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Hearing commenced at 3.48 pm  
 
MISCHIN, HON MICHAEL 
Parliamentary Secretary representing the Minister for Tourism, sworn and examined: 
 
BEERLI, MR OTHMAR 
Chief Finance Officer, Rottnest Island Authority, sworn and examined: 
 
AMARANTI, MR PAOLO 
Chief Executive Officer, Rottnest Island Authority, sworn and examined: 
 
 
The CHAIR: On behalf of the committee I welcome you to the meeting this afternoon. Before we 
begin, I am required to ask you to take either the oath or affirmation. If you wish to take the oath, 
there is a copy of the Bible on the table in front of you. 
[Witnesses took the oath or affirmation.] 
The CHAIR: You will have signed a document entitled “Information for Witnesses”. Have you 
read and understood that document? 
The Witnesses: Yes. 
The CHAIR: The proceedings this afternoon are being recorded by Hansard. A transcript of your 
evidence will be provided to you. To assist the committee and Hansard, please quote the full title of 
any document that you may refer to during the course of the hearing, and please be aware of the 
microphones and try to speak directly into them. I remind you that your transcript will become a 
matter for the public record. If for some reason you wish to make a confidential statement during 
today’s proceedings, you should request that the evidence be taken in closed session. If the 
committee grants your request, any public and media in attendance will be excluded from the 
hearing. Please note that the uncorrected transcript should not be published or disclosed. This 
prohibition does not, however, prevent you from discussing your public evidence generally once 
you leave the hearing. Government agencies and departments have an important role and duty in 
assisting the Parliament scrutinise the budget papers on behalf of the people of Western Australia. 
We appreciate your assistance this afternoon. 
Members, if you could please provide a reference to volumes, pages, items, programs et cetera in 
preface to your questions, that would be of great assistance. I indicate to the parliamentary secretary 
and the witnesses that we received some correspondence this morning signed by the Minister for 
Tourism, which we have made a public document. Members may refer to that correspondence 
during this afternoon’s session. Would the parliamentary secretary like a copy of that letter? Would 
that be useful? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That would be helpful. You have the advantage over me. 
The CHAIR: We were not sure whether or not you had those. I will ask members whether they 
have any questions to start with. Hon Ljiljanna Ravlich. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: There is not a lot to go on here; there is just one page.  
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That was well planned! 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes! It is page 406. There is actually not a lot on this page. Never 
mind; it is a very important page. I want to talk about the completed works, which is in the table 
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below the five dot points. There is an amount of $22 000 for 2009–10 and a sum of $20 000 for 
2010–11. Through you, parliamentary secretary, I wonder whether we can get an explanation of 
what that expenditure is for, precisely. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That is for works in progress. 
Mr Amaranti: Those two amounts, which are $22 000 for 2009 and $20 000 for 2010, are very 
minor. They are additional works for the waste management approach in terms of just finalising the 
work that we have been doing on our overall waste management system, as it dates back to 2004–
05, as part of the task force recommendations. It is the last of the bits and pieces to complete those 
two exercises. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Okay. Mr Amaranti, if we go to “new works”, we can see a more 
substantive works program from 2010–11 through to 2013–14 for which $3.7 million is allocated in 
each financial year. Can you give us an overview of what that might be in relation to? 
[3.54 pm] 
Mr Amaranti: I can actually spell out the new works for 2010–11 and what the focus is for this 
year in particular. We have a major undertaking regarding the jetty upgrades. We are looking at all 
the jetties on Rottnest island, particularly the main jetty. The other part is compliance and safety 
matters relating to the management programs. You may not be aware, but we have a facilities 
manager on the island, and he has identified safety works that we need to do throughout the year of 
around $1.3 million. Some of those works relate to road maintenance, shoulder works, and looking 
at some of the rehabilitation of our beaches within the settlement, and also our power station—
continual upgrade in respect of the power station. Another one is fire and safety equipment 
upgrades. We run a private fire brigade on the island, so we are responsible for ensuring that we 
maintain that. So there is an upgrade in respect of that in terms of $150 000. We have set aside a 
small amount of $100 000 for the Mt Herschel project. They will just be preparational works in 
respect of possible consultancies we may need for a small component of that project. We are about 
to embark on a new purchase of our entire bike fleet, replacing that —  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is welcome news. 
Mr Amaranti: It is welcome news. That will be replaced, and a tender process is in motion right 
now, and we hope to sign off on that within the next week or so. There are minor accommodation 
upgrades, which is ongoing. There will be toilet upgrades; that is, toilets within the settlement, and 
also within the bays, right across the board. Some of those will be a complete revamp of toilets. 
About $480 000 has been allocated to that. We are introducing some more CCTVs on the island, 
just so that we can watch what goes on during the day. We are upgrading the kitchen at Kingstown, 
which is major education facility for children. So we have introduced new ovens and stoves for that 
purpose. We are also looking at a new electronic infringement management system which links to 
our financial systems. We are also upgrading the nursery, as well as the road to the country club, 
and we are looking at tennis court upgrades, which have not been done for about four or five years. 
Those are primarily the works that are in progress now in terms of capital works for 2010–11. But it 
is evolving all the time. With the budgetary process, as you are probably aware, within the next 
couple of months we will be identifying what expenditure will be done for 2011–12 based on the 
progress through.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In relation to the capital works, you might remember the column in 
the backyard of the Bathurst Point unit that collapsed, killing—I think it was a six-year-old child? 
Mr Amaranti: A three-year-old child.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Yes. A structural engineer was contracted to undertake an 
assessment of that unit and I am assuming other units at Bathurst. Would it be possible for the 
committee to get a copy of the report of the structural engineer? Could you also advise the 
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committee whether additional assessments were made of some or all of the accommodation types 
on Rottnest Island in respect of, I guess, the integrity of those buildings? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: As I understand it, the Airey Taylor report has been withheld on the 
advice of the State Solicitor’s Office pending the outcome of the coronial inquest, as a privileged 
document, because there is a coronial inquest currently under way. So pending the outcome of that, 
I cannot really comment on the details of that case. But I believe that the report recommended a 
review of the structural integrity of all the pillars of the accommodation units on the island. That has 
been done, and I think it was completed ahead of schedule. It was originally scheduled for about a 
12-month completion date. Something like 480 columns have been reviewed. There was structural 
integrity testing done, and steel strapping introduced to maintain and improve that integrity. As far 
as the report is concerned, though, we will take advice on that. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Are you saying there are two reports—there is the one that deals 
specifically with the property at which the column gave way at the back of that Bathurst Point unit, 
and then there is a separate report for all the other accommodation? 
Mr Amaranti: It was the same report. The report was to identify a whole range of things, as well as 
look at unit 539. Clearly, the recommendation was to undertake some strapping of columns across 
the island, over a five-year period, as part of the maintenance program. There was nothing deemed 
to be structurally unsafe. However, because it is a holiday destination and the public needs to be 
convinced and clear, we did undertake this maintenance program ahead of schedule. In fact, we did 
not wait for that five-year period. We completed it all in June 2010. So we actually have strapped 
the 480 columns, whether they were unsafe or not. Clearly, everything has been identified as 
structurally sound. 
[4.00 pm] 
Mr Beerli: Can I make a quick correction? The 480 was actually 470. 
Mr Amaranti: Four hundred and seventy; my apologies. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: All right; okay. So, really, that report from the structural engineer 
was looking just at the strapping on those 470-odd units. 
Mr Amaranti: On the units? Not 470 units, but 470 columns. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Four hundred and seventy columns; so it looked at all the units that 
had strapping. 
Mr Amaranti: Yes. 
The CHAIR: I think what they said is checking of columns to which they have now put straps. Is 
that correct? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: As I understood it — 
The CHAIR: I had a visual, so I just want to check that that is correct. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: As I understood it, and this was the subject, I think, of a ministerial 
statement, it was to conduct an investigation of all similar masonry columns on the island and 
provide recommendations for any remedial works as required. The Rottnest Island Authority 
reacted to that by implementing those recommendations as to remedial works far in advance of the 
time period that was recommended by the consulting agency. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can I just get a clarification because I am still not very clear? How 
many columns had their straps replaced? 
Mr Amaranti: Four hundred and seventy. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: So there were 470 where there might have been some risk. 
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Mr Amaranti: No; there was never any risk. The engineer said, as part of the ongoing maintenance 
program, to replace those, so nothing was at risk. As you know, the process of determining the risk 
was to X-ray every column. But the decision was made by the authority that it was better to strap 
them, which was an easy process to do. It cost us to do it, but, at the end of the day, it was a process 
which we felt important to do, so we did; we undertook to brace all the columns. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: All right, and what was the cost of bracing all the columns? 
Mr Amaranti: About $150 000. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Okay. In view of the fact that a lot of those accommodation types 
were built in the 1960s and 1970s and are now reaching a life cycle of about 40 or 50 years, has 
there been any other work done on the island which looks at the structural integrity of the buildings 
themselves, apart from the columns and straps? 
Mr Amaranti: As the committee may not be aware of, and probably is, we refurbished all the units 
starting in 2004. Thirty-six million dollars was spent through the BMA—the Building Management 
Authority—at the time. And part of that program was to determine the structural integrity of all the 
buildings. It was a sizeable amount; over $36 million was spent. And the requirements throughout 
that process managed by BMA are ensuring that it meets Building Code of Australia requirements. 
We are very comfortable with that process. And that, I think, is an important part of the fact that 
most of the accommodation—in fact, all of the accommodation—since 2004 has been refurbished. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Finally, have we got a reporting date for the coroner? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Sorry; can we just have a moment? 
What I can do, if it is of any assistance, I have a document that was an attachment to the report 
regarding unit 539 and dealing with associated works. It specifies a variety of reports that were 
prepared, which ones are privileged and which ones are public, the dates that they were prepared, 
and the works that were carried out in respect of the strapping and the like, and it specifies the 
description of works that were performed. A copy can be made of that table. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Thank you. 
The CHAIR: Thanks for that. There is no problem with that being a public document? 
Mr Amaranti: No. The first two parts of that document is the report, and it has privilege. It is not 
part of that report. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is just an attachment to a report of some sort, but at any rate it does 
specify the works that were carried out and the status of several reports. There is an overview to the 
Airey Taylor report, which is a public document apparently, but the actual substantial report itself is 
the subject of privilege. 
The CHAIR: But that document is okay to be publicly available? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I understand that that is not a problem and it can be publicly 
available. And it specifies the costs that were incurred in the course of performing the various 
remedial works. Sorry I interrupted the honourable member. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: When is it anticipated that the coroner will make a finding and 
publish his findings? 
Mr Amaranti: I have no idea. I do not know. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I do not have that information. I can find out for you as to the status 
of the coronial inquest if you like and take that on notice. 
The CHAIR: Could you perhaps take that on notice? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes. 
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[Supplementary Information No B1.] 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Just a couple of questions on a couple of areas. It is probably in your 
annual report and I am sorry I have not had a chance to look at that. But what was the Rottnest 
Island Authority’s operating surplus or deficit for the period ending 30 June 2010? 
Mr Beerli: A $1.781 million loss. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: So when it says the $3.7 million will be invested by the authority at 
the top of page 406—this page out of the budget papers—it is invested by the authority, but it is not 
out of the authority’s reserves then. Is that correct? 
Mr Amaranti: No; it is out of the authority’s reserves. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: It is out of the authority’s reserves, but not through an appropriation 
by the government? 
Mr Beerli: No. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: So the loss of $1.78 million for the 2009–10 financial year is really a 
hit against the reserves. 
Mr Amaranti: It is, yes; absolutely. But you have not had the annual report, but I will let the CFO 
explain that loss because there are some anomalies in that loss and, if you could bear with me, I will 
let the CFO talk about that. 
Mr Beerli: Do you have the annual report in front of you? 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: No, I have not got it, but it is okay; I can get access to it. 
Mr Beerli: What the loss is significantly influenced by is an ATO payment that the Rottnest Island 
Authority has had to make in relation to a fuel rebate audit where the ATO stated that we were not 
able to claim fuel rebate audits since 2005, so we had to pay back fuel rebates that we had 
previously claimed with the ATO to the extent of $1.5 million. On top of that, there was also a 
general interest charge that we were also being charged almost to the extent of about $450 000. 
During the financial year, we had to pay out $1.5 million and, through BAS returns, we had to pay 
out approximately $350 000 on top. Shall I go on with the full explanation of that one? 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Yes, thank you. 
Mr Beerli: We found it is unjust because the authority acted in 2005 on proper professional advice 
by Ernst and Young to claim fuel rebates. Based on facts that we had, we found it unjust that we 
had to repay the fuel rebates, so we approached the SSO first. The SSO concurred with the 
Australian Taxation Office that we had to pay back the fuel rebate. We were dissatisfied with that 
advice, so we went back to the original advice, as being Ernst and Young, and engaged them to 
fight the fight basically on our behalf and start an objection.  
[4.10 pm] 
That objection was running for about one year. We finally, after several hundred hours of work, in 
relation to this topic, were successful in claiming, out of $1.488 million, all but $2 600. We were 
able to claim it back from — 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Which will come into this financial year? 
Mr Amaranti: Correct; because we had already finished our annual report. The anomaly is 
recoupable. The question you asked about whether it is tapping into our reserves—this year it will 
not because we got it back.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I thought you must have had a good news story behind your offer to 
tell us about it.  
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Mr Beerli: You start here, you go around in circles and you end up here again, basically, due to the 
ATO implications. That is one factor. Then there is another much smaller factor to the tune of 
$344 000 where we had to proceed with a one-off right of certain assets on a fixed-asset register. It 
is a one-off due to the cleaning of the fixed asset register and policies. Then there was also what 
impacts the loss, which is probably the downturn in revenue due to declining visitor numbers during 
the year. If you take those three factors into account, that tells you a little bit of a story. If you 
would segregate or if you would contain those factors, you would still probably end up with a loss 
but the loss will be much smaller and ultimately mainly attributable to the loss of visitation.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I am going to visitation as a whole. The hotel refurbishment was done 
a couple of years ago, was it? 
Mr Amaranti: The Hotel Rottnest?  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Yes. 
Mr Amaranti: Yes. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: How is the occupancy of that hotel going now? 
Mr Amaranti: You are referring to the Prendiville Group, which is really not a hotel —  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: If I call it the lodge, is that okay?  
Mr Amaranti: The lodge is in private hands. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: The one which is close to the beach was the old hotel. 
Mr Amaranti: That is the old Quokka Arms. There are only 18 units there for people to stay. They 
are very well occupied on most occasions throughout the year. In terms of the hotel in general, it is 
doing very well. It is a private business. We assume they are doing very well. They have not 
complained about the numbers. Clearly the level of meals that they serve are quite large; they are 
certainly, I think, doing very well.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: The pages you have, on the green page—ours is green; yours is 
white—it is headed “Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Internal 
Memorandum”.  
The CHAIR: They will not have that. 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: We understand from correspondence from the minister that there was 
a report entitled “Stantons International Final Report” about the balloting system. It talked about a 
concern, which I think I can read out — 

Because of the inherent limitations of any internal control structure, it is possible that fraud, 
error or non compliance with laws and regulations may occur and not be detected. A review 
is not designed to detect all weaknesses in control procedures as it is not performed 
continuously throughout the periods and the tests performed are on a sample basis. 

In that statement, which was in that report, it suggests that there are possibilities of fraud or error 
and non-compliance. Have you looked into that critique out of that report and seen whether there 
are compliance issues which might lead to fraud or error? 
Mr Amaranti: If I can comment: we instigated Stanton Partners’ research to look at the system 
deliberately to try to alleviate any concerns the public might have about the system. It was the first 
time this survey had been done in this report. It is ongoing. It was not just a one-off. We have 
commissioned them to continue the ongoing analysis. Based on the report that I have—which is the 
same as yours, I am sure—we have received the primary areas for us to focus on, which are all 
minor issues, which we react to. Based on those minor issues, which we have here, they clearly give 
us the information that the system is robust. However, we would like some changes made; again 
identified as minor. That primarily is to establish procedures for the actual manual; procedures for 
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the ballot to ensure that is put in place, which has been done. That was done some time ago after 
this survey was done. The biggest issue might have been in relation to access to the system in terms 
of securities provided to RIA staff for log-in. That has been put in place. We have been advised that 
in fact it was in place previously but we have now ensured that the log-ins are restricted primarily to 
the operators of the system in terms of the manager of that area and his assistant who runs that 
system. The CEO does not have access to that log-in either. That has been put in place.  
There was a recommendation that the business plan should be developed, which has been done—a 
ballot business rules requirement—that has been completed. That is in place as well. A final sign-
off is that we should automate it a lot more in terms of the way it is done. The process of the ballot 
is that it is run randomly the first time, completely. No-one has an ability to change anything. The 
second time it is also run randomly. We run it twice. There is a situation that when cancellations 
occur, because people do not pay the first round and therefore they do not take up their ballot 
allocation, that is cancelled. In that process, that cancellation is manually done. We remove the 
duplicate cancellation or, in some cases, we remove where we identify that a person has tried to do 
an application twice. We can remove those, and we are very good at that now. The other scenario of 
course is just to ensure the process is done quickly, because everyone is waiting for it to occur. The 
process is 80 per cent automated totally; in other words all the names go into the system and no-one 
has any ability to manipulate that. But we do manually come in to remove the cancelled ones or the 
duplicated ones, or people that request disability-type accommodation. That then is thrown out so 
we can ensure that they can get an allocation in the ballot. They will still be successful, but they are 
disabled and may in fact have the wrong unit which does not have disability access. We double-
check that to ensure that occurs.  
We are very pleased with the findings of the report. I go out now with the ballot, making it clear to 
the public that this is audited and it is looked at each time it runs. That gives some confidence to the 
public that it is run without any interference from anyone. From an authority perspective, we are 
very, very concerned that it is run to the highest level of integrity. Ministers or parliamentarians 
here will remember when I started in 2004, Rottnest Island ran the ballot and the ballot did not run 
correctly. As CEO I directed that the ballot be re-run. I remember it clearly because the headline the 
next day was “75 people made homeless”, because they were the 75 that were lucky the night 
before and unlucky the day after. We had to make a decision. We run that at a highest order. This is 
a lottery. We want to make sure it is run correctly.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: Can I be totally reassured that any of the hearsay one hears around the 
traps is unfounded in the sense that there are preferences which some people seem to be able to get? 
Mr Amaranti: I can reassure you, as CEO, that those are unfounded perceptions that this system is 
being manipulated—it is not.  
[4.20 pm] 
The CHAIR: I will ask a question in the same area while we are on it. In the minister’s letter dated 
23 August this year she requested, in releasing “Stantons International Final Report” to the 
committee for its information, that that report be kept in confidence. We have a letter here that has 
five parts in response to five of the six questions we asked. The sixth question was in relation to a 
specific explanation of the specific detriment to the authority and to the state if the report is given a 
public status. So I would now take this opportunity to ask directly if you could explain to the 
committee what specifically is the actual detriment. 
Mr Amaranti: I would answer based on my non-technical level. We did ask Stanton Partners to 
adviser us whether they thought this was okay to put out. I have no issues with the verbals that are 
in here. It was more the designing of how it worked. It tells us what it is based on. It is based on 
XXX. We are starting now to advise the public what the system is working to. I am not assuming 
that anyone has got the capacity, but if someone else wanted to start hacking into it, they are starting 
to understand what the system is based on. From my perspective, I did not make that call. I sought 
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some advice, and the advice came that it would probably be more prudent not to expose the system. 
I am sure that the Lotteries Commission is not going to tell me what they are operating their system 
on. That is what I was concerned more about. It was not about what we were doing. We actually lay 
out a flowchart here of how it is actually being done. That was my concern from the start; that we 
were giving too much information to someone who may well be better gifted to interpret the way it 
operates. 
The CHAIR: Mr Amaranti, as you will appreciate, the committee has to weigh up these two 
factors—that is, the public interest in the information and the request for confidentiality. If that 
specific reference was removed, if reference to a particular system was removed, then I would 
suggest the authority could look at the document and remove that reference, would the rest of the 
document be — 
Mr Amaranti: I have no issue with that. In fact, for the purpose of the committee, if you would like 
us to have this report redrafted without the technical—you have the original report now—we will 
track what comes out. If we believe that it will be okay, we will put that back to the committee in a 
drafted form. 
The CHAIR: The committee are generally nodding. I think that would be a good solution. If you 
would not mind, perhaps we could take that as supplementary information. If you can provide back 
to the committee a report minus the information that you considered might give enough information 
for somebody to interfere with the system — 
Mr Amaranti: We will take out the flowcharting and any reference to the actual platform. 
[Supplementary Information No B2.] 
The CHAIR: Did any other member want to elaborate on that point or does that cover our concern? 
Okay.  
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Just one matter. I understand that part of the concern of the authority 
is also the identification of the reservation system used, and it is identified in the minister’s letter to 
the committee in paragraph 1. So if that was to be — 
The CHAIR: You would prefer if that was — 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: If that could be excised — 
The CHAIR: Excised from the correspondence?  
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Yes, please. 
The CHAIR: Okay, we will take that request on board. I was sure we will be able to accommodate 
that. Now that you have raised that, parliamentary secretary, we will check to see if it is actually 
identified in other material. That would be useful? 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: That would be appreciated. Thank you. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: We have discussed issues surrounding the ballot periods for Rottnest Island, 
but I have got just a couple of questions, if you would not mind, in regards to the non-ballot period. 
My understanding is that you can book 12 months in advance to stay on Rottnest Island, but when it 
comes to a period of school holidays that are the non-ballot school holidays, so not Easter and not 
Christmas, you have to have five days in one month and three days in the other month. For instance, 
if it is in September, to be able to book for the September school holidays at 1 September, the 
school holidays would have to fall five days in September and the rest of it in October. This year 
that did not happen because next year the school holidays commence on 1 October. Therefore, to 
make bookings for next year’s third-term school holidays, you had to do that on 1 October, which 
was the first opportunity. Is that right? 
Mr Amaranti: Correct. 
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Hon LIZ BEHJAT: That was a little confusing to me, but I have got that right. Okay. 
Mr Amaranti: It is very confusing to everyone at times. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Yes. I have a couple questions on that. In those non-ballot periods are there 
numbers of units on the island that are kept to one side and not made available? Let us use 1 
October of this year, because that has obviously created a bit of a problem. Were there any numbers 
of units held to one side that were not made available on 1 October next year’s school holidays, that 
you are aware of? 
The CHAIR: Could we do it one at a time? 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Okay. 
Mr Amaranti: I would not be aware of it at this stage, but we do not keep units aside unless there 
are needs for service reasons. We will always keep about 10 units aside for people who may find 
that the unit is not suitable and we need to move people around, but we aim to maximise the sale of 
every one of our units at all times. I cannot confirm it because I have not gone back to see whether 
what you are saying is correct or not, but it would be against our own rules to take that 
accommodation off line. I am happy to provide confirmation of that separately. 
The CHAIR: Would you like that? 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Yes, that would be great. 
[Supplementary Information No B3.] 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: This might be because it just happened this year and it has not happened 
previously, but I understand that on the night of 30 September on the island a number of people 
slept overnight at the booking office in order to be there bright and early for the 1 October bookings 
for the coming holiday. At 8.30 or 9.00 o’clock, whenever it is that the booking office opened, those 
people who had been lining up—almost like grand final tickets, it would seem—went to make their 
bookings. The system crashed because people were then getting online as well, those who were not 
on Rottnest already, and those people who had queued overnight were then told within 20 minutes 
that the units they were looking to book had already been booked. That would seem to me to be 
quite an extraordinary set of circumstances. I do not know if that is this year only, but my 
suggestion would be that consideration now be given. If this is the level of interest that you have 
with people wanting accommodation from year to year at the third-term school holidays, why is that 
not moving to a ballot system as well? 
Mr Amaranti: The ballot system is a policy decision, so I really cannot comment on that. In terms 
of what occurred that day, I do not know. We have people camp outside our offices. If you want to 
see a large number, come on 1 December, when over 100 people plus will camp out at E shed. It is 
a tradition of Rottnest to camp out. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: You should start charging for it! You might get a bit of extra money. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Can I give you credit for that idea? 
Mr Amaranti: That is certainly a tradition for Rottnest. We are of course moving online, and we 
are online now. There were problems on that morning, which is positive for Rottnest. I have to 
stand corrected on numbers, but we had over 5 000 to 7 000 hits in half an hour to an hour, through 
the online process. Yes, it could not support it. We now are rectifying that to ensure that it can be 
supported. But we very quickly moved to XXX, which is our backup, and that is phone bookings. In 
terms of the question you raised of did they line up outside, I can only assume that they were 
accommodated guests, because — 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Yes, people who were already there for these holidays and they want to be 
there for the next holidays. 
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Mr Amaranti: So they have gone down. Yes, that happens all the time. I would say that is just one 
of those things about Rottnest. Rottnest is about lining up, and they love to do it. I think it is almost 
a social activity. 
[4.30 pm] 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Perhaps we ought to invest in building another island alongside it and 
we can double the accommodation. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: It is unfortunate it is not spread evenly, though. 
Mr Beerli: Yes, that is right—during certain times. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I just quickly want to touch on this reduction of the number of 
visitors by some 16 per cent, I think it is, in your last annual report, and at the same time your 
review of Rottnest Island Authority. Are you concerned about the drop in the number of visitors, 
and can you just give us a quick overview of why it is occurring? 
Mr Amaranti: In fact, I also have a handout, if you would like that handout to be provided, which 
gives a bit of background. But, at the end of the day, the major focus is the downturn in day visitors, 
number one. Accommodation still is very popular, as we alluded to earlier, but we are not sitting 
back and determining that it will stay the same. The reality is that across the border it is down about 
14 per cent, and we have suffered that as well. We are looking at new innovation in terms of 
marketing to attract more visitors to Rottnest Island, particularly day visitors. You have probably, or 
may not have, noticed our current advertising campaign with Tom Williams which the business 
community have embarked on, and that is about attracting more day visitors to Rottnest Island. We 
just have to be very conscious that we are a holiday destination, and I know the members will—
from a tourism perspective, we have got to continue to provide good service, a good experience and 
a quality product. If we can do that, then Western Australians will return back. But it is an island for 
Western Australians, and what we are trying to strongly promote, of course, is a family attraction 
back to the island. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Would you agree that when the government increased the rates of 
admission fees, accommodation fees, annual boating admission fees, aerodrome usage fees per 
landing, annual fishing–diving fees in 2009—you might remember it, a huge increase— that had an 
adverse impact on the number of visitors? 
Mr Amaranti: We increased the fee mainly for accommodation people; that went up the most for 
accommodated people. They still came. We changed the structure, so if you stayed on the island for 
a week, you were paying more—sorry, that is not correct. If you stayed on the island for a week—
you utilised it—you paid less; if you came on the particular day, you paid more. I tend to say yes, 
we need to look at it. We have been monitoring it. One of our concerns is clearly determining if that 
is an issue—if the visitor issue is there. But we have probably looked at that. As you are probably 
aware, with REX, with Rottnest Express, we actually run a number of trips now to the island, and 
the admission fee is lower. We have the Telethon Tuesday now, which is $30 return to go to 
Rottnest Island on a Tuesday, and you will soon be seeing that REX, or Rottnest Express, will be 
offering cheaper fares based on a Jetstar model, which is last minute-type travel. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Mr Amaranti, can I just ask: have there been any additional 
changes to the fee structure across all of the categories of payment on Rottnest Island since the 
announcement in 2009? 
Mr Amaranti: We have only changed fees consistent with that decision, because we made some 
clear indications that we would hold the accommodation to CPI and the admission fee to CPI. So, 
from that perspective, I will refer to the chief finance officer. Most of the changes that have been 
applied have been CPI. 
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Mr Beerli: That is quite correct. I mean, there were a few probably exemptions, but the growth 
model—they were only CPI. Yes, I can confirm that. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: You would have these categories. So the family day visitor, which 
was the two adults and two children, which prior to June 2009 was $27.80, the new fee went up to 
$33.25, which represented an increase of 19.5 per cent; that was back then. How many CPI 
increases have occurred to that new fee, and what is the current fee? 
Mr Beerli: The current fee will be for the—are you referring to the extended family group or the 
day visitor family group? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Well, give me both. 
Mr Beerli: Yes. The day visitor family group increased to $34.50, which is an increase of 3.8 per 
cent, and the family group, the extended stay, which is that new category that Mr Amaranti referred 
to, increased by 4.8 per cent. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: And what is it now? 
Mr Beerli: It is now $43.75—the extended stay family. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That at the time went up from $27.80 to $41.75, representing a 
50.1 per cent increase, and now what we have got is that it has gone from $27.80 to $41.75 to 
$43.75, which may not be much, but it is added on to quite hefty previous increases in June 2009. I 
am just wondering in terms of whether you could give me the new—for example, the annual 
boating admission fee for a vessel up to eight metres, which went up from $134.90 to $189, 
representing a 40.1 per cent increase—what the new admission fee would be. That is the annual 
boating admission fee for a vessel up to eight meters. 
Mr Amaranti: In fact, the current admission fee for a vessel up to eight meters is $197.50. Do you 
want the others? 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: What would be very helpful to the committee is if we got the new 
price structures, because I do not want to sit and calculate all the CPI increases. 
Mr Amaranti: You are looking for all the EERC approved costings—not just the boating and not 
just the accommodation. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: No, all of them. 
Mr Amaranti: There are about three pages. We can provide them. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is great. 
[Supplementary Information No B4.] 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In terms of the review of the Rottnest Island Authority Act 1987, 
Mr Amaranti, I wonder whether you can just give us a bit of an overview of whether this is just one 
of those reviews that happens every five years or whether we are reviewing it with a view to making 
substantive change. 
Mr Amaranti: I think it is the review as part of the RIMP to make substantial changes. In terms of 
substantial changes, there is a 20-year-old contract, a 20-year-old act, and it needs to be looked at. 
From a perspective of the CEO, it is still being discussed at the authority level, with my staff 
contributing to that general discussion, to sort of determine where we need to go. It is costed and 
funded within the RIMP to be done over the next two years, and, of course, ultimately will have to 
have a considerable amount of input from the public in respect to the act. But I do not think they are 
cosmetic changes. The RIMP highlights the importance of the fact that it has not changed 
substantially for a number of years and it needs to be looked at. But, from my perspective, it is still 
in the process of being looked at, and the authority will probably take the next six or seven months 
to get the parameters of how it is going to go out into the public domain to talk about it. 
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Can I just ask you: in terms of the original act—remember, the key 
objective was for affordable family holidays or something to that effect—are we likely to see a shift 
from that to something which is a bit harder, if you like—perhaps a move to an economically 
sustainable island? 
Mr Amaranti: I think the island—you asked a couple of questions there. You have raised a number 
of questions in terms of sustainability and, more importantly, to Western Australian families. You 
have not asked the question, so I really cannot answer the question without you asking it. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I will ask it then. Take it as being asked! 
Mr Amaranti: Our rates need to be balanced in terms of—you make the point about the rates, and 
it is important to make the point. But through winter we were offering accommodation at $56 per 
person. Now, that might sound a throwaway line, but that is quite reasonable for prime 
accommodation. 
[4.40 pm] 
The issue for us is to determine what is reasonable for the Western Australian public. It is a family 
island and I think we are geared towards families. The island has to be sustainable. The current act, 
of which you are well aware I am sure, tells me that I cannot run at a loss. It is a difficult scenario 
when you are trying to run an organisation. Our costings, which I think have met a balance, are 
based on applying all the costs attributed to the island and then pushing that back to the public in a 
sense that the accommodation and those who travel there need to pay. I do not know the last time 
you went to the island, but our accommodation ranges from $5 for a camp site to one of our chalets 
at $36 per person on a weekend.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Is that in winter or summer?   
Mr Amaranti: This is in peak season. It is about a balance of what people are prepared to pay. If 
two people went to Rottnest Island and wanted to book our accommodation—they are not booking 
a hotel room; they are booking a house; we do not have any hotel rooms; we have three-bedroom 
houses with six or eight beds—it is pretty lonely when there are only two people in these properties. 
This is about families coming to Rottnest Island and that will be our focus—to get families to 
Rottnest Island. At that rate it is affordable-type accommodation. That is where we are trying to 
balance it. I think the act in that respect is right. We need to continue to provide for Western 
Australian families. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I do not know whether you heard, but there are rumblings around 
the place that Rottnest Island will be privatised. I do not know how you privatise a whole island. I 
see you shaking your head. There might be some very wealthy people around.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Ask Richard Branson; he has an island has he not?   
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Will Rottnest Island be privatised or is privatisation of the island 
under consideration? We sell ours off back in Croatia!   
Mr Amaranti: I have been to some of yours!   
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: We could give you credit for that! 
Mr Amaranti: I believe no. I think the island is well protected with it’s A-class reserve status. I 
believe there will be more private investment on the island on a leasehold basis. I think that is 
important. I think the businesses have developed a better type of service delivery. People like what 
they have at the moment. I think we almost have the balance right now. Apart from a new hotel, I 
think the balance is almost there.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: In terms of that throwaway line that there might be more private 
investment on the island, what in your view would be ripe for private investment? 
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Mr Amaranti: A new hotel would be private investment on a leasehold basis. I think that is pretty 
critical. It is in the marketplace now.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Bret Heady’s fun park? 
Mr Amaranti: We have a fun park there.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Heady walked away did he not? 
Mr Amaranti: We are running it ourselves at the moment. We will have to go back to the 
marketplace. It is a gap. There might be some new food outlets. We have a possible cafe going out 
to Geordie because we have now restructured the building there. That is the sort of stuff I am 
talking about. Beyond that I am not sure what else you could do.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Does the authority have any control over when the ferry companies run or is 
that purely for the ferry companies to decide? 
Mr Amaranti: In terms of scheduling?   
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: Yes? 
Mr Amaranti: We can look at their scheduling. We do not control it. The Department of Transport 
issue them with their charter and ferry licences. They are required to submit a schedule of times 
with that group. We have a say in it. The only thing we control is their berthing. Two companies 
might want the same berth. We would not issue that. There is a timing sequence there. In general, 
we do not have too much say on their scheduling.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: This year on the June long weekend, Foundation Day, Hillarys Fast Ferries 
chose to not run its ferries for that weekend and it shut down the weekend prior for its winter 
shutdown. As a person who lives in the northern suburbs who wanted to go to Rottnest for the 
weekend because I love the island, I had to go all the way to Fremantle to get to the island. That to 
me seemed really silly. Why would it do that? I suppose it was a commercial decision.  
Mr Amaranti: I think that is the answer: it was a commercial decision, and we may not necessarily 
agree with it.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: How many Rottnest Island moorings do we have? 
Mr Amaranti: I could be wrong; it is probably close to 900.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Who does the administration of these moorings as far as who gets 
a mooring and how much? Do they come under the Rottnest Island Authority? 
Mr Amaranti: Yes, it does; we manage it.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: I got an email this morning, coincidentally from an 80-year-old 
gentleman who has had a licence for a mooring over there for 25 years. He wants to sell it, as he is 
getting on and does not use it very much. His story is that before he is allowed to sell his licence, he 
must surrender his licence and he claims—I will take a little bit of time because I want to go back to 
him and give him a corrected version; he may well have it wrong in the first place; I do not know—
that before he is allowed to sell his licence he must first surrender his licence and then the RIA will 
reveal to him the waitlist of people who want a mooring licence so that he can contact them to see 
whether they want to buy it. He said he did this but they would not send him the list—I assume he 
means the RIA. He had to come down to Perth and present in person in Fremantle and then they 
showed him the list and he was allowed to copy some of the names. He said the list of names had no 
contact details so he had to search the white pages for phone numbers. He copied 20 names and the 
first 18 or so he rang were not interested in a licence. He said that some were not even aware they 
were on this list—that is, people putting proxy names on the list. Or did he get the wrong contact 
numbers? I do not know. The reason he was given for this convoluted procedure was 
confidentiality, but he said when the RIA wanted to open up the moorings to shared use they had no 
problem revealing the names to licensees so they could be contacted about shared use. The point he 
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made was that, even if he found somebody who wanted to buy his licence, if that person knew he 
had had to surrender the licence in the first place, he would have been at the mercy of that person 
who could offer him little or nothing for it. He also wondered, if he is unable to sell the licence 
within a reasonable time and had to surrender it, does the RIA after a while then sell the licence 
itself and pocket the funds?   
Mr Amaranti: No.  
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Right. Tell me what he is doing wrong.  
Mr Amaranti: I am not sure who he was speaking to. You cannot sell your licence. When he 
surrenders his licence, in due course, if he does not renew the licence—the renewals are annual—
we will take that mooring and then apply it to the next person on the waitlist with a suitable boat. 
That person will then certainly be able to negotiate with this gentleman to purchase the 
equipment—the actual mooring equipment—that is in the water, because they own that equipment. 
That is a negotiation between themselves. At the end of the day, he has no ability to sell the licence 
on to anyone. It will be surrendered at the end of that period. The only thing you can sell, if the 
person on the waitlist wants to buy it, is the equipment. I was interested to hear most of that because 
of the information about access to information. Certainly, from our perspective, the rules are pretty 
clear. Once your licence is given up or you die—those are the sort of issues that do come up—the 
more famous you are, the more likelihood we know who you are. You cannot on-sell the licence. It 
is unlike the Swan River scenario where you see, quite clearly, people selling their moorings; that is 
not possible on Rottnest Island. 
[4.50 pm] 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Except, I think if you go and check the—I am not sure that they are 
allowed to sell their moorings either under the Swan River Act, but that is another story. 
Mr Amaranti: I do not know that, but I just noticed one — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: But they do get advertised, but I am not sure whether, under the 
regulations, they are allowed to. 
Mr Amaranti:  — in Kent Street recently for $15 000. But I think the scenario for that 
gentleman—if he is concerned that he has not had a chance to speak to someone, I am happy to 
have my manager, again, come and talk to him to clarify that for him. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That would be handy because he did go to Fremantle to get this 
advice, and your office is in Fremantle so I half suspect he did make it correctly to your office and 
possibly spoke to somebody there. Whether he has got it mucked up or somebody has given him the 
wrong advice, I cannot comment. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: I am just speculating here, but it might be that he is trying to, before 
the time that the licence lapses, sublet it or something like that in order to—because he does not 
intend to use it for a period of time and may be hoping to make a bit of dough out of subletting the 
licence and hence looking for someone who may be interested taking it over. That may be what he 
is trying to achieve. 
Mr Amaranti: He cannot do that either.  
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: He cannot do that either. 
Mr Amaranti: He cannot do that either, but that might be what he is—I mean, I do not know; the 
gentleman is 80 years old and he has had it for a long time. I certainly would like to give him the 
benefit of talking to one of us to clarify the rules. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: That is great; thank you. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: When you say that he can sell the infrastructure, are you talking about—
like, you have to actually put down a physical item to secure your mooring? 
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Mr Amaranti: The mooring itself is paid for by the mooring licensee. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So if the person who buys that mooring, or is eventually given the mooring 
by the Rottnest Island Authority, does not want to buy the assets of this person, what then happens? 
Mr Amaranti: Well, it is removed, and then a new one is put down. But that does not normally 
happen; I think logic, sort of, comes into play. But if, at the end of the day, he cannot find a buyer, 
he may well have to remove that at his cost because he cannot leave it there. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: So the current owner has to remove it? 
Mr Amaranti: Yes. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Then would the new owner have to come in and put their own mooring in? 
Mr Amaranti: Yes. Because one of the scenarios, of course, is that we do not know the size of the 
boat we are talking about that might come on board. It might be a little bit bigger; it might be a 
different size but it can still be put on that. As you are probably aware, every mooring has a 
different rating for a different size boat.  
The CHAIR: Are they all, now, single-point moorings, without chains? 
Mr Amaranti: They are a single-point mooring, yes. 
The CHAIR: So is the seagrass getting better? 
Mr Amaranti: I think the seagrass, in most cases, has been protected because of that system. I 
think the seagrass issue is more about anchoring, which is another story. 
The CHAIR: So are there still swinging anchors in some of those bays? 
Mr Amaranti: You can still anchor in lot of places around Rottnest Island without a mooring. I 
think those are the areas we need to—Parker Point is an anchoring, south Thomson is an anchoring, 
and so we just need to manage that. There is anchoring at Parakeet Bay . We monitor that pretty 
closely from a seagrass perspective. 
The CHAIR: Is that the authority’s monitoring? I mean, it is not a Fisheries or marine — 
Mr Amaranti: No. 
The CHAIR: It is all within the — 
Mr Amaranti: No, the marine area extends 800 metres out from the island, so we are—the whole 
lot is an A-class reserve, 800 metres out.  
The CHAIR: Do you report on that in your annual report, the seagrass? 
Mr Amaranti: We probably report in terms of surveys we do and the state of the marine. We 
probably do not specifically talk about seagrass, but we certainly are required to report on the health 
of the marine.  
The CHAIR: We are over time. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Are we are already over? 
The CHAIR: Yes; it just went like that. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Can I just suggest, Madam Chair, that the Rottnest Island 
Management Plan has a chapter that deals with the actual environment that might be of interest as 
well. 
The CHAIR: Yes, I am aware of the management plan; I guess that my interest is in where it gets 
reported against the outcomes. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: Annually? 
The CHAIR: I would hope there would be something in the annual report that might touch on that.  
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Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Just very quickly, just this whole question about having neither 
metropolitan nor regional status and what it really means for the island and why you are so 
desperate to get it, and which one would you choose?  It is a dorothy dixer. 
Mr Amaranti: Which one will get me more money, I suppose.  
Hon KEN TRAVERS: That is easy. 
Mr Amaranti: Without going into the politics of it, because that is not my responsibility, I just 
would like to have Rottnest Island determined to be somewhere. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: Why? 
Mr Amaranti: We are neither metropolitan nor are we regional. We are actually not categorised 
anywhere. It is interesting; at times when we apply — 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: You should have the fuel card. 
Mr Amaranti: Well, at times we can apply for certain things that if we were regional we would get 
access to or if we were metropolitan we would get access to, and of course we often get, “Well, 
you’re nothing so you can’t get anything.” 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: So are you saying that because you are neither regional nor 
metropolitan, that means you cannot dip into commonwealth grants and to state grants and local 
government grants, and whatever other grants there might be? 
Mr Amaranti: The local government ones, we certainly try on a regular basis. We are actually 
aligned to Cockburn in terms of shire, so we do apply, but it is not always easy. In fact, we have 
exhausted a lot of that and we have not had any success. Part of the RIMP report was about 
identifying and highlighting the fact that we are currently regional.  
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: But in the Electoral Commission you are in the South Metropolitan Region, 
are you not? 
Mr Amaranti: In the Electoral Commission we are actually—well, in terms of — 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Under the City of Fremantle. 
Mr Amaranti: Yes, City of Fremantle. 
Hon LJILJANNA RAVLICH: But he wants to be in the East Metropolitan Region—that is the 
problem. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: That is South Metropolitan Region, Fremantle, is it not? 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: Yes. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: That would automatically mean you were metropolitan, you would think, 
would you not? 
The CHAIR: There is some logic in that.  
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: There may be some logic in that. 
Hon LIZ BEHJAT: It is obviously not a woman making these rules! 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: But for what purposes? 
Hon PHILIP GARDINER: I think you have a separate electorate, do you not? 
The CHAIR: A principality; it has been done before.   
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: A borough? 
Mr Amaranti: We did talk about—I should not say too much—running for the seat of Cockburn in 
the west ward, because I think we have about 300 people on the island who could vote, and we 
might have the mayor by the end of the week. We will look that way in the future. 
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Hon LIZ BEHJAT: But not the principality of Rottnest Island Province? 
Mr Amaranti: No. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: If you do not meet the definition contained in the Planning and 
Development Act for the Perth metropolitan area under, I think it is schedule 3, then that would 
mean you are regional. 
Mr Amaranti: We have to be aligned to a development commission to be in the regional area.  
The CHAIR: Mauritius, I reckon! 
Mr Amaranti: Peel, of course, would be the one, in order to access the regional development 
funding. 
Hon KEN TRAVERS: The Perth metropolitan area is defined within the Planning and 
Development Act. 
The CHAIR: So if you are not in it, then you have to be out of it—it is getting late.  
I might just draw this to a close. I just wanted to revisit briefly that question of identifying 
information. I am mindful that I think at least once, if not twice, during this hearing, which will 
become a matter for public record, a certain name was mentioned. I am going to propose that we do 
not record that in the transcript either, otherwise it makes a little bit of a nonsense of asking for 
confidentiality. The name of the system will not be recorded on the public record.  
I just need to say a final couple of words to thank you for coming. I am not sure that there are any 
additional questions, but the committee will forward any additional questions it has via the minister 
in writing in the next couple of days, together with the transcript of the evidence, which will include 
the questions you have taken on notice. If members have any unasked questions, I ask them to 
submit these to the committee clerk at the close of this hearing. Responses to these questions will be 
requested within 10 working days of receipt of the questions. Should the agency be unable to meet 
the due date, please advise the committee in writing as soon as possible before the due date. The 
advice is to include specific reasons as to why the due date cannot be met.  
Finally, on behalf of the committee, I would like to thank you very much for your attendance this 
afternoon and your assistance with our inquiry. 

Hearing concluded at 4.58 pm 


