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Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs — Fifty-ninth Report —  
Overview of petitions 3 December 2021 to 30 June 2022 

Resumed from 13 October 2022. 
Motion 

Hon PETER FOSTER: I move — 
That the report be noted. 

It is my privilege today to speak on the fifty-ninth report of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public 
Affairs. This is the first time we are considering the fifty-ninth report. It is the second report of the Standing 
Committee on Environment and Public Affairs for this term of Parliament. We previously dealt with the fifty-eighth 
report which, believe it or not, is on the notice paper following this report. For the information of members, there 
is another Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs report on the notice paper—the sixtieth report, 
which is about the Dog Act 1976—so there is a lot of Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs 
business to talk about in this place.  
The fifty-ninth report is an overview of 15 petitions that the committee dealt with from 3 December 2021 to 
30 June 2022. As is customary when we discuss and reflect on reports in the chamber, I would like to acknowledge 
the committee members, starting with Hon Tjorn Sibma, who I believe is away on urgent parliamentary business. 
He is my trusted deputy chair. I also acknowledge the other committee members, Hon Stephen Pratt, Hon Sophia 
Moermond and my colleague sitting next to me, Hon Shelley Payne. I also acknowledge the committee staff who 
are with us each week as we deliberate and who assisted us in putting together this report. I firstly acknowledge 
Stephen Brockway, our advisory officer, who has been a servant of the Parliament for some time. I really appreciate 
his knowledge and the experience that he brings to our meetings. I also acknowledge Kristina Crichton, our research 
officer, and Maddison Evans, our committee clerk. This is the second report that Kristina has worked on with the 
committee. She was also involved in the formulation of the committee’s fifty-eighth report.  
This report was tabled in the chamber last year on 13 October, so it has been sitting on the notice paper for some 
time. I hope that members have taken the time to pick it up off the shelf and have a read—I know I certainly 
have. The petitions we dealt with during this time relate to a wide range of subject matter, including social, health, 
environmental and planning outcomes. Perhaps some members in the chamber will reflect on those matters; I will 
be reflecting on one later in my contribution.  
For those members who are not familiar with the committee, schedule 1 of the report sets out the functions of the 
committee. One of its roles is to inquire into and report on petitions and, of course, that is what it has done in the 
fifty-ninth report. All conforming petitions tabled in the Legislative Council by a member are referred to the 
committee for inquiry. For instance, yesterday three petitions were read into the chamber and they are on their way 
to the committee to be dealt with. Petitions can either be submitted in the written form or electronically. Certainly, 
when I started in this chamber in May 2021, we dealt with written petitions, but as time has gone on, the e-petition 
process has evolved. I note that yesterday, the Standing Committee on Procedure and Privileges tabled its sixty-ninth 
report, which we discussed briefly. The house resolved to extend the temporary orders, under which the e-petition 
system was established. The temporary orders have been extended to 31 October 2024, so petitions that were going 
to be put on hold at the end of March have been extended. The e-petition system will continue until 31 October 2024. 
As I discussed with my colleagues, I believe that, for the most part, the petitions that we deal with now are electronic 
petitions, which make it a lot easier for the community to become directly involved with Parliament. Standing out 
the front of a supermarket with a clipboard is not always the best way to collect signatures for a petition. Everyone 
has a computer and a smart phone so e-petitions are the way of the future. The PPC’s report that we dealt with 
yesterday referred to a review of the system. I hope that as part of that review, the committee talks to not only 
members, but also the community about the success of the e-petition system. I personally feel that the e-petition 
system works well.  
Hon Nick Goiran: Are you happy to take an interjection? 
Hon PETER FOSTER: Sure.  
Hon Nick Goiran: Just with regards to the report that the committee put together, for the future ones, I think it would 
be helpful to identify which ones were e-petitions and which ones were the hardcopy ones that you are referring to.  
Hon PETER FOSTER: Absolutely. I will take that on board.  
As part of the committee’s investigations, we always write to the tabling member. I know that a number of members 
in the chamber have been tabling members. We also write to the principal petitioner—the lead signing person for 
a petition. The quicker we get information back, the quicker we can start our inquiry. If a member lodges a petition, 
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the quicker the committee receives a reply from the member, the quicker we can start our work. Once we have 
received the responses, we start our inquiry. As it is contained in the report, as part of our inquiry we write to ministers, 
which is a great way for not only the tabling member but also the community to see exactly how the government 
is dealing with a particular issue. Depending on the response, the committee may call for an inquiry. Members may 
recall that recently we announced an inquiry into past forced adoptive policies and practices, which stemmed from 
a petition lodged in this place by Hon Lorna Harper.  
As the committee chair, I am often asked by community members about the status of a petition: “Where is it at?” 
“What information is publicly available?” Rather than asking me, the best way to find information about a petition 
is to look at Parliament’s website. All the documents are there; people can see the petition, how many signatures 
are on it, when it was tabled and whether a minister has provided a response. Indeed, any public information is 
listed on the website, so I urge people to jump on to see all that information.  
As I said, the fifty-ninth report covers a number of petitions with recurring themes, one of which is the environment. 
I want to reflect on petition 30, which deals with the asbestos contamination in Wittenoom, eastern gorge and Yampire 
gorge. One of the reasons that I chose that petition is that, as members know, I have lived in Tom Price for quite 
a number of years. Tom Price is the closest town to Wittenoom. Prior to starting in this place, I was a councillor with 
the Shire of Ashburton, and I have come to know the history and story of Wittenoom quite intimately. The petition 
was lodged by Hon Dr Brad Pettitt, who is away on urgent parliamentary business, with the principal petitioner 
being Maitland Parker. I want to stop and talk about Maitland, who I have known for a very long time—practically 
the whole time that I have been living in the Pilbara. He is a Banjima elder. I have had many conversations with him 
over coffee at the shops about some of the concerns of the Banjima people. We have great conversations. I work 
with him on a number of issues. I want to acknowledge him because I think he is a top bloke. He is also unwell, 
but his health is good for the time being.  
When I was with the Shire of Ashburton, we dealt with the legacy of Wittenoom. People were living there; others 
sought compensation for injury they suffered as a result of residing in the town. The Shire of Ashburton had to 
deal with numerous compensation claims. It would be remiss of me not to acknowledge that because the Shire of 
Ashburton continues to deal with the legacy of Wittenoom. The Asbestos Diseases Society of Australia has 
lodged a petition on the e-petition system that also deals with the legacy of Wittenoom. The issue of Wittenoom 
remains unresolved.  
Noting that I have only 30 seconds left, I will wrap up my contribution. Please look at petition 30, which is about 
Wittenoom. The responses from ministers refer to some of the actions that are taking place and the work that 
has already happened. In particular, they refer to the Wittenoom Steering Committee, which continues to deal with 
the legacy of Wittenoom on behalf of the government in terms of cleaning it up. In closing, I acknowledge the 
hardworking committee members and commend the report to the chamber.  
Hon KLARA ANDRIC: I, too, would like to make a contribution to the fifty-ninth report of the Standing Committee 
on Environment and Public Affairs. I believe this will be the first time I will make a contribution to the consideration 
of a report by this committee, and it is slightly different from my usual contributions to consideration of reports 
by the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission. 

The Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs was appointed back in 2005, with its main purpose 
and function being to inquire into and report on public and private policy that affects, or may affect, the environment; 
any bills referred to it by the Legislative Council; and petitions. The petition process can be utilised by the public 
to express concerns, and it provides a fundamental link between Parliament and the wider Western Australian 
community. As noted in the report, the committee’s consideration of petitions serves to enhance transparency and 
inform the Parliament and the public about current relevant issues of concern in our community. 

Any petitions conforming to the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs are referred to that 
committee for consideration. I was really pleased to hear Hon Peter Foster talking about e-petitions and how the 
trial process for e-petitions has been hugely successful. I agree; it will most likely be the way of the future for petitions. 
Although not all petitions will bring about changes in policy or meet the specific desires of the petitioners, the 
results of the committee’s inquiries can prove effective in providing an explanation for various government 
decisions and actions. 

It is worth noting paragraph 1.10 on page 4 of this report. It states — 

The Committee may decide to limit or conclude its consideration of a petition if: — 

I will not include every dot point on the list, just some of the main ones — 

• there are other ways to address the issues in the petition which have not been pursued 
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• the matter has been or is being dealt with by the relevant authority. For example, planning or 
environmental matters have established decision making and appeal processes over which the 
Committee has minimal influence 

• the issues raised in the petition will be, or have already recently been considered and/or debated 
by the Legislative Council 

… 

• the petition is the subject of a commercial dispute or legal action 

As Hon Peter Foster mentioned, this report contains a total of 30 petitions, of which 15 were finalised during the 
reporting period, which was from December 2021 to June 2022. At the end of the reporting period there were still 
15 petitions that remained ongoing. I will not go through them, but the list of those petitions can be found in the 
report on page 20. 

I would like to take this opportunity to speak about one of the finalised reports. Petition 25 caught my attention; it 
concerns a development planned for the Gnarabup coastline. It was tabled on 18 August 2021 and obtained a total 
of 233 signatures. The petition expressed opposition to the development of a hotel, short-stay villas, apartments 
and permanent residential dwellings along the Gnarabup coastline near Margaret River. The issues raised in the 
petition included things such as the loss of vegetation and native flora and fauna; the development’s impact on the 
ecology of the area; the fact that the development had not been assessed by the Environmental Protection Authority; 
and the presence of a significant Aboriginal heritage site on one of the affected lots. 

Hon Peter Foster does a lot of writing to ministers, but the committee began this inquiry by writing to the Minister 
for State Development, Jobs and Trade; the Minister for Emergency Services; the Minister for Planning; and the 
Shire of Augusta–Margaret River, requesting responses to the petition. The committee was advised by the Minister 
for State Development, Jobs and Trade that the development application was still ongoing and was being scrutinised 
by the EPA, the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage and the Water Corporation. It was also noted that 
there would be further opportunities for public input during the ongoing statutory processes. With this information, 
the committee finalised the petition. 

Since this report was tabled I believe construction of this development in Margaret River has begun, which brings 
me to the point of the usefulness of such inquiries, even when the outcome may not necessarily be in favour of the 
petitioners. This petition was not the only avenue taken by opponents of the development to express their opposition. 
In an interesting and very bold strategy the lobby group, Preserve Gnarabup, attempted to buy some of the land on 
which the development is to be built—valued at more than $5.5 million—with the intention of the Shire of 
Augusta–Margaret River footing the bill. That was clever. However, the local council ended up voting against this 
proposition; from my recollection, it was defeated by a vote of four to three. Although the petitioners’ goal in this 
case was not ultimately achieved, some of the issues raised since the petition was tabled have been addressed. 

The inquiries made by the committee assured the petitioners that the EPA was actively involved in the project, and 
I think that is very important. This, I am sure, was also very reassuring for members of the community who were 
concerned about the development. The inquiries also identified that the Aboriginal heritage site had undergone an 
inspection by a local Aboriginal elder, who provided counsel on the conservation of the site. I was pleased to read 
that, following advice from the Aboriginal elder, the developers have made a commitment to leave that particular 
area of land undisturbed. I think that is actually a very good outcome as a result of this petition. 
I will wrap up my contribution today by talking about one of Australia’s most famous petitions. When I was 
reading this report, I started to think about the history of petitions in Australia. I am not sure whether any other 
members are aware of this, but it did not take me very long to find out that Australia’s most famous petition was the 
Yirrkala bark petition of 1963. The petition was collected from the Yolngu people of Arnhem Land, who opposed 
a bauxite mining lease being granted to a mining company on their land. That lease would have resulted in more than 
36 000 hectares being removed from the Yolngu people’s land for mining, without their permission or counsel. 
I want to put on the record that, after some lobbying, two Labor politicians, Kim Beazley Sr and Gordon Bryant, 
travelled to Arnhem Land. They advised the Yolngu people to send petitions to Parliament. I think that is an incredible 
part of our history. Although the outcome was not in favour of stopping the mine, I can possibly talk more about 
it in my next contribution.  

Hon STEPHEN PRATT: It is a pleasure to speak on this report Overview of petitions 3 December 2021 to 
30 June 2022, being a member of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs. I thank the members 
who have made contributions so far: the chair of the committee, Hon Peter Foster; and Hon Klara Andric. It is 
worthwhile pointing out, and I have done this before, the important role the committee plays and the role that petitions 
play in the parliamentary process. As members can see from the list of finalised petitions in the contents page 
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of the report, the range of topics covered is quite broad and is a snapshot of the time period the report covers: 
3 December 2021 to 30 June 2022. They are some of the issues that our community wants to raise awareness of 
and bring our attention to. Obviously, the environment gets a large featuring role, maybe because the committee 
is called the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs or maybe because protecting the natural amenity 
of our great state is one of the key things our community cares about. Other issues raised are transport, health, 
housing and planning. I want to touch on a couple of those as I go through the report. 
We can see from the report that the committee is quite busy. In this short time, we concluded deliberations on 
15 petitions, and at the back of the report we can see the 15 petitions on which deliberations were ongoing at the 
time of tabling. As can also be seen, members of all political persuasions in this place tabled petitions during that 
period. It shows that all of us in this place are carrying out and fulfilling our role of being a conduit between the 
Parliament and the people. The report summarises some of the work undertaken by the committee members, and 
largely by the committee staff. The hard work that the staff undertake was touched on by Hon Peter Foster. They 
often make us look very efficient! The report gives a summary of the work and the processes undertaken, such as 
writing to the relevant government agencies, key stakeholders and other authorities that will play a role in the different 
issues raised. Following those responses, we can either decide to conclude our deliberations on the petition or we 
can look into matters even further. This is important because it reflects the thorough process undertaken, ensures 
that all petitions that come before the committee are dealt with fairly and that further information is sought from 
relevant persons to get to the bottom of each issue raised. Now I have heard Hon Klara Andric’s example of the 
Gnarabup coastline, it brings to mind an interesting example of a petition that came before the committee and was 
closed off on. Although the committee resolved to close deliberations on the petition, it shows that the process had 
the impact of raising awareness of the issue being presented to the community in Margaret River and led to further 
opportunities for it to be heard at a local government level. It sounds as if the final outcome was that a portion of 
land was protected. 
One example I want to refer to is petition 42, which was tabled in this chamber by me, actually. We resolved to 
close our deliberations on it, but that followed a response from the appropriate minister on housing and the issues 
with social housing in the Karawara area. A number of concerns were raised in the petition, and the committee 
was eventually satisfied with the response from the minister that outlined the work that the minister’s agencies 
were undertaking to increase security and combat some of the issues in that area. Despite another example of the 
committee resolving no longer to pursue the contents of the petition, we got a formal response. Whether the petitioner 
is content with that is another question, but it shows the importance of the process and the role that the committee 
can play, even if does not lead to a long inquiry or a finite conclusion. 

Another example is petition 23, which was tabled by Hon Matthew Swinbourn, about the realignment of the south 
west freight line, which is on page 6 of the report. Again, we can see on page 6 a bit of a snapshot of the products 
process undertaken. The principal petitioner got an opportunity to write to the committee and outline some of the 
concerns in more detail, as did the tabling member. The committee then sought responses from the Minister for 
Transport; Planning. Following that, the committee was advised that community feedback on the issue had been 
sought and that recent committee consultation sessions had been held, an online survey was available on the project’s 
website and newsletters had gone out to 900 property owners in that area. The results from all of the consultation 
would be taken into account as part of the ongoing process leading up to the decision. On that basis, the committee 
resolved to conclude its consideration of the petition. 
There are a number of good examples in this report of the committee giving due diligence to each and every petition 
that came to the committee. Whether the final outcome is a recommendation to government or the committee is 
satisfied by the minister’s response or that of the responsible agency, we can see there is real merit in members of 
the public engaging in the petitions process because it can lead to some impact and some resolution to the issue 
raised. Whether that is to the extent hoped for or to the satisfaction of the committee is probably one thing that we 
do not end up hearing back from the principal petitioners on, but I guess if there were further concerns, we would 
be hearing from them.  
In closing, Hon Peter Foster spoke on petition 30 and his experience in Wittenoom. The petition was tabled by 
Hon Dr Brad Pettitt. It is another example of the process that the committee goes through, and the thoroughness 
that the staff goes to to investigate all the issues that are raised before the committee.  
Today, I want to touch on another petition that came before the committee, which was on the sad case of the murder 
of Stacey Thorne. We made a number of representations to the responsible bodies but the committee eventually 
resolved not to take things any further because an inquiry into those types of issues was happening at a commonwealth 
level. We decided not to pursue it any further, but it was a challenging and emotional case to be brought before 
the committee.  
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As the chair, Hon Peter Foster, mentioned, a petition has come before the committee and we will conduct an 
inquiry. I am sure it will take up a lot of the focus of the committee in the coming months. With that, I conclude 
my comments. 
Hon PIERRE YANG: Thank you, Deputy Chair, for the opportunity to make a contribution on this fifty-ninth 
report of the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, Overview of petitions 3 December 2021 to 
30 June 2022. I, too, echo the words of Hon Stephen Pratt and thank the members of this committee for all the 
important work they do on the petitions that come to this Parliament. Members can now present petitions in not only 
a physical form, but also an electronic form. During my time in this place, I have presented a number of petitions. 
In the fortieth Parliament, petitions would be presented in paper form having been signed by people. Sometimes 
petitions would contain numerous pages and at other times just a few and members would present and table them at 
the beginning of each parliamentary sitting day. Yesterday we voted on extending the temporary order for e-petitions 
to allow this new mechanism to continue to facilitate the important function of petitions within our democracy. 
I want to thank Hon Klara Andric for the history lesson. I want to go back in history a little as well and talk about 
petitions. The Parliament’s website states — 

What is a petition? 
Petitions are a tool that allow the community to bring their concerns directly to Parliament. 

The Legislative Assembly’s page on petitions goes a little further to say — 
Petitions allow citizens to request the Parliament to redress any personal, local or state-wide grievance 
they may have. Petitioners might ask for changes to a law or to have an administrative decision reconsidered. 
Petitions can also request the redress of a personal grievance, for example, the correction of an administrative 
error. They cannot, however, request the grant of public money direct to the petitioner or another individual. 

On the same Legislative Assembly webpage it states — 
While the right to petition the Crown and Parliament dates back to Edward I, it was not until the last year 
of Richard II that Petitions were addressed to the House of Commons itself. The inherent right of citizens 
to petition the Parliament was confirmed by resolution of the House of Commons in 1669. This same right 
has been adopted by the Western Australian Parliament as part of our Westminster system of Parliament. 

I have talked about my time as a councillor for the City of Gosnells from 2013 to 2017. During this time, I also 
presented a number of petitions from its local residents. I remember one occasion very vividly when the Perth Airport 
had proposed to change the flight path and local residents from the City of Gosnells had organised a public meeting. 
Most of the people who attended the meeting agreed to get their local government to do something about it. As one 
of the councillors who attended that public meeting, I was asked to present a petition on their behalf. A few weeks 
later, I presented a petition at the City of Gosnells council meeting. Petitions are an important function of our 
democracy that allow people to have an avenue or a method by which they can voice their views. 
I want to refer to two petitions in particular in the fifty-ninth report. Petition 36 on mandatory vaccinations was 
presented by Hon James Hayward on 18 November 2021 and petition 37 was tabled by Hon Sophia Moermond 
on 30 November 2021. On petition 36 the report states — 

The petition called for the Legislative Council to support the petitioners’ opposition to the Premier’s 
proposals to ‘force mandatory vaccinations’ against the Covid-19 coronavirus, which it was said would 
threaten livelihoods and cause grievous anxiety and fears. Moreover, the petition raised doubts about the 
viability of a ‘foreign experimental vaccine’, and further opposed the proposal to punish businesses that 
did not enforce the vaccination mandate. 

On petition 37 the report states — 
This petition called for the Legislative Council to recommend the repeal of the state of emergency 
declared under the Public Health Act 2016 … 

• Since 2020, Australia’s mortality rate from the Covid-19 coronavirus had reduced. 
• Deaths were lower than pre-pandemic seasonal influenza deaths. 
• The World Health Organisation had advised that most people recovered with no treatment. 
• The vaccine does not work, but was a serious threat to health, killing at least 634 Australians. 

I strongly disagree with what those two petitions called for, but we live in a democracy. I may not agree with what 
those petitioners are saying, but I respect their right to voice an opinion. It is important in a democracy that people 
have the right to voice their views even if they do not agree with others’ views. It does not help to ridicule anyone 
for holding a different view. Nonetheless, it is very different when people use violence or the threat of violence to 
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accompany and support their views. It was reported in the news that this had happened when the Premier and his 
family were subjected to disgusting threats and harassment during the pandemic. It is important that we uphold 
democratic rights but, at the same time, we need to ensure that it is exercised and voiced peacefully and without 
the threat of violence. I look forward to another opportunity to continue my contribution on this report. 
Hon SOPHIA MOERMOND: I find the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs a most interesting 
one to work on, especially as it has provided me with a great way to learn about various issues that affect people 
locally and statewide. I have also learnt a lot from the other members about what petitions can achieve and how 
committees are run. I very much value the insights that Hon Tjorn Sibma has offered. The opportunity to take 
a deep dive into very specific subjects like dog attacks and prescribed burning was both very enlightening and 
very interesting. 
I am very pleased that the e-petition function will be in place until the end of 2024 as this format allows people to 
engage at a statewide level. It is a fairly easy process to start, reducing barriers for engagement for the general 
public. I thank the chair for running the committee as well as he does. Thank you. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I rise as we consider the fifty-ninth report of the Standing Committee on Environment and 
Public Affairs. In particular, I would like to spend some time considering petition 33 tabled by me on 14 October 2021. 
At the time, the e-petition process had not begun. As I understand it, a trial began in early 2022 and, as members 
have recently noted, that has now been extended for good reason until the end of next year. This particular petition 
tabled by me on 14 October 2021 had 2 262 physical signatures, I suppose we could say. The petition was finalised 
by the committee on 18 May 2022. Hon Stephen Pratt, in setting out the process the committee embarks upon, 
including going to the relevant ministers and seeking a response and so forth, made the observation that the committee 
does not get to hear back from the principal petitioners about whether they are satisfied with the outcome of 
a particular matter. I indicate that with regard to petition 33 there was no satisfaction with the outcome. Those 
members who are familiar with this petition will be aware that the grievance of more than 2 000 Western Australians 
was that the Attorney General is in possession of a recommendation from the State Coroner of Western Australia but 
we do not know what that recommendation is. There are 2 262 Western Australians who pleaded with the committee 
to have that recommendation released. 
I acknowledge that the committee might hold the view that it cannot compel the Attorney General to provide this 
recommendation from the Coroner’s Court. I am going to leave that for another day, but I suggest to the committee 
that there was at the very least one option available to it; that is, for committee members to view the recommendation 
and then form a conclusion about whether it was appropriate that it was kept secret. In fairness to the Attorney General, 
let us keep in mind that he did reply to the 2 262 petitioners in the form of a letter sent to Hon Peter Foster, the 
hardworking chair of the standing committee. It was in response to a submission I put forward on 15 November 2021. 
Regrettably, I have less than seven minutes to explain a matter that has a 12-year history. The genesis of the matter 
raised in the petition was a question asked by Hon Ed Dermer, a former Labor member of the Legislative Council. 
He asked a question about Western Australian babies who survive an abortion procedure and are born alive and then 
left to die, as Hansard will reflect because I have spoken about this previously. Ed Dermer and I had a conversation 
when he retired. He was concerned and thought it was important that someone pick up this matter, and I undertook 
to do so. I have been pursuing it ever since. 
There are many, many episodes in this longstanding saga. I know that the A word is very divisive across the political 
divide. That is not what the petition is about. The petition is about a cohort of babies who were born alive prematurely 
and left to die. I would like to think that, if not all, the vast majority of Western Australians would continue to be 
horrified that in the twenty-first century we have a situation in which Western Australian babies are left to die. By 
way of some explanation of how prevalent this is, members may or may not be aware that at the start of each 
parliamentary calendar year I ask whoever is the Minister for Health at the time—it does not matter whether it is 
Hames, Day, Cook or Sanderson—a series of routine questions. Last year, I asked the Leader of the House who was 
representing the Minister for Health one of these questions on notice. I asked: what is the total number of these cases? 
The total number of cases was 31. In other words, 31 Western Australian babies were born alive and left to die. 
Of course, those numbers have been gradually increasing since Hon Ed Dermer first asked this question 12 years 
ago and uncovered that the number of cases was 14. The number of cases has increased from 14 to 31 from 2011 
to 2022. 

As I said, there is limited time to have this important discussion this afternoon, but I will make this observation. 
During the course of the various episodes of this matter, a coroner’s amendment bill came before the house. At the 
time, Hon Sue Ellery represented, if I recall correctly, the Attorney General. Obviously, this was during the previous 
Parliament. Committee of the Whole House provided a useful opportunity to ask questions as the Leader of the 
House was being advised by the then principal registrar of the Coroner’s Court. During Committee of the Whole 
House it was confirmed that these deaths—that is, the deaths of Western Australian babies who survive an abortion 
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and then die—are what is referred to as reportable deaths. It was confirmed at that time that they are reportable deaths. 
It was also confirmed at that time that those deaths had not been reported. The very next day, I reported the matter 
to the State Coroner. That led to the recommendation at the heart of this particular petition. After repeated requests 
from me to the Coroner’s Court for an update on the inquiry into the 26 or 27 Western Australian babies who were 
born alive and left to die, which I reported to the coroner in accordance with the advice provided by the government 
during the Committee of the Whole House process, the update I eventually received was, “I have made 
a recommendation to the Attorney General.” As members would expect, I then pursued the Attorney General for 
this recommendation to be made available. His response consistently was that he was not in a position to do that. 
He indicated, potentially through the hardworking parliamentary secretary who now represents the Attorney General, 
that this was a matter that was going to be subject to consideration between him and the health minister and was 
ultimately a matter for cabinet. 

The point is that the Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs is as powerful as any other committee 
and when the Mr Attorney General writes back to it saying, “Look, I am not going to release this at this time because 
of these reasons”, it can call for the document and view it in closed session. The five committee members can 
determine whether they think what the Attorney General has said is fair and reasonable. Again, even after that, they 
might take a very conservative approach and say that they will not release the document, despite the fact that the 
committee now has it in its possession, and that they will make some kind of finding, a little bit like we see when 
the Auditor General from time to time draws a conclusion whether something is reasonable or not with respect to 
section 82 notices. That was something that could have been done by the committee, but it was not done; I think 
that is regrettable. Nevertheless, I want to get it on the record that I thank the committee for taking up petition 33 
on behalf of more than 2 000 Western Australians. I use this limited 10-minute opportunity to give an example of the 
useful point made by Hon Stephen Pratt: we do not necessarily get to hear whether people are satisfied with the 
outcome, but I think this is an example of when people could see that perhaps the process could be improved. I thank 
the committee for the work it has done. 

Hon SHELLEY PAYNE: It gives me great pleasure to stand and talk about the fifty-ninth report of the 
Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs, Overview of petitions 3 December 2021 to 30 June 2022. 
As the report title says, it is pretty much an overview of the petitions from the first half of last year, from 
3 December 2021 to 30 June 2022. I would like to thank my colleagues on the committee: Hon Peter Foster, who 
does a great job as chair; Hon Sophia Moermond, who has just left the chamber on urgent parliamentary business; 
Hon Stephen Pratt, who made a contribution earlier; and Hon Tjorn Sibma. 

I would also like to acknowledge the staff who are working on this committee and supporting us. It was only today 
that I thanked the staff. I said to them that this is the second meeting in a row in which they listened to what we 
said and came back to us at the next meeting with information and actions that we talked about in the previous 
meeting. I thank Stephen Brockway, Kristina Crichton and Maddison Evans for their hard work on this committee. 

When I was first elected, I was pleased to get appointed to this committee because I had an interest in knowing 
what issues out there were driving people to bring forward petitions. It has given me a really interesting insight 
into the kinds of issues that irk people. I think we have a great system here. The petition does not just disappear; it 
actually gets tabled, and a committee will look at it, write to the various ministers, seek to raise the issues and get 
a response for the petitioners. In some cases, the committee gets really good outcomes. We have a really good system 
here compared with other Parliaments’ systems. 

During this period, we finalised 15 petitions, and 15 petitions were still ongoing. I want to talk about one of the 
first petitions that we received during the period of this report, the petition about the Caravan Parks and Camping 
Grounds Regulations. We are all aware of the issues we are having right now with housing across the state, and 
this petition was really about tiny homes, which people are getting more interested in now that we have a lack of 
housing. People were concerned about the Caravan Parks and Camping Grounds Regulations and did not want 
mobile dwellings or tiny houses to be defined as “camping”. They requested that tiny houses be excluded from the 
three-night camping limit on private property. They also submitted that the regulations should be modified to better 
reflect the standards, technology and features found in self-contained habitable vehicles and trailers, and they said 
that the three-night limit was inappropriate, given Western Australia’s housing shortage. 
As the report notes, we wrote to the Minister for Housing, who noted that a caravan can be used for up to three nights 
on private land but that the length of stay can be extended to three months with local government approval. By 
approval from the Minister for Local Government, the length of stay can be approved for up to one year or longer. 
We wrote to a number of local governments requesting information about their viewpoints, including the City of 
Wanneroo, the Shire of Broome, the City of Kalgoorlie–Boulder, the City of Albany, the City of Greater Geraldton, 
the City of Armadale, the City of Busselton and the Shire of Augusta–Margaret River. Their view was that they 
receive very low numbers of applications for camping on private property for more than three nights. 
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One thing I wanted to talk about was the Shire of Esperance, which is leading the way in Australia. It has recently 
passed a policy on tiny homes to help with the housing shortage. The shire states — 

With the aim to provide alternative accommodation options, the Shire of Esperance unexpectedly finds 
itself leading the way in approving tiny houses. 

It has recently passed this policy — 
Seen as an affordable and sustainable way to live, the popularity of tiny houses is on the rise. In a way to 
support the development of these dwellings, Shire of Esperance Councillors have adopted the Local 
Planning Policy—Tiny Houses. 

I want to do a shout-out to the councillors at the Shire of Esperance. They do an awesome job—whether it is 
looking after their community or whatever it is—and the council is really driving what is happening down there. 
I thank all the hardworking councillors for adopting this kind of policy, which is the first in Australia. 
The shire had to research other local government policies and found that none were there, so it worked with the 
Australian Tiny House Association to get a draft policy. It then did a few tweaks, which made it really work well 
for the Esperance region, and it did some consultation to get feedback and suggestions from stakeholders in the 
community to form the final policy. It defined the tiny houses as being dwellings of no more than 50 square metres, 
built on a wheeled trailer base, constructed of domestic-grade materials and finishes, and permanently occupied. 
Tiny homes cannot be moved under their own power, and are designed and built to look like conventional dwellings. 
What does this mean? It means more housing choices in the Shire of Esperance, and people will be able to live in 
and then sell their tiny houses as permanent dwellings. The process to have a tiny house established is limited 
to planning approval, making the process quicker and simpler, so people do not have to do building and planning 
applications; it is just a short planning approval process. Well done to the Shire of Esperance for the local planning 
policy it has recently adopted. 
Earlier this afternoon, Hon Klara Andric talked about the e-petitions system, which I also want to comment on. I think 
it is working really well for the public. On 23 February, the sixty-ninth report was tabled by the Standing Committee 
on Procedure and Privileges, Preliminary review of e-petitions. Yesterday, we continued the remarks from 
Hon Martin Aldridge, who moved that recommendation 1 of the report be agreed. Recommendation 1 is for the 
e-petitions temporary order to be extended until 30 October 2024. The question was put and passed, and I am very 
pleased that the e-petition system will be extended. 
As of 17 February this year, we had 32 e-petitions. Of those, 25 e-petitions, containing over 92 000 signatures, 
have been presented to the Legislative Council. Corresponding to that, there have been fewer contemporary 
petitions—18, with only 22 830 signatures. This shows that the great thing about e-petitions is that people do not 
have to go to their local shops; they can be at the other end of the state and still be able to connect with a petition that 
has some meaning to them or that they want to be involved in. This shows that it has been a really positive thing 
for us to implement. 
The report mentions how there was a pretty big learning curve technically to get e-petitions working when they 
were set up. I want to thank all the staff of the Legislative Council for their work in setting up and trialling the 
e-petitions system, the webpage and the portal. I thank all the staff who were involved in that. 
As my colleagues Hon Peter Foster and Hon Stephen Pratt said, a range of petitions came in over the course of the 
first six months of last year, and it has been quite interesting to go through them and help people with their issues. 
Consideration of report postponed, pursuant to standing orders. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


	Standing Committee on Environment and Public Affairs — Fifty-ninth Report —  Overview of petitions 3 December 2021 to 30 June 2022
	Motion

