mr F.M. Logan: Why did you say that after we went through a whole series of examples? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Obviously, I am not aware of those examples. I am not the Minister for Housing. I am 
running on the advice that I have been given. I will come back to a couple of points that have been made. 

In addition to sticking to the Buy Local policy, the Department of Housing applies its own Aboriginal enterprise 
and employment preference policy and the Kimberley employment and enterprise program to improve 
Aboriginal employment outcomes. The AEEP applies to all tenders, irrespective of the contract delivery point. 
KEEP applies to all tenders with an estimated value of $600 000 or above in the Kimberley region specifically. 
However, the majority of works, as most members would know, particularly the capital works, comes through 
the National Partnership Agreement on Remote Indigenous Housing. That policy setting does not apply to 
NPARIH because it has its own Aboriginal employment target of 20 per cent. Interestingly, NPARIH exceeded 
that target in construction contracts, with 35 per cent Aboriginal employment. 
Ms J. Farrer: The people who are building through NPARIH did not give local Aboriginal people any work. 
The only work that they gave them was to clean up the rubbish. 
Mr F.M. Logan: A lot of the Aboriginal people they brought in months later. 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: I am making the point that the rules have been put down and those rules have been met. 
There is 35 per cent Aboriginal employment on the construction project that came through NPARIH. I am told 
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that a panel of seven building businesses has been appointed. Of those seven, two are 100 per cent Aboriginal-
owned businesses and one is a 50 per cent Aboriginal-owned business. In 2014–15, they picked up $99 million 
worth of contractual work, and 38 per cent of the work was awarded to those three businesses that were either 
fully Aboriginal owned or half Aboriginal owned. Of that $99 million, $17 million worth of work was awarded 
to Aboriginal-owned subcontractors that did work to those rules. Again, with some of the NPARIH work, there 
are high levels of Aboriginal contractual work at both the contractor and subcontractor level and engagement 
with Aboriginal employment. I just make those points. They are global figures. We will always pick up a local 
example in which there are concerns, but the figures I have given relate to the NPARIH work. 

The other point that was raised related to the head contractor model. The government has made a decision to 
have the head contractor model. It has gone to Lake Maintenance as far as the Kimberley is concerned. As I said, 
it must comply with government policy, including the Buy Local policy. One interesting point to be made is that 
at present, the entirety of the maintenance works conducted on Department of Housing properties in the 
Kimberley is undertaken by Kimberley-based subcontractors. I am not giving the Aboriginal engagement in that, 
but certainly Kimberley-based subcontractors are dealing with all the maintenance contracts work under the head 
contractor model under Lake Maintenance. Having just completed the first 12 months of the head maintenance 
contract, Lake Maintenance is continuing to engage Indigenous employees, subcontractors and apprentices. 

There is a focus on growing those opportunities. Interestingly, the figures I have show that 44 apprentices, which 
equates to 10.67 per cent apprentice participation, and 75 Indigenous employees, which equates to 18.2 per cent 
Indigenous participation, are employed. As part of its subcontract agreement, Lake Maintenance subcontracts 
and purchases and sources materials and appliances from local businesses and proprietors where possible. 

From time to time there are issues of being able to meet the contractor requirements. If a company makes a bid, 
it obviously needs to meet the minimum specifications. One of the examples that the member for Cockburn 
raised was the Mowanjum community and the Mowanjum Aboriginal Corporation. It did not have any licensed 
tradespeople—plumbers, gasfitters or electricians. That was one of the constraints to some of its business 
opportunities. I understand that Lake Maintenance is still engaged in some of the maintenance work. Again, I do 
not have numbers as to what level. Three programs were undertaken under the Mowanjum project. There was 
obviously the NPARIH program of building houses in the community. Ri-con Contractors, which I think the 
member for Kimberley mentioned, has done some work in the eastern states. Again, it has a target of 20 per cent 
Aboriginal employment. It obviously picked up that contract. There was a contract for refurbishing 31 houses in 
that community at a cost of $4.4 million, which I understand was picked up by the Mowanjum Aboriginal 
Corporation. 

A lot of the work that has been done either in construction or refurbishing under the NPARIH contract has either 
come to an end or is finishing, and is tailing off. Right now the state government is in negotiations with the 
federal government over NPARIH mark 2 or mark 3 or whatever the next tranche is. I picked up some of these 
as the minister representing the Minister for Housing. As some of those contractual arrangements and 
opportunities have come off, so too have we heard concerns and issues about people who have been involved in 
those contracts, not as a product of the decision of who gets the contract or who gets the maintenance, but as 
a product of the actual work that is there as it applies to the resourcing that comes through. We are in 
negotiations with the federal government about that. From a regional development perspective—the member for 
Kimberley will know this—there is scope to work with the federal government on royalties for regions–funded 
projects in things such as transitional housing. Strong discussions are coming through in the remote reform work 
that Hon Helen Morton and I are doing. 

The other point that the member for Victoria Park raised related to the gentlemen’s agreement. I cannot give him 
an answer other than to say—this is the fact that he highlighted to me in his letter—that until June this year, there 
were gentlemen’s agreements for a number of Aboriginal corporations for work that has been done. I will get an 
answer to that for the member. 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Could you? 

Mr D.T. REDMAN: Yes, I can. The member’s question was why a gentlemen’s agreement and not a formal 
contractual obligation — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Why is it not considered a contract of the department? 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That is a fair question. I will get the answer to that from the minister and his office. 
One more point I will raise relates to the government’s focus on getting a better outcome for the communities, 
particularly the remote communities. As the member for Kimberley in particular would know, we do not do 
anything or make any decisions in the remote communities without it impacting on some of the bigger centres. 
That is why both Hon Helen Morton and I have been strongly engaged in discussions in Broome, Derby, 
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Fitzroy Crossing, Halls Creek, Kununurra and Warmun—the bigger centres—to get an appreciation of the 
impact of any future decisions and discussions we are having. 
One of the things that the government has done is transitional housing. The leading light of that was the work in 
Kununurra and recent investments in Halls Creek and now in Broome and Derby. We are flipping the argument 
about people’s social housing needs—that is, putting people into social housing because they do not have the 
resources to get their own house or whatever it might be—and saying we will provide them with a house if they 
have a job and if they send their kids to school, and there are obligations attached to it. It has been an absolutely 
huge success. People are able to move into good-quality houses, they have an incentive to get a job and their kids 
are going to school. We see all those things as positive outcomes. The government certainly has a preparedness 
to invest in transitional housing in the future. It is important that as we do that, hopefully in conjunction with the 
federal government—they are the discussions that we are having now—we certainly want to see benefits flow 
through to the community in a business sense. Part of the discussion in the remote community work is about 
economic development opportunities. What is better than the economic development opportunities that flow 
through from the work that is done on maintenance and refurbishment of houses that the very people involved 
are living in? There is a fair amount of that. It is challenging to put some of the rules in place and have that 
flowthrough that we all like to see, but certainly that is the objective of the government. 
Other than the question that I will get a response to for the member for Victoria Park, I believe that Housing does 
a pretty good job in this area. It is certainly motivated. It is not going out of its way to not deliver local contractor 
outcomes. 
Mr F.M. Logan: That doesn’t explain, minister, why people are losing their jobs. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: Part of it is explained by the level of work that is out there, particularly in construction 
work in the NPARIH program. 
Mr F.M. Logan: We’ll FOI that and find out whether that’s true. 
Mr D.T. REDMAN: That is a good thing because the Minister for Housing can answer that question. It is 
a critical issue. It is not unique to the Kimberley. Certainly in other parts of the state, I have had responses not 
only in contracts that the government has put out through the royalties for regions program, for example, but also 
in some of the head maintenance contracts as they apply to other parts of the state. People in my electorate have 
had historical contracts with maintenance in education and the like. It is an area that we need to get right. We 
have also put some royalties for regions resources into building capacity and skills for small business through the 
Small Business Development Corporation. This goes to the understanding that they need to access some of these 
contracts, whereas previously they have not been able to access contracts for a range of reasons. Hopefully, we 
will get more people into that space. It is a challenging position. The government is right on target to get a better 
outcome. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
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