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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust) took the chair at 10.00 am, read prayers and acknowledged country. 

VISITORS — CLONTARF ABORIGINAL COLLEGE 
Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust): Members, before we start today, I want to acknowledge some very special 
visitors to the President’s gallery. Our guests today are from the Clontarf Aboriginal College. We have 
Mr Troy Hayter, college principal; Mr Salvatore De Luca; and three students, Tobias Worrigal, Ashley Wingo and 
Ronan Coppin. I welcome them very much to the Legislative Council and I hope they enjoy their time here with 
us today. 

DAMPIER ARCHIPELAGO AND BURRUP PENINSULA — INDUSTRIALISATION 
Petition 

HON ROBIN CHAPPLE (Mining and Pastoral) [10.03 am]: I present a petition containing 20 signatures 
couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 
We, the undersigned ask the Legislative Council to oppose the plans for the continued industrialisation of 
the Burrup Peninsula and Dampier Archipelago (Murujuga) reported in recent media. This is of great concern 
to our community, as there are alternative sites available for industry which won’t infringe on heritage 
values of the region, in particular the Maitland Industrial Estate, located in close proximity to Murujuga. 
The petitioners reiterate the call for the World Heritage Listing of the Dampier Archipelago at the earliest 
opportunity available to the State Government. 
The petitioners oppose further development of heavy industry on Murujuga, and request that the State 
Government commit to review the following two documents: 30 August 2002 ‘Report into the 
Maitland Industrial Precinct’ prepared for Hon Eric Ripper MLA (Deputy Premier), Hon Clive Brown MLA 
(Minister for State Development), Hon Alana MacTiernan MLA (Minister for Planning and Infrastructure), 
and Hon Tom Stephen MLC (Minister for the Pilbara), by the City of Karratha and the District Chamber 
of Commerce and Industries; and December 2002 ‘Maitland Heavy Industry Estate: Assessment and 
Comparison with the Burrup Peninsula Industrial Estate’ prepared for the Shire of Roebourne. 
The petitioners call on the Government to evaluate the cumulative airshed of pollutants and emissions of 
current industry on rock art in the Burrup Peninsula (Murujuga), and quantify the increase in emission 
loads from known projected industries for the Burrup Peninsula (Murujuga). 
And your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 

[See paper 2166.] 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION — PLANNING 

Petition 
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [10.05 am]: I present a petition containing 452 signatures 
couched in the following terms — 

To the President and Members of the Legislative Council of the Parliament of Western Australia in 
Parliament assembled. 
We the undersigned are opposed 

• To the lack of long term planning provided by the Education Department to address the increasing 
student population within the Woodbridge Primary School and Guildford Primary School local 
intake areas. 

• To the placement of one demountable classroom and the potential placement of an additional 
eight demountable classrooms on the 2.4-hectare Woodbridge Primary School site. 

We therefore ask the Legislative Council to support 
• The realignment of the local intake area for Woodbridge Primary School to remove the optional 

intake area. 
• Plan for the reopening of Midland Primary School and commence the development of an 

Early Childhood Centre at the old Midland Primary School site. 
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• Develop a plan of action to manage the ever-increasing student population in the Woodbridge 
and Guildford local intake areas. 

Your petitioners as in duty bound, will ever pray. 
[See paper 2167.] 

CHINA INTERNATIONAL IMPORT EXPO 2018 
Statement by Minister for Regional Development 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [10.06 am]: 
This week I represented the WA government at the China International Import Expo 2018 to support the major 
event being held by our largest trading partner, China. Premier McGowan was made aware of the initiative of 
President Xi when he was last in China and committed WA to actively engaging to help strengthen the WA–China 
relationship. The China International Import Expo—CIIE—is a six-day multi-sector trade show for imported 
products, timed with the fortieth anniversary of the opening of the Chinese economy to international trade and 
investment. 
China is Western Australia’s largest market for merchandise exports, accounting for 47 per cent of the state’s 
exports in 2017–18—close to $62 billion worth. As our largest market for agricultural and food exports, China 
accounted for 22 per cent of agricultural exports in 2016–17, valued at $1.89 billion. Officially opened by 
President Xi Jinping, CIIE is an undertaking on a massive scale. Exhibitors from over 100 countries display their 
products to an estimated 400 000 Chinese buyers. The newly constructed national stadium and convention centre 
in Shanghai has exhibition space over 28 times the size of the Melbourne Cricket Ground. I was very proud to see 
Western Australian pork, honey, wine, olive oil, walnuts and other premium products, beautifully presented and 
on display to buyers from across China. 
In addition to participating at the expo, I held discussions with important agribusinesses, trade and investment 
stakeholders including Shanghai Zhongfu Group on its investments in the Ord River region; Shanghai Ground Food 
on its Western Australian dairy products expansion plans; Inspur and GWorld Group on their innovative food 
traceability chip utilising blockchain technology; Shanghai CRED on its agribusiness investments and research 
into castor seeds; Tsingtao Brewery on its use of WA barley; Qinglian Food Co on pork products and market 
access matters; Department of Foreign Affairs and Trade agricultural counsellors on prioritising 
Western Australian produce in market access negotiations; and BBI Group and Fortescue Metals Group on their 
mining and port plans in regional Western Australia. We also participated in the FMG event where important 
memorandums of understanding with trading partners were signed. 
Our trade commissioner in Shanghai, Mr Stuart Crockett, and his staff, Judy Zhu and Charlie Li, did a magnificent job 
organising meetings and events and providing background briefings. A full report will be tabled in the coming weeks. 

PAPERS TABLED 
Papers were tabled and ordered to lie upon the table of the house. 

STANDING COMMITTEE ON UNIFORM LEGISLATION AND STATUTES REVIEW 
118th Report — “National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse 

(Commonwealth Powers) Bill 2018” — Tabling 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [10.09 am]: I am 
directed to present the 118th report of the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review titled 
“National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) Bill 2018”. 
[See paper 2168.] 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: The report that I have just tabled advises the house of the committee’s findings and 
recommendation regarding the National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse 
(Commonwealth Powers) Bill 2018. The Australian government established the Royal Commission into 
Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse in 2013. It inquired into and reported upon responses by institutions 
to instances and allegations of child sexual abuse in Australia. The royal commission’s “Redress and Civil 
Litigation Report” recommended the establishment of a single National Redress Scheme to provide eligible 
applicants who had experienced institutional child sexual abuse with a monetary payment, access to counselling 
and psychological care, and a direct personal response from the responsible institutions. As a result of the redress 
report’s recommendations, a National Redress Scheme was created. It was established by the commonwealth’s 
National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse Act 2018. The National Redress Scheme for 
Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) Bill 2018 was referred to the committee on 
13 September 2018, with a reporting date of 30 October 2018. The Legislative Council granted an extension of 
time to report to 21 November 2018. The committee is pleased to be able to present its report today. 
The bill provides for Western Australia to adopt the national redress act. Adopting the national redress act will 
enable the National Redress Scheme to operate in Western Australia. The bill also refers power to the 
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commonwealth to enable it to make amendments to the national redress act that will then apply in 
Western Australia. This is an amendment reference. This adoption and amendment reference mechanism was used 
as the commonwealth Parliament does not have the power to enact legislation to enable the delivery of a National 
Redress Scheme. In order to bring states and state-based institutions into any such scheme, a referral of power by 
states to the commonwealth is needed. 
The committee has identified clauses in the Intergovernmental Agreement on the National Redress Scheme for 
Institutional Child Sexual Abuse, the national redress act and the bill that impact upon the sovereignty and 
lawmaking powers of the Parliament of Western Australia. The general nature of federalism sometimes requires 
the state to refer its powers to the commonwealth to ensure national uniformity in particular matters and to give 
effect to national schemes. In this instance, a National Redress Scheme would not be able to operate effectively 
without a referral of state power to the commonwealth. 
The committee concludes that the limitations proposed to the sovereignty and lawmaking powers of the 
Western Australian Parliament are necessary to enable the National Redress Scheme to operate in the manner 
intended by the participating jurisdictions. It is a matter for the Western Australian Parliament to balance the 
competing interests of state Parliament sovereignty with the purpose of the National Redress Scheme and 
Western Australia’s continuing involvement in it. The committee is conscious of the government’s desire to 
complete the passage of the bill, should the house agree to it, by the time Parliament rises in December and has 
conducted the inquiry as expeditiously as possible. The committee has prioritised its consideration of the bill and 
is pleased to table its report early. I commend the report to the house. 

BIODIVERSITY CONSERVATION REGULATIONS 2018 — DISALLOWANCE 
Notice of Motion 

Notice of motion given by Hon Robin Chapple. 

ARMISTICE CENTENARY — ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [10.14 am] — without notice: I move — 
That so much of standing orders be suspended so that one minute of silence may be observed by the 
Council at 11.00 this morning in order to commemorate Sunday’s centenary of the Armistice that ended 
the First World War. 

The PRESIDENT: For a suspension of standing orders, we need to have an absolute majority. I have counted the 
numbers in the house and we have an absolute majority; therefore, the motion is agreed. 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — DECISION-MAKING 
Motion 

HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [10.15 am] — without notice: I move — 
That this house expresses its grave concern that the instances of dysfunctional decision-making by the 
McGowan government in the service sectors have now become so regular as to be indicative of a systemic 
problem. 

The motion speaks of multiple instances of dysfunctional decision-making by the McGowan government. In the 
very brief time that I have this morning, I hope to identify several such examples for members. I will start with the 
prevention of family and domestic violence portfolio. It is important to note that this is a new portfolio. It was an 
election commitment by the Labor Party to establish a Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence. 
I have previously been on the record congratulating it, firstly, for that commitment and, secondly, for fulfilling 
that commitment. However, there have been multiple instances of dysfunctional decision-making in that portfolio. 
Example number one, for members’ interest, is the one-stop hubs. In March last year the Labor Party made an 
election commitment that it would establish two specialised one-stop hubs. The purpose of establishing these 
one-stop hubs was to provide specialist family and domestic violence services. One of these hubs was to be 
established in the metropolitan area and the other was to be in a regional area. That was in March last year. 
Understandably, it takes a new government a little time to settle in and for ministers to secure the employment of 
their ministerial advisers and so on and so forth, so it is appropriate for the opposition to give the new minister 
time to settle in. But in August 2017, five months later, I asked question without notice 479 on this particular issue. 
This was obviously a priority area, so I thought in five months the government would have done something. 
I simply asked who the government had consulted and whether it had a short list of locations for these one-stop hubs. 
In response to my multi-part question, the government provided the following response on 24 August last year — 

(1)–(5) The government looks forward to progressing and delivering its commitments and is currently 
working through the budget process to do so. 
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In fairness to the government, five months in I could not exactly say in respect of the one-stop hubs that it was 
dysfunctional in its decision-making processes, but I could say that it was totally inactive in respect of that 
particular commitment. 
Fast forward another couple of months, in October last year during the budget estimates process I asked further 
questions about this issue and the government said that these one-stop hubs—the Labor Party’s priority 
commitment at the last election—were subject to a different process to the Breathing Space commitment that it 
had made. I will talk a little about Breathing Space in a moment and the commitment that the government made 
on that and the process that has unfolded. First and foremost, the important point is that at the budget estimates 
hearing the government said that the hubs were going to be subject to a different process from the Breathing Space 
process. I asked an additional question post the estimates hearing: what is that process? I will quote directly from 
the answer that was provided by the government after the hearing. We had had the hearing, and after the hearing, 
I lodged this additional question and simply asked: what is that process? The answer that came back from 
government—get this—states — 

This is in the process of being determined at this point. 
Farcically, the government was confident enough in the budget estimates hearings to say that it would be 
undertaking a different process for one-stop hubs from that used for the Communicare Breathing Space program. 
When the government was asked what the process is, it said that at that point it was in the process of being 
determined. Again, this is perhaps not a case of the government being completely dysfunctional at that time, but 
a pattern was already emerging in October last year. In December last year, I asked question without notice 978. 
On that occasion I simply asked, “In which calendar month will the process be determined?” The answer from the 
government was that a project plan is being prepared. First, we asked the government what it had done—had it 
consulted with anyone, met with any stakeholders?—and it provided this glib response that it has committed to 
fulfilling its commitments. We then asked the government what that process was. Its response was that it was in 
the process of being determined. We then asked it when it was going to find out when the process would be finished 
and it said that a project plan was being prepared. I left things for a little while because, clearly, it was a farcical 
situation. I left things until June this year when, in the budget estimates hearings, I asked the government some 
questions prior to the hearing. I will quote the answer that was given to question 5 prior to the hearing. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Just before you do, honourable members, there is a fairly 
dull roar happening around the chamber today. If we could keep it a little quieter, we would be able to get a more 
accurate reflection from the honourable member on this feet. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Acting President. No doubt, members, like me, are outraged by the 
dysfunctional decision-making process that has become a systemic problem in this government. 
On 5 June this year, prior to the budget estimates hearings, I asked a question. I will quote the government’s 
response to question 5. It states — 

I refer to the Government’s commitment to establish two specialised “One Stop Hubs”, and I ask: 
(a) What is the amount of funding allocated to this for 2018/19; 

Answer: Nil 
(b) What is the estimated expenditure on this for 2017/18; 

Answer: Nil 
(c) On what dates has the Minister attended meetings or briefings about the establishment of these hubs; 

Answer: None 
We are now descending into high farce when it comes to decision-making in this government. What makes it 
worse is that, remember, members, this is the government that was first unable to provide answers on what had 
been done. Eventually, when pushed and I asked the government when it was going to finalise the process, it said 
that a project plan was being undertaken. Then in June this year, I asked whether a project plan to guide the 
development of the hub had been prepared. From March last year through to June this year, I have been asking the 
government what it has been doing about this election commitment for one-stop hubs for family and domestic 
violence. I asked whether a project plan had been prepared and the answer was no. Better still, in April, an 
agreement had been reached between the Department of Communities and Curtin University for Curtin to conduct 
research and develop options for the two one-stop hubs. We have moved from a space of complete inactivity and 
incompetence, to having the work contracted out at the last minute, because the shadow minister has obviously 
been sufficiently annoying to the government by constantly asking questions about what the government is doing 
about the one-stop hubs. The government has said, “This is all too hard. Quick, let’s engage Curtin University and 
it can deal with this problem for us.” Of course, guess who gets to pay the contract for Curtin University? The 
taxpayers of Western Australia will pay because this lazy, incompetent government is unable to do the job itself. 
This contract will cost $68 796.74 including GST. Gee, this government is fantastic! It makes sure that it does not 
forget to pay Curtin University the 74c including GST at the end to do its job. 
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To make matters worse, I noted in a statement given by the minister in the other place on 16 August this year, that 
she then proceeded to tell everybody that she was very pleased. She said — 

I am pleased that we have been able to extend the time frame for this process to ensure that a range of 
stakeholders, including refuges and safe houses, and other experts have had the opportunity to discuss 
how a hub model could work in the real world. 

What is that supposed to mean? When the government made the decision back in March to tell everybody that it 
had established these two one-stop hubs, it was operating outside of the real world. Now it has gone to 
Curtin University to bring things into the real world at the princely sum to the taxpayer of more than $68 000. That 
is the first example. 
I will move to the second example of the dysfunctional decision-making that has become a systemic problem in 
this government. Earlier, members heard me mention the Communicare Breathing Space program. Members 
should remember that the government went out of its way to say that the process used to roll out the two one-stop 
hubs for family and domestic violence would be different from that used for Breathing Space. In March last year, 
the government said that it was going to make a commitment to establish another Communicare Breathing Space. 
Those are not my words; they were the words of the party that ultimately fell into government last year. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Fell into government? Stormed into government! 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It is good to see that the minister is awake today. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Honourable members, this threatens to be a fairly interesting 
debate and although the President—that wonderful personage—is a tolerant person full of forbearance, I am not. 
I will not put up with anything from any side of the chamber over the next hour and 20 minutes. We will proceed 
and members will be heard in silence. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thursday is always the minister’s strongest day. It takes a couple of days to warm up. 
In August last year — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Silence, members, please. Hon Nick Goiran will proceed and he 
will be heard in silence. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Minister and Leader of the Opposition, no further interjections will be tolerated 
whilst we are going forward. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In August last year, I asked question without notice 384 of the government in respect of 
its commitment to establish another Communicare Breathing Space. Again, I simply asked on what dates the 
minister had met with Communicare; had a short list of locations been made; and when would the centre be 
operational? Again, I got this glib response from the government that is always asleep at the wheel. It simply said, 
in part, “The government is focused on delivering its commitments”. It responded to none of the multi-part 
questions other than to glibly say that it is focused on delivering its commitments. Again, that was not necessarily 
a sign of dysfunctional decision-making in August last year, but it was a sign of utter inactivity. In October, 
a couple of months later, in the budget estimates, I noted that the government had allocated $200 000 to this 
particular commitment. I simply asked: what is the target date to complete the planning? The government said it 
was January 2018. In June this year, in the budget estimates process, prior to the hearing I asked further questions 
of the minister through the various representatives. I simply asked: what documents had been created to set out the 
basis for allocating $850 000 in the 2019–20 budget? The government had obviously allocated $200 000 the 
previous year, but it had not spent a single dollar. I asked the government whether it would table those documents 
and it said no. It has allocated $200 000 to the Breathing Space program and it has not spent one cent of it. Then 
the government says, “But we’re going to set aside $850 000 for it in 2019–20.” When we ask whether the 
government will table the documents relating to that funding, the answer is, no, it will not do that. What is going 
on with this government? One moment it says that there is going to be this special process for rolling out the 
Communicare Breathing Space program and it is going to be different from the one-stop hubs, but when we ask what 
the different process is, we are told that that is in the process of being determined! When we ask the government 
when it is going to do this, it gives us some dates but it does not meet those deadlines. When it is really feeling 
under pressure, it subcontracts things to other stakeholders, like Curtin University, at a cost to the taxpayer. 
To top it off, I think I will have three examples for the government on this portfolio that has now fallen into 
dysfunctional decision-making. The third example is with respect to women’s refuges. In March last year, the 
opposition at the time, which then fell into government, made a good commitment to establish two additional 
women’s refuges. The government is very fond of the number “2”, because it said there were going to be 
two one-stop hubs—it has done nothing, really, in respect of that—and now it is going to establish two additional 
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women’s refuges. Then in August last year, I once again asked a question—question without notice 453. I simply 
asked which stakeholders had been consulted, whether there was a short list of locations, and in which calendar 
month each refuge was planned to be operational. The response that came back from the most experienced member 
of the government opposite, Hon Sue Ellery, who replied on behalf of the Minister for Prevention of Family and 
Domestic Violence, was — 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1)–(5) During the election campaign the McGowan Labor government made a strong commitment to 
the prevention of family and domestic violence. The government is focused on delivering its 
commitments and is currently working through the budget process to do so. 

By that stage I was so fed up that, in an unruly fashion, I interjected and Hansard recorded it. I said — 

No, that is the wrong answer, because that is exactly the same answer that you gave me on another question. 

Every time I asked a question about the government’s commitments, I was provided with this glib response: 
“We’re focused on delivering our election commitments.” Sure, but what is the government doing about it? Has 
the minister met with anybody? Has any money been spent in fulfilling these commitments? Is there a short list of 
locations of where these one-stop hubs and women’s refuges are going to be? No, it could not answer any of those 
questions; instead, we get these glib responses. It would be uncharitable for me to say that the government was 
dysfunctional at that time in August last year—it simply was not functioning; nothing was happening. In June this 
year, in the estimates process, I again followed this up, thinking that, surely, after the next budget cycle, something 
must be happening. How embarrassing would it be if, after the second budget cycle, the government had still not 
done anything and was unable to respond to any of the various questions and so on and so forth? I asked some 
questions prior to the hearing. I will quote from question 4, which I asked prior to the budget estimates hearings 
this year. Remember, Mr Acting President, this was in June this year. The government came in in March last year. 
By my calculation, Labor had been in government for 15 months at this point. The government knew I was 
interested in this matter because I had already asked multiple questions. My question was — 

I refer to the Government’s commitment to establish two additional Women’s Refuges, and I ask: 

(a) On what dates has the Minister attended meetings or briefings about the establishment of these 
refuges; 

Before I reveal the answer to everybody, I have to say that sometimes we get farcical answers from the government, 
when it says that it would take too long to identify all the dates and that it cannot devote the resources of 
government to look into them, so it is not prepared to give that information. On this occasion, I am happy to say, 
the government did not take that pathetic line, which it has done previously and which then creates an obligation 
to report to the Auditor General under section 82 of the Financial Management Act. No; it did not do that on this 
occasion. Why not? Because the answer was: none. The government said that the establishment of two additional 
women’s refuges in Western Australia was a top priority. After 15 months and me asking questions, the minister 
had not had a single meeting or, worse, a briefing. When asked on what dates the minister had attended meetings 
or briefings about the establishment of these refuges, the answer was: none. I further asked who was in attendance 
at those meetings. Understandably, the government’s answer was: not applicable. Part (c) of my question was — 

Did the Minister or Department receive or create any documents during or in preparation for the meetings 
or briefings: 

(i) If yes, what were those documents; and 

(ii) Will you table those documents and if so, when? 

Answer: Not applicable 

No wonder! Nothing is happening at all! Is that dysfunctional or is it utter inactivity? What it is not is any 
semblance of a proud government fulfilling its commitments. It keeps rolling out the cheap lines, saying that it is 
focused on delivering its commitments. No, it is not. There are three examples. What has the government done on 
the one-stop hubs? What has it done on the Breathing Space program? What has it done on the women’s refuges? 
Fair enough—in August last year when I asked a question, Labor had been in government for only five months. 
Personally, I think it is embarrassing that, after five months, this minister, with a list of commitments, still had not 
had a single meeting or briefing on those commitments. I think that is pathetic. That was after five months. But 
now, after another year has passed, still nothing has happened. Surely not! 

What is all the more farcical with this government is that, from time to time, it will allocate fake figures in the 
budget as some kind of pretence that it will do something on these issues. On the issue of the women’s refuges, 
$2.5 million had been allocated in the budget. How could $2.5 million be allocated in the budget and then in the 
same breath the minister said that she had not attended a single meeting or briefing? Who is deciding on the 
$2.5 million? It is beyond dysfunctional. It is absolutely the opposite of a gold standard of transparency. Frankly, 
this portfolio has become high farce. Worst of all, when the government fails to provide this information to 
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Parliament, it continues, in a systemic fashion, to breach section 82 of the Financial Management Act. There is 
dysfunction going on left, right and centre in the portfolio for the prevention of family and domestic violence. That 
is merely one of the portfolios in which there has been dysfunctional decision-making. 
HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [10.37 am]: I stand reluctantly 
to support this motion. I very much support the intent of the motion moved by Hon Nick Goiran, but I do not like 
having to support a motion of this calibre. The service industries are vital in our community. Service industries 
like health, education, mental health, disability services, and law and order are things that we must get right. That 
is why they are at the state level, yet, quite frankly, this government, which purports to be looking after the service 
industries, is shambolic. It has form in this area, and particularly in the area of education. I have been through this 
on a number of occasions and I will keep repeating it. We have heard over and over from members opposite about 
how wonderful they are in terms of education and service industries. Let us reflect back on government 1—the 
last Labor government from 2001 to 2008. Let us look at that vital area of education. Labor kept on telling us about 
its wonderful set of books and how it kept the books in the black et cetera, but at the same time we had the 
lowest-paid teachers in the nation under this mob. We had mass teacher shortages under this mob. The curriculum 
was an absolute mess. The debacle with outcomes-based education was an absolute disgrace. That is just a start. 
The teacher registration process was embarrassing. That is what it left us with. That is what we inherited in 
education. If members do not think that is shambolic, they have no understanding of education, yet we kept getting 
told about this great set of books. Quite frankly, that government’s form in education was absolutely disgraceful. 
That was largely the reason the Labor Party lost government in 2008. We inherited that mess in education.  
Let us look at government 2—our government; the Liberal–National government. I stand proud on what we 
achieved in education. After inheriting that mess, we left the current Labor government with a Rolls Royce 
education system. We put a teacher in front of every single classroom, every single year. We had the highest-paid 
teachers in the nation, to attract people to and retain teachers in the teaching profession—the greatest profession 
on earth. That is what we did. We made our curriculum the envy of the nation. We signed up to the national 
curriculum with only the capacity to adopt and adapt—again, an initiative of the Western Australian government. 
While we were in government, we had the most improved NAPLAN results of any state in the nation. We handed 
over a Rolls Royce education system. In addition, we completely reformed the public education system to 
empower the local public to be part of the decision-making process. That has been overwhelming successful. We 
have seen a massive increase in the number of students in public education because they love the independent 
public school system. That is what we left behind. There was certainty in education while we were in government. 
Members opposite had nothing to criticise, quite frankly, even during that great era of reform in 2015 when there 
were massive reforms, such as the student-centred funding model, IPS schools, the national curriculum and the 
transition of year 7s to secondary school. They had nothing to criticise, but what they have done, of course, is 
criticise the purported phantom reduction of $200 million from education, which just did not happen. We asked 
our schools to tighten their belts in 2014 because the trajectory of spending in education was massive. Let us not 
forget that there was a 73 per cent increase in spending in education from the time we started in government to the 
time we finished. There was a 73 per cent increase in spending when there was a 15 per cent increase in student 
numbers. In anyone’s language that is a massive increase. Did we get criticised for spending too much? No, we 
did not. When we asked schools to restrict their budgets, those guys went absolutely feral. They keep conveniently 
forgetting that in the following year, after that restriction in the budget, in 2015, we increased spending in primary 
education by $45 million. Was there ever any mention of that? We increased funding for students with a disability 
by $46 million. Was there ever any mention of that? We increased funding of chaplains by $17 million in 2015. 
Was there ever any mention of that? We increased funding for additional maintenance in schools by $100 million. 
Was there ever any mention of that? We keep going back—it is like groundhog day—to this purported 
$200 million loss. 
The Leader of the House, who again is on urgent parliamentary business, keeps mentioning this $200 million. She 
has all the resources of the Department of Education; she knows those facts are wrong. I was education minister 
for over five years, so I tell members now that there was not a cut of $200 million in our schools. The 
Leader of the House conveniently forgets about the additional increases in funding that I keep talking about. It is 
absolute nonsense! If members do not believe me, they should look at the 2014–15 budget papers. There was an 
increase of $300 million, not the $200 million loss that the Leader of the House keeps talking about. There were 
massive increases in spending. Money alone does not make a good education system, but we had stability. We 
engaged with principal groups and the union. I had a great relationship with the State School Teachers’ Union of WA 
and the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations during that period. I constantly engaged with 
them to ensure that we were taking them with us, so that when we did have that great era of reform in 2015, the 
education community was with us. That was not shambolic. We did not inherit that; we created that. We created 
stability in education. 
What happened then? The tide turned. In 2017, the Labor Party took office and as a direct result, and of course as 
I keep on saying, it inherited a Rolls Royce education system. What has it done since that time to completely 
decimate that stability we had created in education? It has made the wrong decisions and created uncertainty. It 
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did not learn the errors of the past from the last Labor government. It decided that it had better go with what its 
comrades had done between 2001 and 2008—“That’s what we’ll do; we’ll stuff up the education system! There is 
this assumption that we’re the best educators in delivering education; we can mess it up.” What did it do? The very 
first instance that occurred with Perth Modern School was a disaster. The cuts that the education minister brought 
forward at the end of 2017 were all reversed. There was complete uncertainty throughout some of the most 
marginalised groups in the community. 

Then, of course, there was the so-called reduction in the number of education assistants, which is absolute garbage. 
As I keep on saying, the number of education assistants increased by 2 104 during our entire period in office. 
I once again challenge the education minister to come into the house and repeat her claim that we cut the number 
of education assistants by 1 000. That is rubbish. She has misled this house. Another example is in regard to the 
additional $46 million we put in for students with a disability. I was staggered when I saw a media release from 
the Minister for Education and Training on 18 September this year that said — 

Additional schools to provide specialist autism program in 2019 
… 

A total of $32 million is being invested in the 16 programs which are being rolled out from 2016 to 2020. 
The program is already in place in six schools. 

I thought, “Hello, hello; I’ve heard that somewhere before!” A media release, dated 24 July 2016, from none other 
than yours truly states — 

Education Minister Peter Collier said 16 schools would be selected to run the $32 million specialist ASD 
programs by 2020. 

There is absolutely no shame to these guys. Members opposite cannot do anything themselves; whenever they 
think of something or try to do something themselves, they completely mess it up. It is shambolic! The only things 
in education that they have succeeded with and have got stability in are those things that we created. How can the 
minister put out a media release announcing a program that I announced two years ago? Remember, this is part of 
the additional $46 million that our government put into education in 2015. 

When we hear this garbage from the Leader of the House; Minister for Education and Training, about all these 
education cuts, is it any wonder there is scepticism and cynicism in the community? It is rubbish. The community 
cannot believe anything the government says. The government goes out there and says, “We’re going to cut this 
and that for the good of the areas or because of the terrible Liberals”, but five minutes later the government changes 
its mind. What about Moora Residential College and Northam Residential College? The decision about Northam 
lasted only a month. The government decided that it was not such a good idea. Its plans for Moora Residential 
College put the whole community through absolute despair for 12 months. It was only the great Liberal–National 
government at the federal level that turned that around; it had nothing to do with members opposite. The only thing 
they can do is hark back to the previous government and the loss of this phantom $200 million and the phantom 
1 000 education assistants who were taken out of the classroom, which is absolute garbage—garbage! The 
Leader of the House should correct that claim instead of laying claim to a policy that I announced two years ago. 
I proudly announced that because that is exactly what was needed. We needed more money for students with 
a disability so that every child in a Western Australian school was seen as significant. I despair, but, unfortunately, 
once again the Labor Party has made education a shambles. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [10.47 am]: I rise to comment on this motion. The services sector 
is a really important part of our community. It needs to be robust and well funded, and any decisions about how it 
operates need to be strategic and well thought out. When we talk about the services sector, of course, we are talking 
about a broad range of services. We are talking about education, health and mental health—the sorts of services 
that have been described as “producing things that you cannot drop on your foot”. We are talking about a huge 
number of services. 

Along with many in this chamber, I have spoken at length about the appalling decisions of the government to cut 
education services. They have already been mentioned by some of the previous speakers—Perth Modern School, 
Schools of the Air, Northam and Moora Residential Colleges, community kindergartens and Herdsman Lake 
Wildlife Centre. Although I applaud the government for reversing its bad decisions—I think we should 
congratulate the government for reversing its poor decision-making—I note that far too many cuts are still ongoing. 
I want to particularly express my very deep concern about the future of Herdsman Lake Wildlife Centre, which is 
severely at risk of needing to stop providing its services completely. That is poor decision-making, and, I have to 
say, there is a fair degree of bloody-mindedness in the Minister for Education and Training’s refusal to even 
contemplate a reversal of that decision. I only hope that some other part of government is able to step in and do 
the right thing. 

I have also raised concerns about cuts to mental health and health services, particularly because a number of 
community-managed grassroots services that provide essential early intervention and prevention services are now 
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gone. I think about the cuts to Living Proud—what a disgrace. There have even been cuts to Coeliac WA, for 
goodness sake. These people are providing really important services to the community. There have also been cuts 
within the government itself, such as to the meth helpline—just short-sighted, really dumb decision-making. There 
does not seem to have been any real basis or thinking behind how that has happened. 

I also want to speak today about the ongoing concerns that the Greens have with the way the government is funding 
community services. The Western Australian Council of Social Service recently released its state budget 
submission for the next financial year. The development of that submission resulted from comprehensive 
consultation with WACOSS member organisations that deliver a wide range of services to some of our most 
vulnerable community members across the state. The ongoing theme of these consultations was the issue of 
funding pressure concerns. It is a huge concern of our community services. They are concerned that it has resulted 
practically in a reduction in service hours, outreach and quality of services. They have real struggles now with 
staff retention. That is an enormous problem that the government needs to be addressing, because these people are 
at the front line, and if they are not providing those services, ultimately the government will have to pick up the 
slack, and that will be a lot more expensive. That is without looking at the human cost of not having those services. 
I will quote from the report that came out of the pre-budget submission. It states — 

A number of services reported contracts established before 2012 that have been extended and rolled-over 
multiple times, with inadequate indexation and no opportunity to renegotiate funding levels or service 
outputs. 

This means that the services are simply unable to keep up with need, which is absolutely not okay. The 
non-government sector is struggling as a direct result of this government’s decision-making. 

I continue to be very concerned, in addition to that, about the loss of experience and expertise from the public 
sector. I note that the government has made a decision to gut the public sector. Particularly grave concerns have 
been raised with me by people who work in child protection, and also community services working around child 
protection. Their concern is that there are simply not enough workers. A genuine concern is being raised with me 
that it will take another child death before a strong light is finally shone on the impact of the public sector cuts. 
That chills me to the bone, and every single person in this chamber should be absolutely horrified that that feedback 
is coming back from child protection workers. As at 30 June this year, 334 people had left the Department of 
Communities under the voluntary targeted separation scheme. It has resulted in an environment in which increasing 
numbers of children receiving child protection services are simply not getting the level of attention they require. 
It does not make sense to be reducing staff when the amount of work is increasing significantly. Unprecedented 
numbers of children are being brought into care. There were over 5 000 children in care in Western Australia at 
the end of June 2018. In this environment, we need to ensure that we are prioritising investment in keeping families 
together, which is vastly cheaper than providing out-of-home care. However, that is also not happening. There has 
been a significant decline in the delivery of family support services, which are really essential to ensure that 
families are kept together and to reduce the need for children to be placed in out-of-home care. Instead, we have 
seen a reduction in funding and a narrowing of the availability of these services, which is also an enormous concern. 

Service delivery in the community has also been adversely affected as a direct result of the machinery-of-government 
changes. I acknowledge that there were some good intentions in the idea of establishing machinery-of-government 
changes, most notably the breakdown of the silos between departments. I recognise that that was an important 
thing to do, and I acknowledge some positive outcomes, particularly in the work between housing and child 
protection. Unfortunately, overall, it would appear that, particularly within the Department of Communities, the 
MOG changes have not been good. They have caused a great deal of confusion and uncertainty, which is 
continuing. I have already talked in this place ad infinitum, but I am going to keep raising it, about the concerns 
I have about youth justice. That is still up in the air, and no-one knows what on earth will happen with it. Will it 
finally come out of Corrective Services or not? What will that look like? I can only imagine how difficult it must 
be for the staff trying to work in that space. It is also impacting on contracts. There is uncertainty around policy 
direction, and complications and delays that have been caused by the debacle of the machinery-of-government 
changes. That is a problem. 

Because I am a member of the Greens, I am also happy to acknowledge that it is not all bad. There have been some 
positive things. I welcome the focus on family and domestic violence, and I note that there have been some moves 
in out-of-home care. Let us see—I hope the Target 120 initiative is able to deliver as it has been promised. We 
have talked previously about things such as the strategy on homelessness. Even in these instances, the 
community-managed sector, WACOSS in particular, is still saying that even those planned programs that have the 
potential to work well need to be co-designed with the people on the ground, because that is where the expertise 
lies, particularly as we have lost so much expertise in the public service. The MOG process has been and continues 
to be mired in a lack of communication and transparency, and cuts to the public sector have had a profound effect 
on the delivery of the services sector. Although I recognise that our state is not flush with funds, not investing in 
our public sector and our community services more broadly represents very poor decision-making, and will result 
in greater costs for all of us in the long run. 
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HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [10.57 am]: At the outset, I indicate Nationals WA support for the 
good motion before the house, moved by Hon Nick Goiran. In the time that I have I would like to make 
a contribution about some of the challenges to delivering government services in the regions. No members would 
disagree with me saying that every government faces the challenge that delivering an appropriate level of services 
in regional and remote Western Australia is difficult and often costly. I do not think any regional 
Western Australian I have ever met would ever expect the government to deliver the exact same services that we 
would see in the metropolitan area. They are quite realistic in that sense, but they expect to receive equitable and 
fair service delivery from the government. Government services in regional communities can often be confined to 
two core areas. In most towns, there will be a police officer and a schoolteacher. In many of our small communities, 
they are the only government services that are seen on a regular basis. Reform of services is not something that 
we should necessarily be afraid of, as long as reform is for the right reasons. I will talk a little bit later about some 
examples in my electorate of service changes under the new government. 

As the National Party spokesperson for health, most of the first four years that I spent in this space was focused 
around health services, and I want to talk about that in my contribution today. In particular, I worked quite hard 
on the previous government’s $600 million investment in the Southern Inland Health Initiative, which was all 
about reform in health service delivery. Not a single dollar of that was spent on business as usual. Unfortunately, 
the same cannot be said now about the agenda the Labor government is driving with royalties for regions. 

It was interesting to hear the contribution in a debate yesterday by Hon Dr Sally Talbot. In her lecture to the house, 
it was clear that she was very proud of the government’s delivery of royalties for regions. I remind members that 
over the next four years, over $1 billion of royalties for regions money will be shifted into funding of orange school 
buses, regional TAFE subsidies, water subsidies and education assistants. That is over $1 billion to business-as-
usual government services. The government has literally flushed this money down the toilet. Every time people 
flush their toilet in regional Western Australia, that is funded by royalties for regions. That is the government’s 
approach to royalties for regions that Hon Dr Sally Talbot is very proud of. 

The PRESIDENT: Members, I interrupt the debate in accordance with the motion agreed to earlier today. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

ARMISTICE CENTENARY — ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 
Statement by President 

THE PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust): This Sunday, 11 November 2018, will be the 100th anniversary of 
Armistice Day. Armistice Day commemorates the cessation of hostilities on the Western Front in World War I, 
which took effect at the eleventh hour of the eleventh day of the eleventh month of 1918. Over 20 million people lost 
their lives in the war and countless more were injured in the conflict. Sadly, World War I was not the “war to end 
all wars”. Around 420 000 Australian men enlisted for service, which was nearly 40 per cent of the male population 
aged between 18 and 44, with just over 32 000 from Western Australia. Nearly 62 000 died in service and some 
140 000 were injured in action. Around 2 500 women served as nurses during the war, with 23 dying in service. 

Eight members from the Western Australian Parliament were granted leave to serve in the military: two from the 
Legislative Council and six from the Legislative Assembly. One of the Legislative Assembly members, 
Bartholomew James Stubbs, paid the ultimate price and was killed in action in Belgium. A further 42 veterans 
later became members of the Western Australian Parliament. Five members went on to again serve their country 
in World War II. 

I ask all members to stand and observe one minute’s silence to recognise the sacrifice of those who served during 
the conflict. 

[Members stood and observed a minute’s silence.] 

McGOWAN GOVERNMENT — DECISION-MAKING 
Motion 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON MARTIN ALDRIDGE (Agricultural) [11.02 am]: I acknowledge the important interruption that just took 
place to pay our respects to what will be a very important occasion this Sunday. 

It is often said that people do not leave towns because their roads are no good; they leave towns to access better 
health or education services. No statement could be truer. Today I want to focus on those health-related issues. 
Although I could easily spend all of the time remaining to me focused on education, there have been a number of 
other debates, including contributions by some of the speakers earlier today. By and large, the issues that I get 
through the door of my electorate office relate to government services and, specifically, to the provision of health 
services. They more specifically relate to either the lack of services or difficulty accessing services. I will identify 
a few that are the most common.  
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It is very difficult to access appropriate palliative care services in regional Western Australia, let alone remote 
Western Australia. Post-acute care services is another one. Often when somebody goes to a large hospital in Perth 
and receives acute care or surgery and then returns home, they receive post-acute care. Getting that post-acute care 
service is very difficult in regional WA. Drug and alcohol services are very thin on the ground and it is difficult to 
access services like that, as well as mental health services. Comments have already been made about some of the 
cuts to things such as the methamphetamine helpline, which might be the only service available in many of our 
regional towns to help those dealing with, or assisting a family member dealing with, drug or alcohol addiction. 
I had the opportunity recently to travel to the Pilbara for a few short days. It is really important to do that. I spent a bit 
of time there and visited the Roebourne community, on which there has been a lot of focus and attention in the 
past few years. I met with organisations such as the police and community youth centre and with local government 
representatives and the police. They tell the common story of their challenges and in the next breath they talk about 
how thin resources are; how they are living year to year on funding agreements; and how they are losing funding and 
losing staff, particularly in Roebourne. I learnt that one of the programs in Roebourne that was aimed at keeping 
youth off the streets at night was about to lose funding and it was about to say goodbye to another staff member. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Which group was that? 
Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE: It was the PCYC. I want to reflect on that, but also on another issue—namely, the 
Geraldton Sobering Up Centre. This is an issue that I, along with other members in this place, have pursued over 
the past year. It is sad to see this type of service lost to the midwest, particularly when we consider how little it 
cost the government—some $500 000 a year. I find it extraordinary that the not-for-profit organisation that was 
running this program, Hope Community Services, could deliver a service of this kind for half a million dollars 
a year. Government certainly could not come within cooee of doing the work that that organisation was doing for 
that money. In 2016–17, there were 1 415 admissions to the Geraldton Sobering Up Centre. An average of 
approximately seven people a day were admitted and the centre had an occupancy rate of approximately 38 per cent. 
The centre dealt with some very challenging situations. It took pressure off the local emergency department and 
the police and provided an essential service. There are 10 to a dozen sobering up centres throughout 
Western Australia. I think Geraldton might have been the only one in my electorate, but no longer. The new 
government said that it could no longer be sustained and that there were not enough people using this service. The 
Minister for Mental Health, in responding to media, said that in 2016, 10 people accounted for 40 per cent of all 
admissions. I am not quite sure what he was trying to get at. Was it that that service was being used by 10 people 
who had acute problems with drugs and alcohol, or that 10 people do not matter? I am not sure which it was. 
I certainly do not accept that defence. When I talk to the police in Geraldton or to the people who work in the 
emergency department, which is already stressed, it is clear that the Geraldton Sobering Up Centre played a very 
important role. The former staff of the Geraldton Sobering Up Centre talk about how they provided a safe 
environment for people to sober up. Often it took some time to build trust and a relationship with those people 
before they were able to accept help and be connected with help. Unfortunately, there are people who may not 
reach that point. Nevertheless, it was a place to which family and police could take those people. In fact, from 
talking to some of the local police in Geraldton, I found that such was the relationship that people would present 
themselves to the local police station, which is quite centrally located in Geraldton, to be taken to the 
Geraldton Sobering Up Centre. Such was the trust and relationship and importance of this organisation in 
Geraldton that that was the nature of those people who needed help and who needed a safe place to go. That is 
what happened on the ground in Geraldton. What did they receive? They lost all of their funding and they closed 
at 3.00 pm on New Year’s Eve, of all days, last year. That is an absolute disgrace. Government members, 
particularly the members for Agricultural Region, should hang their heads in shame.  
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [11.09 am]: 
I thank members for their contributions to this debate. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): Can I just assume that you are providing the formal 
government response, minister? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, I am responding on behalf of the government. 
I recognise that this is an important opportunity for the opposition and crossbench to raise certain issues. But when 
a motion is framed in such an extraordinarily general way, it is probably quite clear that members do not anticipate 
or desire detailed responses to their concerns, and are simply taking an opportunity to vent; we accept that. It will 
not of course be possible to respond to every issue raised by members on the other side. 
Hon Nick Goiran: Well, tell us what you have achieved! 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, member! 
Hon Nick Goiran: How about you respond to one? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am more than happy to do it, but I have to say, though, that the contribution — 
Hon Nick Goiran: Which one are you going to choose? 
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The PRESIDENT: Order, members! 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Thank you. 

The contribution of Hon Nick Goiran was really quite curiously misleading, as is his wont, given the framing of 
the motion. He talked about concerns about dysfunctional decision-making, and went on to set out three examples 
with the complaint that a decision had not yet been made! It is really, really difficult to see how a minister’s desire 
to go through issues in a methodical way constitutes dysfunctional decision-making. He raised concerns about 
three projects that were not, as his framing of this motion suggests, about dysfunctional decision-making; his 
concern was that in respect of three particular programs—three relatively small programs—we had not actually 
landed on a final decision. A pedant like Hon Nick Goiran should be well and truly aware that taking time to make 
a decision is not the same as dysfunctional decision-making. 

To help educate Hon Nick Goiran, I have some brilliant examples of dysfunctional decisions. For example, the 
decision—I do not know the extent to which Hon Peter Collier was involved; it might have been the minister, but 
perhaps he was not involved—to spend over $300 million to try to revive the closed down Muja A and B power 
stations, and ultimately having to chuck in another $20 million to close them down again after the former 
government had wasted $300 million. That is an example. That is what dysfunctional decision-making is. I gave 
that example to clarify for the member the sort of thing that is indeed dysfunctional decision-making. 

The member is unhappy about the time — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! Minister, take a seat for a minute. Honourable members, the 
honourable members on my left were heard in relative silence after a small disagreement, and the minister will be 
heard in relative silence. I remind you about standing order 50, which says — 

(1) A Member may not interrupt another Member speaking, unless to call attention to — 

(a) a point of order or Matter of Privilege; or 

(b) the absence of a quorum. 

I have not heard a single member take either of those avenues today. If you want to interject and the minister 
accepts it, it will be done in a polite and civil manner. Simply throwing comments across the chamber for the rest 
of this debate will not be accepted. The Minister for Regional Development has the call. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I will address some of the specific concerns about decisions that have yet to 
be made. Bear in mind that we have four years of government in which to honour election commitments, and 
particularly in a busy portfolio like communities it is not always possible to have all these projects done within the 
first year or two of a term of government. Minister Simone McGurk has been immensely activist and has instituted 
fantastic projects all around the state. The family support networks and intensive family support services contract 
was let on 1 June 2018. That big project means that more than 10 towns, representing over 60 per cent of the 
regional population of Western Australia, will now have access to intensive in-home support services as part of 
the department’s reform of child protection services. It is a really important grassroots program to help those 
families provide greater strength within their own homes to sustain their children, and to try to deal with these 
huge problems in child protection. The contract for the Aboriginal in-home support scheme was awarded on 
1 February 2018, and that project supports around 36 families in the metropolitan area. I could talk about program 
after program. 

It is true that not every one of our election commitments in this area has been implemented yet. We engaged 
Curtin University to help progress the work on the one-stop hubs. Curtin University has now provided its report 
to the department and minister, and it is anticipated that action on that report will be completed and decisions made 
by the end of the year. I also need to provide clarification for the member. Given some of his past questions, when 
an analysis of these projects has been done, he has had a certain confusion between two programs—
Breathing Space, which deals with male perpetrators of violence, and the women’s refuges. The commitment was 
for one Breathing Space project, and that is still being worked on. 

Hon Nick Goiran: That’s right, and I never suggested anything other. Re-read the Hansard if you need a refresher. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It is great that for once the member was not confused. 

As to the two women’s refuges, the commitment was that there would be one in Peel — 

Hon Nick Goiran: That’s right; that’s exactly what I said, and also two one-stop hubs. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: — and there would be one in the south west. But of course we are not going 
to be revealing — 

Hon Nick Goiran: No, there won’t! The other one is in the South Metropolitan Region! At least read your notes 
that are in front of you! For goodness sake! That’s hopeless! 
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Point of Order 
Hon PIERRE YANG: Mr Acting President, I remember that at the very beginning you mentioned that you would 
like to have speakers from both sides of the chamber heard in relative silence. I ask you to ensure that happens. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Dr Steve Thomas): There is no point of order. I remind members that the 
minister generally accepts well-directed and well-meant interjections. I am going to assume in this case, because 
I listened particularly carefully to the comments of Hon Nick Goiran, that he was trying to make a legitimate point. 
I believe that the minister was actually responding to that point. 

Debate Resumed 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes, you are quite right; sorry. I have my notes here. 
There will be one refuge in the South Metropolitan Region and one in Peel. Quite rightly, the minister does not 
intend to provide more detail of their locations. These projects are being worked through. I have said that it is 
really important to understand the enormous amount of work being done by the minister across the state on the 
implementation of new and innovative projects. 
Some issues were raised by Hon Alison Xamon, who was concerned about the length of contracts for the delivery 
of various community services and she said they were being funded for only one term. I do not believe that is 
accurate. The revised delivery of community services in partnership policy has a requirement for service 
agreements to have a minimum five-year initial term to ensure continuity, efficiency and sustainable delivery of 
services. I think there has been an improvement in offering some greater opportunities for continuity of care. Of 
course, as I said, a huge variety of projects in the community space are being undertaken. 
Hon Peter Collier expressed concern that his stellar record as Minister for Education was not being properly 
acknowledged. 
Hon Peter Collier: No. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I think he did say that and that he had left the state with the best possible 
education system ever. He is obviously someone who draws his rhetorical inspiration from one Donald Trump! 
But I think that whatever positive contribution he made—I am not saying he did not make some positive 
contributions—it is important to understand that what actually happened to education in that 2013–14 year were 
unprecedented cuts to education funding. The Minister for Education said that it is on record in answers to 
questions in Parliament in the estimates process that, indeed, in that year there was a very, very cataclysmic 
resetting downward of funding for education. Whatever magnificent things the minister was able to subsequently 
do, there is no doubt that those cuts had a profound impact on education. 
Hon Peter Collier: Are you going to defend your minister? You can’t, can you? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Absolutely. 
Hon Peter Collier: You haven’t said a thing about her. Go on; you talked about me. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is what Hon Peter Collier spoke about. This is a motion that came 
forward. As I said at the beginning, it is fine for members to use this opportunity to get up and vent, but they cannot 
seriously expect that from a note that refers mainly to a desire to comment on a particular portfolio, they can go 
and launch into another portfolio and expect us to give them — 
Hon Peter Collier: When did we do that? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There are numerous opportunities for Hon Peter Collier to get up and talk 
about education. The Minister for Education and Training will be here to respond to him. A large amount of his 
time was spent talking about how great he was when he was education minister, as he had previously talked about 
how good he was as an Aboriginal affairs minister. I understand that he totally believes that; I am just not sure that 
it is a view shared by that many other people, but that is a judgement I make. 
Hon Martin Aldridge raised a number of concerns in his general statements about royalties for regions and how 
much better royalties for regions spending would have been had the Nationals been elected. I know it is always 
very convenient to have that split between the Liberals and Nats because they can go off and make two totally 
different sets of election commitments that are entirely incompatible. But I ask Hon Martin Aldridge to 
contemplate the fact that the Liberal Party, which will always be the senior party in a coalition government, had 
made it very clear that to effect budget repair, it would be required to take some $850 million from the bunch of 
commitments funded in the budget under royalties for regions. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: Is that your best defence? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am just saying that he has to understand that that is in fact the reality that he 
was operating under. 
Hon Martin Aldridge: You took their policy and added some. 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No; I am just saying that Hon Martin Aldridge has to understand that that 
would have been the reality that he would have had to face—at some point, there needed to be a level of budget 
repair. We have made that very clear. We have also made it very clear that a whole raft of subsidies were very, 
very important in regional Western Australia and we wanted to secure the future of those subsidies by embedding 
them into the process. We know now the position of the member’s Liberal coalition partner, unless the Nationals 
are planning a massive expansion and foray into the metropolitan area. 
HON DONNA FARAGHER (East Metropolitan) [11.26 am]: I am delighted to speak in support of this motion. 
I commend Hon Nick Goiran for bringing it to the house. 
Hon Nick Goiran: You’re welcome. 
Hon DONNA FARAGHER: If the minister on the other side who has just spoken wants a couple of examples of 
dysfunctional decision-making, I am very happy to provide them. If there is one portfolio in which there has been, 
to use the words of the motion, one instance of “dysfunctional decision-making” after another since this 
government came into power, it would have to be the education portfolio. There is no doubt that the people of 
Western Australia have been badly let down by this government and it is not even two years into its term. 
If we want to look at the education portfolio, I certainly do not need to remind the house that it was the government, 
when in opposition, which announced through a press release on the front page of The Sunday Times—it had not 
even been elected then—that it was going to move Perth Modern School to a high-rise building in Northbridge. 
There was no warning to parents, no consultation and no understanding of the negative impact of such a short-sighted 
decision. Thankfully, the first of many dysfunctional policies was reversed, but not until public pressure became too 
great and the Minister for Education and Training realised she had no option but to back down. Was that it? Was that 
the end of the matter? No; she pressed on. Despite never being able to clearly articulate why the former government’s 
decision to deal with overcrowding in the western suburbs schools was wrong, she pressed ahead. In one week, 
the new school had to be in Northbridge—absolutely—no questions asked. The next week, it absolutely had to be 
in Subiaco. All the while, the City Beach Senior High School site was sitting there, shovel-ready, ready to go. 
Has that been all? No. Again, like the Perth Modern decision on 13 December last year, two days before the end 
of the school year when the minister thought no-one was listening or watching, and after Parliament had risen for 
nearly four months—again, with no warning to parents, no consultation with those most affected and no 
understanding of the negative impact—the minister thought it would be a good idea to abolish Schools of the Air. 
She thought it would be a good idea to reduce funding to gifted and talented programs; to suspend the level 3 teacher 
program; to close camp schools and residential colleges; and to institute a raft of cuts to small, generally 
community-based organisations that were delivering a host of important and invaluable initiatives for students 
right across the length and breadth of this state. 
As we all know, these cuts were met with alarm, anger and frustration, and they were immediate. Like the approach 
to Perth Modern School, these decisions were rushed, ill thought-out and just plain unfair. What did the 
government and the minister do? In January, thankfully, the government reversed some of the decisions that were 
causing the most political pain. But in making one good call after a very, very bad one on 13 December, did it 
fully rectify the damage that had been done? No, it did not. The government created a two-tier system: one for the 
organisations and schools that were good enough to be saved and the other for those that were not good enough, 
such as Moora Residential College, community kindergartens, Herdsman Lake Wildlife Centre and many, many 
others. Was the minister open and transparent about all the cuts she made on 13 December? Again, no, she was not. 
After our return to Parliament in March this year, for three weeks I asked the Minister for Education and Training 
a series of very straightforward questions in this place seeking information about all the savings measures. For 
three weeks I was given the run-around. I was given evasive answers. I was given absolutely non-answers. 
Apparently, according to the minister, I could not have the information because it was budget-in-confidence. All 
the cuts had actually been announced in December of the previous year and the minister was even able to tell me 
how much they were worth—about $41 million—but she could not tell me the actual measures because it was 
budget-in-confidence! What absolute rubbish. 
The minister finally relented and gave me the information but then had the audacity to say, after she told me for 
three weeks she could not give me the information, that in fact it had all been made public. I have said it before in 
this house and I am going to say it again, this is what the minister said — 

All the savings measures totalling an estimated $41million have been made public through a variety of avenues. 
The communication has encompassed the following: 
(1) Media statement dated 13 December 2017 and later updated on 11 January 2018 listing changes 

impacting multiple stakeholders; 
(2) Departmental correspondence relating to changes to existing programs and services; and — 

This is the one that I have talked about before in this house, but I will talk about it again — 
(3) Advice to internal Department staff relating to adjustments to the Departments budget allocations. 
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Apparently, making something public is having a chat to your department! Having a chat to your department is 
what makes something very public.  

Fortunately, thanks to the commonwealth, as Hon Peter Collier said, Moora Residential College has now been 
saved, but other cuts remain, including to the agricultural college trust fund. These cuts will also likely see the end 
of some fantastic programs. Hon Alison Xamon mentioned programs such as those offered by the Herdsman Lake 
Wildlife Centre. Programs like that have offered invaluable environmental education to students for more than 
30 years. Just last year, over 6 000 students had attended that centre. All that funding will be cut on 31 December 
this year. But, sadly, is that all that happened? No. Again, according to the Labor Party, it made a number of 
election commitments. That is fine—all oppositions can do that, and governments do that as well. The government 
said it would invest in education, but, again, was it open and transparent on how it would pay for its election 
commitments? No. What we do know, however, is that they were actually paid for through a “reprioritising” of 
agency spending. It has been through that. Has it been through an increase in the budget? No. The budget has 
flatlined, or even gone down, in the forward estimates. 

It was stated in last year’s budget papers — 

Existing agency spending has been reprioritised to meet some or all of the costs of this commitment. 

These are the election commitments: “Explicit Instruction in Schools and Centre of Excellence”, “Improving Teacher 
Quality”, “Mental Health”, “Put Education Assistants Back in the Classroom”, “Science and Coding: 
Introduce a Coding Program in Western Australian Curriculum” and “Science Programs in Primary Schools”. 
Quite outrageously, though, and again done without transparency, cuts have also been made directly to schools to 
help pay for these election commitments. The budget papers also state — 

• Planning is commencing for the review of the student-centred funding model for public schools in 2018. 
In the interim, adjustments are being made ahead of the review to ensure more equitable funding 
arrangements for small senior high schools. 

What that dot point did not say was that the new funding arrangements outlined there would involve a redistribution 
of funds through a funding reduction to 26 senior high schools with enrolments of more than 1 200 students. What 
it certainly did not say was that the redistribution would raise an extra $12.6 million and that only half would go 
to these smaller schools. Members might ask: where did the other half go? I would have thought that was a good 
question. The government certainly was not clear on that. There was no press release, no ministerial statement! 
All we got was an answer in June, which was done through Hon Alison Xamon. I asked some follow-up questions 
and received this answer from the Minister for Education and Training — 

The balance of the funding was reinvested into other support for schools, such as additional education 
assistants and time for level 3 teachers to provide mentoring and mental health education in classrooms. 

Make no mistake: $6.2 million was taken from senior high schools. By all accounts, that should have all gone to 
the smaller high schools—which can happen with respect to the student-centred funding model—but it did not all 
go there. The sum of $12 million was not moved from here to there—$6.2 million funded this government’s 
unfunded election commitments. That has been done through a direct cut to 26 senior high schools with more than 
1 200 students. 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural) [11.36 am]: Last week, Hon Michael Mischin moved a very good motion 
along similar lines in regard to transparency. It provided examples of a number of issues in regard to this 
government’s lack of transparency and its dysfunction in regard to decision-making. I have been waiting a week 
for a response to a question I asked the Minister for Water about Dunsborough’s water supply. That is just 
one example of a lack of transparency. This motion today is about dysfunctional decision-making. The list of 
dysfunctional decision-making by this government is ongoing. I think every government backbencher, quite 
frankly, should be not only alert but also extremely alarmed that they may not be here after the next election 
due to the fact that this government is incapable of making decisions on its core performance requirements—
that is, to service the people of Western Australia. A great example of that occurred last year when the Minister 
for Emergency Services, Hon Fran Logan, forgot there was an emergency helicopter based in Bunbury. That 
was until he was alerted by this side of the house. Hon Colin Holt had a fair bit to do with that. In fact, he put 
out a bit of a press release. Of course, this is an ongoing theme with this particular government. It said that the 
operation of the south west emergency helicopter was funded by the previous government only until next year. 
Of course it was only funded until next year by the previous government—that was because the contract ran 
out! He went on to say that it spent millions building a state-of-the-art facility but was going to fund the 
helicopter only until next year. 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Why didn’t you make any allocation in the budget for it? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: The government did not have an allocation in the budget — 

The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! 
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Hon JIM CHOWN: The government did not have an allocation in the budget until it became aware of it! The 
Minister for Emergency Services, on radio 6PR, said he would not do an interview on the matter because he was 
not aware of the fact the helicopter existed. He said the issue was before cabinet and he would not be commenting 
about it on the show. 
Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 

MANDATORY CYCLE HELMETS 
Motion 

HON LAURIE GRAHAM (Agricultural) [11.38 am] — without notice: I move — 
That the Legislative Council notes that mandatory bike helmets save lives and wearing bike helmets 
should not be discretionary. 

I have two main reasons for moving this motion today. I hope that in doing so I am not cutting across the role of 
the Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety that is also involved in a similar inquiry on these 
issues. I have six grandchildren from the ages of five to 15. I have watched them riding their bikes. They are 
generally very competent but they have no idea of the impact should they fall off their bikes. The second reason 
is because of what happened recently when I visited a friend. I pulled up at this friend’s place, whom I regularly 
visit, and I opened the gate. The sign on the gate says “Keep the gate shut. Dog inside.” However, I am well known 
to the dog and the dog has been great with me and has not been a problem to date. I opened the gate and started to 
drive in. As I drove in, the dog took off and grabbed the back wheel of a bike that happened to be passing by in 
a cycling event. I watched the unfortunate rider sail through the air. On this occasion it was fortunate that the rider 
did not land on his head, but more on the side of his body. Being an event, it was not long before the support 
vehicles arrived and after half an hour or so, they had the rider patched up and coherent. Fortunately, the dog was 
okay, as was the rider. I felt that that incident, together with the debate held during talkback on ABC radio last 
week, was a very good reason to bring this motion forward. The discussion during talkback was about bike helmets, 
but I will get to that later in my presentation. 
I appreciate that in some circumstances we overregulate, but I am sure that we have got it right with the current 
helmet laws. Although some claim that it should be someone’s choice whether or not to wear a bike helmet, this 
right needs to be tempered by the subsequent impact on first responders, loved ones and vehicle drivers when 
accidents occur, especially those accidents involving head injuries. I had a briefing with the police on this matter 
and they were very insistent that the impact on, particularly, young people being injured in bike accidents was 
fairly traumatic for police officers, especially when the injuries were catastrophic. Most people who object to these 
bike laws do not have an issue with bike helmets, but more with the fact that bike helmets are regulated. They 
would be happy for people to wear helmets but would rather they be unregulated. Unfortunately, there are no 
statistics that demonstrate the benefit of wearing bike helmets. One factor that does demonstrate that bike helmets 
prevent injuries and save lives is that despite the large population increase and the increase in the number of 
vehicles and bikes on the road, between 1998 and 2017, the number of very serious accidents has remained almost 
the same, with 145 accidents in 1998, and 144 in 2017. These are road accidents that involve a car and a bike, not 
a serious accident involving just a person on a bike. Despite the huge increase in population, the number of 
accidents has remained virtually the same—144 and 145. There has also been a huge increase in the number of 
people riding bikes and the number of vehicles on the road. One could even say that the effect of modern 
technology, with people being distracted by their mobile phones while driving, is much greater today and that it is 
far more dangerous to be out on the road. It is hard to find an estimate of how many of those accidents were serious 
accidents, but the best guess is that it is in the order of 16 per cent. In other words, another 84 per cent of serious 
accidents happen on our roads or cycleways in which people end up with fatal or — 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: Severe. 
Hon LAURIE GRAHAM: — severe injuries while riding a bike. 
I am sure that my parliamentary colleague, Hon Alanna Clohesy, has much better statistics from the Department 
of Health, because the numbers I am reading out clearly underestimate the number of people who are hurt. 
Last week, Bicycle Network, an eastern states group that claims to be the largest group of its kind in Australia, 
advocated for people over 17 years of age to be able to choose whether they wear a helmet when riding on off-road 
bikeways and footpaths. As I said earlier, the debate was taken up on ABC radio last week. I listened to that debate 
and the range of callers who took part in it were both for and against the wearing of helmets. At the end of the 
segment, it was quite clear to me that the majority of people who rang in were very supportive of wearing bike 
helmets. That is most probably to be expected. The talkback show was held in the morning at a time when, perhaps, 
more mothers are at home who, being people with young children, can be very defensive. 
This is how problems with bike helmets and safety arise. Recently, in Chapman Valley in the Geraldton area, 
a group of cyclists took up the cause of why they should be able to ride freely on roads used by heavy vehicles 
travelling at 80 to 100 kilometres an hour, often fully loaded with grains or minerals. They wanted the right to ride 
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on these roads and believed that these heavy vehicles should slow down and show them some courtesy. It was 
quite a debate that went backwards and forwards for some time. I believe that the parties met and came to some 
understanding about how difficult it is from the truck drivers’ point of view to give them the clearance that they 
would like to have and for cyclists to not impact on truck drivers. I would not like to be riding a bicycle on those 
roads. It is bad enough driving a car past some of those trucks and feeling the suction that pulls the car in. I would 
not like to be riding a bicycle and to be passed by a heavy truck travelling at the speed limit, which is around 
100 kilometres an hour on a major haulage road. 
I will turn to an interim report put out in May 2016 by the Senate Economics References Committee titled, 
“Personal choice and community impacts.” This report did not necessarily make a finding that supports the case 
I am putting. Its finding was more along the lines that it does not know what the information is. I will refer to some 
sections of that report because it contains some important information. This committee’s role in the federal 
government is to look into all sorts of freedom of choice or personal issues. Mr Acting President, you would know 
better than me what the committee’s role is. In this report, the committee has looked at the sale of tobacco, the sale 
and use of marijuana and the sale and service of alcohol et cetera. The report also considered a Queensland review 
of bike helmet laws. The report outlines that in 2013, the Queensland Parliament’s Transport, Housing and 
Local Government Committee tabled its inquiry into cycling laws. The committee recommended to — 

• introduce a 24 month trial which exempts cyclists aged 16 years and over from the mandatory helmet 
road rule … 

It went on to state — 
The Queensland Government did not support the recommendation, noting that the ‘weight of evidence 
confirms the importance of wearing a … helmet while riding’. 

Evidence was also given in the report supporting the repeal of bike helmet legislation. It outlines that the view that 
the state should not intervene in a matter of personal choice was reflected in the evidence submitted by a number 
of individuals. That is obviously something that can and will continue to occur because people obviously want 
choice. The report also addressed the efficacy of bike helmets. The great debate in that area is about whether 
helmets are designed to achieve their outcome or to look sexy and be something that bike riders are willing to 
wear.  The perception of risk was also dealt with. Some evidence to the committee suggested that the fact a person 
was wearing a bike helmet actually increased the opportunity for them to be injured, because they would then 
believe they had protection and ride in an erratic manner or a manner in which they would not ride if they did not 
have a bike helmet. 
Mandatory helmet laws and cycling participation rates were obviously canvassed heavily in the report. One finding 
was that there was a 36 per cent decline in the number of people cycling in Melbourne following the introduction 
of Victoria’s helmet laws. People were obviously concerned at that time about looks—what they looked like with 
a helmet on—and a lot dropped out from riding. These statistics have obviously changed over the years. Those 
statistics were from back in the late 1980s and early 2000s. They are saying now that the number of bike riders is 
coming up to the previous number or similar numbers. Noting the time, I had better move away from that because 
it is starting to chew up a bit too much of the available time. 
I will move back to my notes. As I said, I received a briefing from the police and road safety people the other day. 
They have a strong view that helmets reduce the risk of serious injuries by 60 per cent and death by 74 per cent. 
That is an overwhelming statistic. It would be pretty hard for people who simply want personal choice to argue 
against that. Helmet-wearing cyclists admitted to Perth hospitals represent a national health burden, but that is half 
the cost of the non-helmet-wearing users. In other words, the 30 per cent of people who today choose to not wear 
helmets—these are the statistics that come from the serious accident reports, so they assume it is an average of 
bike riders—cost more than the other 70 per cent who are wearing bike helmets and who are also admitted to 
hospital with serious injuries. The idea of having a bad hair day as a result of wearing helmets is now long gone. 
People did have a view in the past. 
Several members interjected. 
Hon LAURIE GRAHAM: I do not think it is any longer a debate, but it is interesting that the idea is still there. 
In New South Wales, researchers found that helmets reduced the rate of serious head injuries by 70 per cent. They 
are all similar statistical numbers—there is obviously a small differential among them all. In desperation, that 
government is now appealing to the hip pocket in New South Wales. Fines have increased from $70 to $360 to try 
to hit the hip pocket. In closing, there is funding of $129 million for the bike paths and cycleways, which is 
fantastic. I reiterate that mandatory bike helmet laws save lives and reduce injuries and should be supported. 
HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [11.53 am]: Like most members in this chamber, I attend 
many citizenship ceremonies throughout the year. They are probably one of the most enjoyable events that I go to 
and I listen to them quite intently. One thing that comes up at every citizenship event is the letter from the minister. 
Part of the letter from the minister tells people that they have chosen to take on the rights and responsibilities of 
Australian citizenship. What I want to focus on in this debate is the responsibilities. Since I have come into 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 November 2018] 8009 

 

Parliament, it seems that everybody wants to stand up and say, “What are my rights? I want to fight for my rights.” 
There seems to be less focus on a person’s responsibilities in a society. In my contribution I want to focus more 
on the responsibilities of people in our society. 
I thank Hon Laurie Graham for raising this issue through this motion today. It has really come about because of 
the changing stance on the compulsory wearing of helmets of a large representative body of cyclists, called 
Bicycle Network. I will just look at its recommendations. For reference, I am using an article by Patrick Williams 
from 2 November 2018, which quoted the new recommendations. The recommendations state — 

Mandatory helmet laws should be relaxed with a 5-year trial permitting people older than 17 to decide 
whether they wear a helmet when riding on footpaths and cycle paths 

I will read the second recommendation, but it is more about Victoria and New South Wales — 
Riding a bicycle on the footpath should be made legal for all people in Victoria and NSW so the 5-year 
trial can be successful. This would bring Victoria and NSW in line with all other states and territories 

The third recommendation is that — 
More must be done to protect people who ride a bike on the road by reducing and eliminating a key 
hazard: motor vehicles 

That is a fairly broad recommendation—that we eliminate or at least reduce the use of motor vehicles. In Australia, 
that would be a fairly new concept. The article quotes the CEO of Bicycle Network, a gentleman by the name of 
Mr Richards. One of the quotes is — 

“Our recommendation is to give people the freedom to choose if they wear a helmet in low-risk 
circumstances, because that’s what bike riding is ultimately all about—freedom.” 

There was nothing about their responsibilities—it was all about their freedom. The article also states — 
Mr Richards said they did not believe Australia’s road networks had, “developed to a stage where they 
can confidently recommend a full repeal of mandatory helmet laws.” 

These helmet laws were introduced in the 1990s and seem to run parallel with the introduction of seatbelt laws in 
the 1980s. There are a lot of parallels, in my view—it is all about safety, all about obligation and all about bringing 
in laws to clarify people’s responsibilities. I was actually around in the 1970s, as I think a number of my colleagues 
would have been. I expect those members would remember the resistance to the introduction of the mandatory 
wearing of seatbelts. Seatbelts were not cool. Young guys in particular did not want to have to put on their seatbelt: 
“Why would you impose that sort of restriction on my freedoms?” I think most people would agree that the 
imposition of mandatory seatbelt use has been a great success in reducing the death toll on our roads. I think most 
members would agree with that. 
I have only a short amount of time, so I will try to skip through my contribution. I understand that Bicycle Network 
wants to encourage more people to ride bikes. That is a good objective; I encourage more people to walk and cycle. 
As we grow older, keeping our mobility is an important thing. However, I take great exception to the fact that 
Bicycle Network thinks that wearing helmets is okay for our kids, but not okay once a person reaches the age of 
17. I can see a real resistance from children, who will say, “Why should I have to wear a helmet? That is what 
young kids do; it’s not what grown-ups do.” If I am 16 years of age and I am going to be forced to wear a helmet, 
why can I then choose when I am 17? I think grown-ups need to take this responsibility of setting a good example 
to our kids as a most important part of their contribution to society.  
I agree that we need to encourage bike riding and walking. The Bicycle Network suggests that the problem will be 
fixed if bikes move onto paths, but I suggest that at the moment there is not a high enough uptake of bike riding 
and not enough uptake of walking as we would like. If we managed to increase that uptake to any great extent, 
there would be exactly the same problem on paths as there is currently on the road—that is, the differential between 
the speed of the two vehicles, or, indeed, walking and bikes in the case of paths. We will not achieve that until the 
infrastructure in suburbs is improved to allow for the speed differential between bikes, walking and cars. That is 
what we should be heading towards, and it is all about planning. The suggestion of the Bicycle Network is 
a backward step and very irresponsible. I understand its job is to advocate for bicycle riders and that 60 per cent 
of its members would like to have the air flowing through their hair when they ride a bike, but it is very 
irresponsible and, ultimately, if it is successful, it will result in more people dying in dramatic ways. 
The real answer is to look at planning. I suggest that the low uptake of cycling is probably not so much to do with 
a resistance to wearing helmets but more to do with the distances that people have to ride. There are two main 
problems for cyclists. The first is Perth has quarter-acre blocks and a big suburban sprawl. It would be better if 
there was more medium-density housing, as there is in Melbourne, for instance, where many suburbs are made up 
of small communities and people live in small blocks of units, with higher density housing, communal living and 
more interaction. I do not believe in high density or that people should live in 20-storey apartment blocks, but 
Perth needs more medium-density housing so that things can be brought close together. That would encourage the 
use of pushbikes. Another factor in Western Australia, of course, is the distances people have to travel to work. 
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One problem with our freeways is that a lot of people in the northern suburbs travel to the southern suburbs or to 
Perth for work. I believe that makes us more resistant to using bikes regularly. If we could concentrate on those 
things, particularly around planning, it would have a much more positive impact on this suggestion. The suggestion 
of the Bicycle Network is very irresponsible. I think that we should set the laws and agenda and resist making any 
change to the law by setting a good example. 

HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [12.03 pm]: I thank Hon Laurie Graham for the motion he has moved 
today. I note that this is a divisive issue and that there are people for and against it. Members have put forward a lot 
of suggestions to back up their arguments, but I would like to draw members’ attention to some of the background 
of the current laws in WA and where we might be headed in the future. Australia was the first state in the world to 
introduce uniform, national, all-age mandatory bicycle helmets legislation in 1990. Hon Martin Pritchard, who 
spoke before me, mentioned that. WA commenced police enforcement of that law on 1 July 1992. Regulation 222 
of the Road Traffic Code 2000 requires a protective helmet to be worn by any person or passenger riding a bicycle 
on a road or path unless the person is wearing religious or cultural headdress that makes wearing a helmet 
impractical or the person has been exempted by the CEO for medical reasons. Australia and New Zealand are the 
only countries that require and enforce the universal use of helmets by cyclists, so in a sense we are pretty isolated 
in the world in relation to our current laws. In other countries there are no mandatory helmet laws, while some 
have laws, for example, that apply to only children or to certain parts of a city, which might have the infrastructure 
in place to make it safer for cyclists. Some other countries and cities have also introduced mandatory helmet laws 
and subsequently replaced them, including Malta and Bosnia. 

There have been reports and inquiries and, as the previous member stated, a recommendation to reverse mandatory 
helmet laws  from the Bicycle Network, which is Australia’s largest cycling organisation and whose members 
might be listening to the debate today. On 31 October, it reversed its policy and has recommended a five-year trial 
that will permit people older than 17 years to choose whether to wear a helmet when riding on footpaths or on 
off-road cyclepaths. This recommendation follows a 14-month inquiry that had 19 327 respondents, 58.3 per cent 
of whom supported changes to helmet laws. As members can see, there is still a split there. The recommended trial 
to make helmets optional on footpaths and cyclepaths seems reasonable; however, it must be noted that Perth 
cyclepath infrastructure has significant gaps, because, in reality, most trips for both commuting and recreation are 
likely to involve at least some on-road travel. Recently, I cycled into the city and I feared for my life on some 
occasions! The point I am making is that we do not have the infrastructure. We have a very congested city. I have 
spoken to a lot of cyclists who say that they do not want to get on the roads because, first, they fear the traffic, and, 
second, they also fear that they might be abused by other cyclists because they are not road racers. Cyclists are not 
all road racers; many people just want to get from A to B. People want to be able to cycle in safety and without 
feeling that they will be pushed to cross an intersection or do something unsafe because they are not fast enough 
on a bicycle. That is pretty much me! I am not a fast cyclist, but I can tell you that I feel pressure when I have a lot 
of other cyclists behind me, expecting me to push ahead and get in front of the pack. 

In August, the Legislative Council set up the Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety to 
inquire into and report on the economic and social impact of measures introduced in Western Australia to restrict 
personal choice, which was put forward by Hon Aaron Stonehouse. I hope that the committee looks into this 
matter. I note that submissions closed in October and that no report has been published, but I wait in anticipation 
to see what comes out of that committee. Also, a Senate Economics References Committee established in 2015–16 
conducted an inquiry into government regulation of measures that affect personal choice. It received a large 
number of submissions from people opposed to helmet laws. The committee recommended that a comprehensive 
national dataset be established to provide information on cycling injury and participation rates and that a national 
assessment of mandatory bicycle helmet laws be conducted once the data is in place. That highlights the fact 
that we do not have much information and that we still need to get as much information as possible before we 
determine which way we are going with this. Some of the research that has already been put forward on 
mandatory helmet laws was extremely divided and did not provide any clear guidance. Some 2 500 reports have 
been produced. The number one argument in favour of mandatory bike helmets is that they help protect against 
brain injury. My colleague Hon Alison Xamon, if she gets the call, will speak on that issue. The fact that helmets 
reduce head injuries is well established and accepted; even those campaigning against mandatory helmet laws 
accept that fact. I note that more than 80 per cent of crashes involving bicycle riders are caused by motor vehicle 
drivers. This statistic also needs to change, and this goes back to infrastructure and support to ensure that cyclists 
are safe on the roads. No matter what our theoretical arguments are about mandatory helmets, we need to 
seriously think about whether Perth’s cycling infrastructure is put in place. I note that some people opposing 
more bicycle infrastructure are saying that the roads are for everyone, and that includes cyclists, so there is a bit 
of back-and-forth over this. 

An argument against mandatory bike helmets is that they discourage cycling participation. Cycling participation 
rates are declining in Australia, and we need to reverse that. Transport contributes 18 per cent of our greenhouse 
gas emissions, so getting more people cycling will reduce that. There are also well-established and significant 
physical health benefits, so we will reduce public health costs with more people cycling on the roads. The 
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environmental and social impacts of getting more people cycling are net positive, so we need to make sure that we 
get as many people as we can cycling, so that we can reverse the trend of fewer people choosing to take up cycling. 

Hon Samantha Rowe: Was that decline within Australia? 

Hon TIM CLIFFORD: Yes. 

I will give one example. Last week I attended a briefing session given by a couple from Vancouver, talking about 
how their car-dominated city, which has a similar demographic to Perth, became a leader in promoting cycling. 
Initially, there was a huge backlash against cyclists, claiming that building the infrastructure would ruin the 
economy and deprive businesses of customers. A number of other arguments were put forward, but within a decade 
the situation was turned around, and now 10 per cent of the population is commuting on bicycles every day. 
Interestingly, it is a place where there are mandatory helmet laws, but since it has introduced bike infrastructure, 
the city has seen a decline in helmet use, because people are feeling safer. We need to look at the outcomes of 
some of the studies on bike helmet use in some of those jurisdictions. We also need to do our best to fund cycling 
infrastructure, because even in Vancouver people were demanding that more money be put into it. I note that the 
current government is looking to put more into bicycle infrastructure and safety, but we need to keep at the 
forefront of our mind that it will benefit everyone. 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [12.14 pm]: The motion before the house today is very 
interesting. The house has established a select committee to look at, among other things, bicycle helmet laws in 
this state, and I am the chair of that committee, although today I will be speaking only in my capacity as the leader 
of the Liberal Democrats for Western Australia and a member of Parliament. It is an interesting way to spend 
non-government time, I would think. It does not come around very often. Although bicycle helmet laws are an 
important issue, I get only perhaps one chance a year to further my agenda in this chamber in non-government 
time, and I have spent that time pursuing criminal justice reform, and the decriminalisation of cannabis. But that 
is okay; we will spend a bit of time talking about bike helmets in the time remaining. The deliberations of the 
Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety are private, of course, but some of the submissions 
have been made public. Of the submissions to the select committee made public so far, over half have been on the 
matter of mandatory bike helmet laws. Of those submissions, I think maybe only two or three were advocating the 
status quo, of mandating bicycle helmets. 

I will try to briefly address some of the arguments made so far. There is a concern that, if we follow the 
recommendations of the Bicycle Network of making bicycle helmets a matter of choice for people over the age 
of 17, riding on bicycle paths and off the roads, that will provide a bad example for children. It is argued that 
children will see adults riding without helmets and will try to emulate them, or go down the same path and flout 
mandatory bike helmet laws. That is interesting, because there are a lot of things that adults can do and children 
cannot. Adults can buy and consume alcohol and tobacco products, gamble, buy pornography or enter into 
contracts. There are a raft of things that only adults can do that children cannot, yet we somehow manage to draw 
a line that says that this is okay for adults and not for children. I am not sure that bicycle helmets should really be 
treated any differently. Infant children have to sit in car seats, whereas children over a certain age and size do not. 
Ultimately, the parent has the responsibility; it is not really a choice for the child to make themselves. 

It was submitted that the Australian Senate committee’s personal choice and community impacts inquiry, 
conducted by the Economics References Committee did not come down with any real hard, concrete 
recommendations. That is true, but let us not forget that that is because the Senate inquiry that looked at bike 
helmets was dissolved because there was a double dissolution of the Australian Parliament in 2016. The committee 
was investigating the matter of bike helmets, and was suddenly cut short and had to quickly produce a report, with 
who knows how little time remaining. It was not able to come out with any real concrete recommendations, aside 
from the recommendation to increase reporting, perhaps with the aim of having some kind of trial in the future. 

I want to refer to one submission to the Select Committee on Personal Choice and Community Safety that has been 
made public. It is written by Dr Dorothy L. Robinson, from an organisation called Cycle-Safe. She points to 
a couple of areas in which research has already been done in this matter. I read from her submission — 

Additional analyses on the effect of bicycle helmet laws in NSW were published in 2018 by the Transport 
and Road Safety Research Centre, University of NSW. These new analyses reported decreases in injuries 
and fatalities of cyclists that were attributed to reduced cycling (especially for cyclists aged 0–20), safer 
roads conditions (road fatalities per 100,000 population in NSW dropped by 47% from 18.2 to 9.7 from 
1988–1993) and increased use of bicycle paths and off-road facilities. 

That is a decrease in fatalities not attributed to cycle helmets, but rather a decreased rate of cycling. The submission 
continues — 

A study of Canadian helmet laws reached similar conclusions. Legislation increased helmet wearing rates, 
but that did not translate into fewer head injuries. Study author Prof. Kay Teschke said: “Helmet laws didn’t 
make a difference to hospitalization rates for head and brain injuries". She said the study yielded other 
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surprises including that the rate of hospitalization amongst cyclists actually dropped as the rate of cycling 
went up. “This may be a result of motorist and cyclist getting used to each other as rates of cycling increase, 
and also a reflection of better and safer cycling infrastructure enticing more people to get on their bikes”. 

Mexico City and Israel repealed helmet laws because of the difficulties they create for bike-share 
schemes. Tel Aviv was rewarded by a 54% increase in numbers of residents cycling to work or school 
from 2010 to 2012. Enforcement of helmet laws in Vancouver is virtually non-existent, having fallen 
from 2,828 tickets issued in 2009 to 17 in 2016 and 35 in 2017. Non-compliance with the law appears 
widespread. Given the strong evidence that helmet laws discourage cycling, damage health and reduce 
safety in numbers, it’s time for Australia to make cycling safer and more popular by following suit and 
repealing helmet laws. 

That is the summary of the submission by Dr Dorothy L. Robinson from Cycle-Safe. That mirrors many of the 
submissions that have been made public by the committee so far. When we talk about bicycle helmets, I can make 
the argument for personal choice and autonomy, but there is often a counterargument about the responsibility we 
have to other people: What about the first responders? What about the family members? That is a pretty compelling 
argument. We do have a responsibility to our family and to society as a whole to an extent, but, ultimately, they 
do not own us. Our family does not own us. Our family cannot veto us from buying a motorcycle if we really want 
to, despite that being perhaps a risky endeavour. They cannot veto us from going bungee jumping or mountain 
climbing. Ultimately, that choice rests with the individual. Yet we have made an exception with bicycle helmets. 
We are one of only two countries in the world that have nationally enforced mandatory bike helmet laws. We stand 
out as the exception around the world. It is no surprise that our cycling rates are so low. 

Obviously, there is a cost to the healthcare system when people suffer traumatic brain injury and perhaps there 
may be some way to mitigate that or to make those people engaging in risky behaviour bear the cost of their 
actions. I would certainly like to see that. I believe in personal responsibility. That goes hand in hand with personal 
choice. However, if we are talking about cycling off road or cycling on a bike path, and we think that it is necessary 
for us to enforce mandatory bike helmet laws for that activity, I wonder whether the people advocating that have 
ever seen a bicycle. Cycling on a bike path is not a dangerous activity, not relative to anything else we do in our 
daily lives. I spend about an hour and a half driving every day to and from the city for work, and maybe longer 
when I drive around my electorate or attend appointments. I would wager that that activity—being stuck on the 
freeway for an hour or so every day, almost every week of the year—is putting me at far more risk of injury, from 
a catastrophic car accident, than me riding my bike to the shops, riding down to the corner or riding along a beach 
path. It is a very, very low risk activity compared with everything else we do in our lives. 

An argument is put about the cost to the healthcare system. That may be valid to some extent, but it takes us down 
a very dangerous path. Members should think about all the activities that we engage in that contribute to our 
healthcare costs. Did everybody get their 30 minutes of exercise today? If not, maybe we should introduce some 
kind of tax to recover their healthcare costs as a result of their inactivity, which will eventually be a burden on 
taxpayers. Does everyone eat their two fruit and five vegetables a day? If not, maybe we should tax them for that 
to recover the cost for the healthcare system. It is a very dangerous path to go down, and we should be wary of 
that. If we can point to a high-risk activity, there might be an argument to be made, but not for a very low risk 
activity like riding on a bike path for crying out loud, when the most dangerous thing is a pedestrian! I can tell 
members that a collision with a pedestrian is not quite as catastrophic as a collision with a car or a truck. That is 
certainly true. Those folks in lycra who are racing each other, as strange as they look, are engaging in a higher risk 
activity relative to those riding on bike paths and doing what is called utility riding—that is, riding near the beach 
or riding to and from the shops in low traffic areas. 

Ultimately, the committee will have an opportunity to consider these things. I look forward to the committee 
handing down a report in due course and having hearings about bicycle helmets. That is all I wish to say on this 
matter. I will not be supporting this motion. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [12.23 pm]: I rise to make just a few comments. I point out 
to people that there is a real benefit to bike helmets. A study was conducted in 2016 by the University of 
New South Wales that compiled data from 40 different studies and 64 000 cyclists and found that bike helmets had 
contributed to a 50 per cent reduction in head injuries of any severity and a 70 per cent reduction in serious head 
injuries. It also found that non-helmeted cyclists are more than three times more likely to sustain intracranial injuries 
and four times more likely to sustain traumatic brain injury when compared with helmeted cyclists. These are real 
figures. They show that bike helmets have had a significant impact on dealing with the issue of acquired brain injury. 

Earlier this year I had the opportunity to meet with Dr Sudhakar Rao in his capacity as the head of the 
Royal Australasian College of Surgeons. He also happens to be the state director of the trauma unit at Royal Perth 
Hospital. The issue of bike helmets came up. He raised concerns on behalf of the college to say that he thinks that 
second-hand helmets should be banned because there is no method of visually assessing whether a second-hand 
helmet is safe. I asked a question of the Minister for Commerce and Industrial Relations about this when it was 
pointed out that this was an issue for Australian consumer law. Dr Rao raised this because he is adamant that in 
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his capacity dealing with brain trauma, the need to have safe bike helmets is critical. We cannot separate the issue 
of the use of bike helmets from the broader issue of ensuring that we have appropriate cycling infrastructure. This 
is something that previous speakers have already spoken about. 

I will touch quickly on the situation in Denmark, which has huge rates of cycling and where hardly anyone wears 
a helmet. However, I also want to point out that the country itself is very flat and has been entirely set up for cycling 
on an ongoing basis. They have separate bike paths. Within Copenhagen are bike paths that have their own traffic 
lights, so there are lights for pedestrians, regular traffic lights and then separate traffic light arrangements for the 
bikes. There is huge infrastructure enabling people to park their bikes in the city. It is a city that has been entirely 
set up for cycling. I note also that people stick to a reasonable speed. I did not see a single piece of lycra, which 
was fantastic because, I must say, I think that raises broader issues of second-hand trauma for people’s eyeballs! 

We must note that the high rates of cycling and an entire bicycling culture that is conducive to being safe go hand 
in glove with making sure that there has been an investment in cycling infrastructure in the first place. The other 
matter I want to point out is something that I have noted occurs very differently in countries like Denmark as 
opposed to Australia; that is, everybody in Denmark obeys the rules. Cyclists do not ride on footpaths; they ride 
on bike paths. In Perth, sometimes they follow the red light; sometimes they go across it. People were making 
a point of sticking to the rules that are attached to that cycling infrastructure. 

The point I make is this: we have a long way to go in this country in relation to investment in appropriate 
infrastructure, but also in creating a culture around cycling whereby people are prepared to stick to the various 
arrangements that enable cycling to be safe. In the meantime, the use of helmets is one that has had a direct and 
tangible impact on reducing the rate of acquired brain injury, and that is really important. 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.28 pm]: It is clear that this 
is an emotive issue, but I thank Hon Laurie Graham for bringing the debate on mandatory bike helmets to this 
chamber. Probably why he brought it to the chamber is that it is an important issue in our community and, therefore, 
should be considered by our Legislative Council.  

There are a lot of opinions for and against mandating the wearing of bike helmets. The evidence shows that laws 
mandating the wearing of bike helmets save lives. I emphasise that the clear evidence shows that, not opinions. 
Not only do they saves lives, but also they minimise potential long-term head injury damage. The mandatory 
wearing of bike helmets is enshrined in national law that Western Australia has adapted with minor variations. In 
March 2017, the Australian Health Protection Principal Committee—the committee that brings together all 
Chief Health Officers and esteemed health officials from each Australian state and territory—issued a statement 
and background paper supporting the national law. That suggests to me that the national laws are particularly 
important. In part, the statement says that the committee supports Australia’s mandatory bicycle helmet laws, and 
I quote — 

… as an appropriate and proportionate injury prevention measure. The laws contribute to safe 
participation in recreational, transport or sport cycling for riders of all ages and capabilities. 

That is a fairly strong statement from a group of eminent health officials. 

Brain injury caused by bike falls and crashes can result in death or catastrophic physical or cognitive disability. 
There is no cure for brain injury. Once someone has injured their brain, it is injured. The personal cost of living 
with an acquired traumatic brain injury is incalculable, and depending on the area of the brain injured it can affect 
significant parts of people’s lives such as being able to walk, talk or ride a bike. That is the personal cost. I could 
talk about the personal cost for family members. The lives of many people with traumatic brain injury do not return 
to normal. That is the personal cost. 

The statement of the Australian Health Protection Principal Committee also states — 

The costs associated with brain injury are accrued from the point of first response by emergency services, 
through to rehabilitation and on-going care costs. The per incident lifetime cost of a traumatic brain injury 
has been estimated at $2.5 million for moderate brain injury and up to $4.8 million for severe brain injury. 

As I earlier said — 

Some costs are far more difficult to quantify, including the impact on families and communities. 

The efficacy of bike helmets in preventing or reducing severe brain injury has been well established through 
extensive engineering and impact studies. I am sure that members have seen the impact study advertisement on 
television, when the person in the car hits a wall and we can see their head moving back and forward. That is an 
impact study. Many peer-reviewed articles have also demonstrated the effectiveness of bike helmets in preventing 
head injuries. Decades and decades of road safety research also demonstrates that crashes are rarely predictable, 
and that people make mistakes. In terms of whether bike paths or roads are safer, accidents happen. I recently 
stacked my bike twice on Rottnest Island. It happened in a designated safe area, but that did not mean that I did 
not stack my bike—twice. Well, actually, all right—once I threw it, but the first time was clearly a stack. 
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Consistent with the research, I learnt from stacking my bike that one of the greatest deterrents to riding a bike is 
safety concern. Certainly that is the case for me. For others, the inconvenience of wearing a helmet is a small price 
to pay compared with the costs and consequences of brain injury. It is possible to come off our bikes when we 
least expect it, whether riding fast or slow, and certainly when people under the age of 10 ride right in front of us 
and we have to take action to avoid running into them. That demonstrates that mistakes or accidents can happen. 
The brain is like a firm jelly. It is not designed to absorb the type of impact that happens when our skull hits a hard 
surface. The helmet helps to absorb the energy from the fall and protect the brain from full impact. That is the 
helmet’s purpose. From even light impact, the brain can very easily be injured through hitting the skull. The 
consequence of even a minor brain injury can be very wideranging. Just as seatbelts protect people in cars, helmets 
protects cyclists. For cyclists, the helmet is the last line of defence against a potentially devastating brain injury. 

I recommend to members the background paper on mandatory bicycle helmet laws in Australia, produced by the 
Australian Health Protection Principal Committee. It goes into one of the largest ever studies into bike helmet 
effectiveness, and finds that helmets could significantly reduce the chance of serious head injury by almost 
70 per cent. The study concludes, and I quote — 

“Helmet use is associated with odds reductions of 51% for head injury, 69% for serious head injury, 
33% for face injury and 65% for fatal head injury. Injuries to the neck were rare and not associated with 
helmet use,” … 

“These results suggest that strategies to increase the uptake of bicycle helmets should be considered along 
with other injury prevention strategies as part of a comprehensive cycling safety plan.” 

Some argue that compulsory helmets should apply only to children, but WA data shows that adults are also at risk. 
Members, bike helmets, like seatbelts, are a safety device. They protect us from serious injury and harm, and 
mandatory bike helmets should be supported. Thanks, honourable member, for bringing this important motion to 
the house. 

Motion lapsed, pursuant to standing orders. 

DISALLOWANCE MOTIONS 

Discharge of Order 

Hon Robin Chapple reported that the concerns of the Joint Standing Committee on Delegated Legislation had 
been satisfied on the following disallowance motions, and on his motions without notice it was resolved — 

That the following orders of the day be discharged from the notice paper — 

1. Water Services Regulations Amendment (Fees and Charges) Regulations 2018 — Disallowance. 

2. Planning and Development (Development Assessment Panels) Amendment Regulations 2018 — 
Disallowance. 

3. Shire of Victoria Plains Cemeteries Local Law 2018 — Disallowance. 

RAILWAY (METRONET) BILL 2018 

Committee 

The Deputy Chair of Committees (Hon Dr Steve Thomas) in the chair; Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment) 
in charge of the bill. 

Clause 1: Short title — 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I am interested in further clarification of remarks the minister made in his second reading 
speech, but I am not seeking to introduce any new debatable material. I am quoting, I believe, from the correct 
Hansard regarding the Yanchep line extension. I thank the minister for actually correcting me. I was operating on 
the misapprehension that the terminus of that line was in a Bush Forever zone. I know that not to be the case; 
nevertheless, the line transverses, I believe, a Bush Forever area. My concern has been with the timing and 
prioritisation of this extension, not that the extension should occur. I think we all agree that this is the logical 
extension of passenger rail in the northern corridor. My concerns remain that this is effectively a railway, without 
being pejorative, to nowhere for the moment. Yet I was somewhat reassured by, and seek a bit more clarification 
on, the claim that he made that he has worked, and continues to work, closely with the developers on this planning 
to ensure the best land-use transport outcomes. I seek a bit of clarification about what the government believes 
those best outcomes might be, considering at the moment this is virgin bushland. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is unique that the railway will be getting to this area before much of the population 
gets there. We want to make sure that communities in the north are created sustainably. By having the rail there 
first, we will be able to guide the development and the developers and ensure the area is built up sustainably and 
that there will be better jobs. 
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I refer the member to the Yanchep rail extension program documentation proposal tabled in Parliament in the last 
week or so. Page 17 of the document refers to the projected population growth in the localities that the extension 
will go through—Yanchep, Eglinton and Alkimos. The population in 2011 in Yanchep, for example, was 6 700. 
In 2021, the estimated population is 15 900 and the projected figure for 2031 is 103 000. In Eglinton, the population 
in 2011 was 500. In 2020–21, the projected population is 7 000 and in 2031 it is projected to be 30 900. In 
Alkimos–Butler, in 2011, the population was 11 600. In 2021, the projected population is 27 300 and in 2031 it is 
projected to be 40 600. We will go from a population of about 18 800 in 2011 to a projected population of 50 200 
in 2020–21, and up to 170 500 projected in 2031. It is estimated that the population will grow substantially, but, 
essentially, we are getting ahead of the game by building the train line now. For reasons I gave in my second 
reading reply, it was partly because the previous government had commenced the work on both the Yanchep rail 
extension and the Thornlie–Cockburn link, so much of the work had been done on both those projects. We are 
taking that work and getting ahead of the game and building the train line because it is absolutely needed. As we 
have said previously, the government has a commitment to the expansion of the rail system into the future and we 
are looking at future projects. Hopefully, that answers the member’s question. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you for that clarification, minister. It probably also arouses a degree of curiosity 
and a measure of scepticism about the validity of those forecasts. I presume the decision to press ahead, firstly, 
with this bill in order to enable effectively “break dirt” on this extension next year has found some foundation not 
only because this is the easiest bit of Metronet to deliver—I am not verballing the minister, but that was the 
interpretation I put on the minister’s contribution yesterday — 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It is not that it is the easiest, but it is certainly advanced in terms of the planning that has 
been undertaken. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I thank the minister for that clarification. I think that is important. It was the aspect of 
Metronet that lent itself to more rapid delivery than perhaps the rest of the government’s rather ambitious scheme. 
The minister quoted the most recent population figures—was it 2011 or 2015? 

Hon Stephen Dawson: It was 2011. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Would the minister happen to have more recent population figures for the catchment zone? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, we do not have those figures at hand. I am happy to give an undertaking to get 
those figures and bring them back to the chamber at a later stage. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: That would be particularly helpful. My problem is that the last dataset that we have 
validated effectively was at close to the peak, or maybe just after the peak broke, of capital resource investment 
and the construction boom in this jurisdiction, which was coincident with rapid population growth that had been 
building at pace for the prior seven or eight years. I can certainly understand a sensible argument put by various 
governments about the need to plan well in advance for the service requirements of communities, multiple decades 
in advance of where we are at any given time. Nevertheless, there is also a sensible argument to be made that any 
government needs to prioritise investments, certainly investments of this scale. I am seeking to clarify whether the 
government still holds to those estimates of population at points 2021 and 2031? Are they under review in any way? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that, yes, those figures are under review at the moment. Some work is 
about to be undertaken on  data from the 2016 census. That will be fed into decisions. These are the figures the 
government uses at the moment. The state government’s growth strategy, the “Perth and Peel@3.5million” 
document, estimates that the greater metropolitan population will increase from 2.02 million in 2017 to 3.5 million 
by 2050. These figures are attached to that document. Work is about to be undertaken to update the figures. That 
will happen over the next period of time. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you very much for that answer. At the point at which population data is assessed, 
I would also expect that new projections are taken from the most recent dataset and that the government will review 
population growth in this corridor at that point. How live is this? Would the government perchance reassess or 
review the rollout of Metronet if population data and projections somewhat come off the boil, which is what we 
have been led to believe from the minister’s contribution to date? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The government is committed to the delivery of Metronet. Although some work will 
be undertaken on the northern suburbs figures, there is no sense from government that the figures will have 
dramatically departed from the projected figures that are used in this document now. Our intention is clear: we are 
building this. Successive governments have supported both projects that are associated with this bill. I appreciate 
the member has already indicated that he is in support of the legislation. We do not believe there will be a dramatic 
departure. Although the figures might change, the commitment is to the time line we are working to for both projects. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: My intent here is certainly not to be tedious. 

Hon Sue Ellery: You could be for five more minutes! 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: Thank you for that charitable interjection, Leader of the House. 
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On what basis does the government calculate the projected catchment that would justify the economics of the 
proposition and no doubt then feed into future projections of the operating subsidy that will be required to finance 
this extension, and for what period? Can I get a sense of that technical calculation: how does the government 
calculate the future catchment as a function of projected population growth, or does it also base that on a number 
of other variables? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that it is a function of population forecast growth. We take into 
consideration things like the location of employment. This feeds into modelling analysis. It has been undertaken 
by the Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage, which has worked with Treasury on this. Our figures and 
modelling are being assessed by Infrastructure Australia. My understanding is that its view of that should be 
released over the next few months. A great deal of work happens. It is quite a complex piece of work. All that 
work feeds into the modelling analysis that we are using and that Infrastructure Australia will rely on in its support 
or otherwise for a project. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I am sure that a multifactor analysis goes into these calculations. I am curious about how 
robust that might be. Forgive me if the modelling methodology and hypotheses are already publicly available, but, 
if not, would the minister make that available or will we have to wait for a publicly available document or 
something published by Infrastructure Australia, presumably early next year? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We believe the modelling is robust. Information such as land use population is 
already publicly available. Data is also available for the proposed patronage of the trains. That is available in the 
project definition plan document that I previously tabled. The detailed economics are not publicly available. We 
had to provide the detailed economics to Infrastructure Australia. The detail—the nitty-gritty—is not available but 
certainly lots of the figures are available in this document. It is a good read. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I was anticipating a response along those lines. I quote an apocryphal adage; I think it was an 
ex-CEO at Procter and Gamble or one of the bigger American Fortune 500 companies who said, “In God we trust; 
others must bring data”! I just have not seen the data; I would be grateful to see it. I have developed an appetite for 
this line of inquiry, so my question is: the government’s view on the tolerances—that is, the bandwidth with which 
these future patronage projections have been made—what is their margin of error? Are we talking five to 10 per cent? 

Sitting suspended from 1.01 to 2.00 pm  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Hon Tjorn Sibma asked about population modelling before we adjourned. I will 
place these comments on the record. The north west metropolitan subregion is expected to accommodate 
a significant proportion of Perth’s projected growth, with an anticipated extra 740 000 people in the area by 2050. 
The Yanchep–Two Rocks area alone is expected to accommodate two to three per cent of Australia’s population 
growth over the next 35 to 40 years due to the availability of relatively affordable land and coastal living. Estimated 
population growth and supporting detail, including planned land-use patterns, residential densities and 
employment targets, underpin the integrated transport modelling and economic analysis on which the business 
cases for these projects are based. 
As noted on page 14 of the public project definition plan, the core benefit cost ratio for the Yanchep rail extension 
is 2.6. This means that for every dollar of investment made to build and operate the railway, the government 
anticipates $2.60 of benefit to the community. With wider economic benefits, including improved land-use 
densities and development outcomes associated with the implementation of the project, the benefit cost ratio 
increases to 3.4, showing the transformational benefits of the project. Detailed sensitivity analysis undertaken as 
part of the business case and economic analysis demonstrates that even with a significant decrease in population 
growth and employment in the area around the rail extension, the core benefit cost ratio remains well above two. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I thank the minister for furnishing me with that additional information. I was not aware 
that depending on the contingencies that the government evaluates, it has the potential of an uplift in its BCR 
from 2.6 to 3.4. 
I have only two or three further questions to ask. My colleague is very interested in speaking. My question pertains 
just to this extension. My question prior to the adjournment, which I am not sure was covered in the minister’s 
response, was: what variation has been factored into the various patronage projections? I may have misinterpreted 
the minister’s response but I am interested in how sensitive those future patronage projections are and what 
potential cost impact that has for the operating expenses of this proposition. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that we have been quite conservative with the figures that we have used 
for passenger numbers. When we undertook a sensitivity analysis, we were told that the operating expenses are 
not sensitive to a particular population drop. The member will be aware that we have spoken previously about 
Butler train station and that the figures we used were significantly overtaken soon after the station opened. We 
believe that the figures that we have are realistic. They are certainly very conservative. We are hopeful that we 
will get higher figures in that region soon after the stations open. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: I have some follow-up questions on that. I am attempting to understand the logic or the 
justification for building the stations. I understand that this bill permits construction of not only the line, but 
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also the associated infrastructure, including three stations at Alkimos, Eglinton and Yanchep. I am attempting 
to understand the rationale for building those three stations simultaneously. I can appreciate the logic of 
futureproofing that corridor’s transport infrastructure requirements. I understand that that could be facilitated if 
we moved the line incrementally northward one station at a time or, alternatively, moved that railhead straight 
up to Yanchep and then filled in the gap between Yanchep and Butler with stations at Eglinton and Alkimos. 
Can the minister explain, first of all, why the government has chosen to build three stations simultaneously? 
There may well be economies of scale that make it desirable to let out a contract to build all three, but I am also 
interested in the implications that has for the intended catchment and whether the government may be 
inadvertently diluting future patronage and making it more expensive to service. I will be grateful for the 
minister’s response.  

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that the member is correct. There are economies of scale in building 
three stations at the same time. Yanchep will be the biggest station and we anticipate that the area will have the 
largest population. Obviously, it is the furthermost station on the line so it makes sense to build the other stations 
at the same time. If we were to build only the station at Yanchep and then come back at a future stage to build the 
other two stations, there would be additional costs associated with that. We would also have to put in place 
additional infrastructure, which we would have to pay for. There would be the potential for the people who use the 
train to Yanchep to have to use buses and whatever else if the new train station was being built in the middle. With 
the construction of Aubin Grove station—the most recently built train station on the Mandurah line—we saw 
significant interruption on the freeway and in that general locality. It makes sense to build the three stations at the 
same time, have them all in place and there, and it will save us money at the end of the day. 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I suppose the proof of that decision will be realised or not realised after the line is 
operational. My last area of focus pertains to whether the government has any expectations of landowners or 
significant developers who have land interests at or adjacent to the proposed three stations. Have any deeds or 
heads of agreement been entered into? I understand the development profile somewhat at Alkimos and the 
government’s previous interest through LandCorp in getting that development off the ground, and I understand 
a little bit about Eglinton, but Yanchep is obviously a newer development. It is underdeveloped. The development 
that has occurred is adjacent to the coastline and somewhat to the south of the intersection of Yanchep Beach Road 
and Marmion Avenue. There is a district shopping centre there. I am curious whether the government has any 
expectations about when a future Yanchep town centre might be brought forward and whether there may be some 
other liabilities that the government might have to carry if a developer does not commit. The question is open-ended; 
I am just curious to know what agreements have been entered into. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that no agreements or deeds of agreement have been entered into with 
developers but that developers have intentionally left land clear around the proposed station area. Once we get on 
with it, they can start putting the infrastructure in place to make sure that we have a proper town centre. 

Hon TIM CLIFFORD: I understand that Metronet is going to go some way in dealing with some of the issues of 
the demand for social housing, with private and social partnerships around some of the Metronet precincts. Have 
there been any expressions of interest or negotiations regarding either the Thornlie–Cockburn Link or the Yanchep 
rail extension for some of those developments, or is it still too early in the planning stages to say? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No agreements have been entered into, honourable member, but the Department of 
Communities has a representative in the Metronet office. They are responsible for that work. There is a social and 
affordable housing package and, as the member would be aware, Metronet is more than just a train line. It is also 
about creating communities close to the train lines and creating opportunities for others, including those who are 
vulnerable or need social housing. Agreements have not been entered into but work has commenced. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am going to break with tradition at this point. Before anyone thinks that I have got all 
progressive or anything, the tradition I am going to break with is that I am going to address matters pertaining to the 
short title when we consider clause 1, which is something of a first for this chamber in the last 100 years! The short 
title is of interest to us. I thank the minister for those parts of his second reading response that dealt with it. I want 
to tease it out a little bit. He told us then, and I thank him for it, that the Jandakot–Mandurah railway was enabled 
by the 1999 act, which went through Parliament in that year but he said that there was never a rail enabling act to 
cover what I shall call the Jandakot–Thornlie link, which is proposed under this bill. The minister indicated in his 
second reading response to a question I had raised in the debate that the 1961 enabling act authorised, among other 
things, a standard-gauge railway along the corridor we are discussing. Back in those days—that is, 1999–2002—
it was deemed to be sufficient to permit the construction of a passenger railway over that same standard-gauge 
freight corridor. I think I am faithfully paraphrasing the sense of the minister’s response. However, he also advised 
us that legal advice had been sought about this matter. As I understand it from the minister’s remarks, an indication 
was given that, in fact, there should now be this enabling bill to cover any narrow-gauge passenger rail line along 
the same corridor. I think I have faithfully repeated what he said. My first question is: if we need this bill now, 
does that mean that the original Thornlie extension was unlawful? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The answer to that question is no, member. 
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Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: It is a great relief to know that former governments have not been behaving unlawfully, 
at least in that respect! Now we have a need for this act. It is real belt-and-braces stuff. Standard gauge is approved 
and narrow gauge will be approved and who knows what sort of gauge we might end up with in the future. The 
minister also told us that this has been called the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018, whereas one might have 
expected it to be called the “Railway (Yanchep and Jandakot) Bill” or something like that to indicate where the 
relevant rail reserve will be. But he told us that this is part of the Metronet program and, what is more, in future, 
additional Metronet projects might be added as amendments to this legislation. Is there any precedent in the past 
for amending bills to amend a rail enabling act? It is a new one for me. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised that the answer is no, not that I am aware of. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: So this government is breaking new ground in this matter and I query why it is necessary 
to do so. On the one hand, in due course when all these Metronet rail projects roll out—I think that is the term 
used—we would expect a rail enabling bill to come to this place, as it would for any other bit of new rail. As it 
happens, we will still see a bill for just such a purpose come to this chamber, except it will be in an amending bill 
rather than its own principal piece of legislation. That conflicts with what I believe the minister said to us in his 
second reading response when he said—I am referring to the uncorrected Hansard—just after 5.54 pm yesterday — 

A question was asked about why this is titled the Metronet bill and whether it is merely a branding 
exercise. No, it is not. 

It seems to me that this is exactly what it is. It is a branding exercise. In the short title of the bill, every indication 
is that that is exactly what it is. Would the minister care to review his answer from last night? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, I would not. The member has correctly quoted the uncorrected Hansard. This is 
more than a branding exercise. As I indicated yesterday, the intent of the bill is to facilitate the delivery of railway 
projects that are in the government’s Metronet plan. The bill is intended to be the legislative starting point to 
facilitate delivery of other Metronet rail projects, and as these projects are defined with more certainty, 
amendments will be sought to amend what will become the Railway (METRONET) Act 2018. Certainly, the 
advice is that there is no issue with the legality of the bill. It is simply a different approach. We have never had 
a committed package of railway projects like this before, I am told, so this bill is about setting the scene and giving 
us an act that can be amended over time to add more projects. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I see that, happily, I am correct in all my assumptions so far, so I will have a stab at one 
or two more just to make sure that the minister and my colleagues and I remain joined at the hip as we proceed 
with this enabling legislation. Again, I quote — 

A question was asked about why this is titled the Metronet bill and whether it is merely a branding 
exercise. No, it is not. 

That is what the minister said, but now he has explained to me that it is not merely a branding exercise. He has 
just told us that it is more than that. I hope that the branding exercise in this was not done by the same person who 
brands the government’s tourism exercises that we have seen of late, or one or two other exercises that we have 
seen about the town. But I must not digress. Now that we are creating this omnibus rail enabling act, which may 
or may not have other bits of rail added to it by amending bills in due course, what happens if the government 
wants to build another railway that is not part of the Metronet regime? Would it then be unlawful to put it into this 
legislation because the short title would not cover it, or would we then see a fresh standalone bill, as we normally 
would have seen over the past 100 years or so? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that we would obviously make sure that we are using the appropriate or 
the correct legal mechanisms to suit any future project. I am further advised that this is stage 1 of Metronet and it 
allows us to add projects into the future. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: This is stage 1. What is stage 2? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It has not been worked out yet, member. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am sure that the government can wing it! 
The government has made its case for the short title of the bill, and it is not a very good case, really. It sounds 
almost childish in its attitude. Perhaps that betrays some other mentality at work here, but I am sure that we will 
explore that in due course. Nonetheless, this is the appropriate legislation, and some of my colleagues over there 
in the Greens part of the world might have some questions to ask about a couple of later clauses. However, all in 
all, this seems to be—apart from the silly games being played with the short title—a perfectly good and valid bill 
to enable these welcome rail extensions. The opposition records its confidence in the Public Transport Authority 
as the enabling agency to bring this bill for government’s consideration and to carry forward the actions that will 
then flow from it. With all that in mind, the opposition certainly supports clause 1. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2 put and passed. 
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Clause 3: Authority to construct Thornlie-Cockburn Link — 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: This is the very important clause that provides the authority to construct the 
Thornlie–Cockburn Link. That was the name that I was struggling for a minute ago; it has been characterised as 
the Thornlie–Cockburn Link. This seems to be the time to ask some questions that I know Hon Jim Chown is 
interested in. What are the key dates for the commencement and completion of this line? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that procurement for both lines has commenced throughout the market at 
the moment. But for the Thornlie–Cockburn Link, procurement is expected to take up to 12 months, with 
construction beginning in 2019. The major contract will be awarded in that year and it is anticipated that 
construction will start next year. During the procurement and detailed design stage, the contractor will be requested 
to optimise their construction methods and strive to achieve the government’s target completion date in 2021. We 
are out in the market at the moment. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: When in 2021? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We do not have a date, it is just that year. It will probably take a couple of years and 
it probably would be later that year. We are striving for it to be completed by that year. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: What is the document that the minister is relying on? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: This is the June 2018 “Thornlie–Cockburn Link: Project Definition Plan” that 
I tabled in this place last week in response to some questions on both the Thornlie–Cockburn Link and the Yanchep 
rail extension. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am not proposing to have a lengthy examination of these clauses. I have a sense of 
deja vu, having taken a few rail bills through this house myself over a time, but it is important that we get some 
basics into Hansard, because it is the parliamentary record. If there is anything that has already been referred to in 
the public domain, I am not trying to be tiresome; it is just a matter of getting those several key points down. 
I know the minister does not mind. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I am very happy for the member to ask these questions. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The other question is one that has been asked before, but it is probably helpful to ask it 
again now, particularly for the benefit of members who may not have seen a rail enabling bill go forward, but also 
for the record. It will be a fairly germane question as we get to a couple of later clauses. What will the width of 
the rail corridor be? We know it will go from point A, over a certain general route, to point B, as set out in 
schedule 1 and for which we have a map that has been provided by the government as well. It is important that we 
contemplate the question of how wide the corridor will be. It is certainly a lot wider than a rail sleeper, obviously, 
and it has to allow for certain flexibility when it comes to its practical construction. Once he has sought advice, 
the minister might like to articulate and perhaps briefly discuss that point. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that the width of the Thornlie–Cockburn Link will be approximately 
40 metres, and the average for both lines is 40 metres. The corridor does obviously expand around a train station, 
so where there will be a station, the corridor will expand, but the main track will be approximately 40 metres wide. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: That will be the width, ultimately—that is understood—but what about the flexibility in the 
route if, for some engineering reason, it has to move 50 or 100 metres to the left or something? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that because the Thornlie–Cockburn line is already developed, that 
40 metres will remain the width for the duration of the link. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Perhaps I could ask a further question; maybe I have not asked it clearly enough. I do 
not think that that 40 metres, give or take, is written down anywhere in the bill, but the schedule, as we will see 
when we come to it, states that it will start at a certain point and proceed in a generally south-westerly direction 
for 17.5 kilometres. Although we have lines on a map that show the indicative route, and the reality is that we are 
constrained where this is going to be built anyway by the surrounding land uses and the freight line that is already 
there, and it will be widened a bit, I ask the general question that relates to rail enabling bills of how wide is the 
corridor, notionally? I do not know whether it is laid down in some ancient parenting act from 1906 or anything, 
but the house would probably like to know how much flexibility is in the general description. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We are trying to find that information for the member. My understanding is that the 
Public Works Act allows for a deviation of up to 1.6 kilometres. We are trying to find that exact information for 
the member; we do not have it in front of us now. Certainly, the project definition plan, the document that was 
issued in June this year that I previously tabled, illustrates the corridor being between 30 and 40 metres in width 
for the Thornlie–Cockburn Link. Page 22 of that document states — 

From here the route will continue in the roughly 30 to 40 metre wide rail corridor running south-west … 
That is in the document. We think section 96 of the Public Works Act 1902 allows for the deviation that I referred to. 
Hon Simon O’Brien: Has the minister got a spare copy of the policy? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The PDP? 
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Hon Simon O’Brien: Could he autograph it before it comes? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I could afterwards. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Thank you very much. As I have already indicated for clause 3, which deals with the 
Thornlie–Cockburn Link, the rail corridor is so well established that the new passenger line and its corridor is 
virtually dictated by that. For members who are not familiar with the district, any examination of the map—in fact, 
a photo map—clearly shows that adjacent land use will restrict where it is going to go, unless it will deviate a bit 
and replace Roe stage 7 with the rail line or something like that. But I am sure the government would not do 
anything as silly as that, even though the government does not like Roe Highway.  

Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You didn’t back in 2001. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: No, I remained to be convinced of it, oh rewriter of history with her helpful interjection! 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Order, members! 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Mr Chair, I apologise for waking up the Minister for Environment’s colleague. It will 
not happen again because it will not facilitate things. 

Several members interjected. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: What? 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: Members, we are dealing with the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Sorry, I thought there might have been an unruly interjection that somebody might have 
wanted me to pursue. But if there is not, I will not. 

The DEPUTY CHAIR: No, we are dealing with the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018, if you do not mind. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I thank the minister for that. I think he is right; the old mile was the deviation. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We have now found it. It is, in fact, section 96 of the Public Works Act 1902, which 
is headed “Railways to be made only under special Act”. Subsection (1) reads — 

Every railway shall be made only under the authority of a special Act which shall state as nearly as may be 
the line of the railway and the 2 termini thereof; but it shall be lawful to deviate from such line at a distance 
of 1.6 kilometres on either side thereof, or such other distance as may be provided in any special Act. 

Noting it is in that act, I dare say that the member is correct. It was probably a mile originally but it has been 
amended over the years. That is how it stands in the act now. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: By going from one mile to 1.6 kilometres, the government will lose nine metres. It has 
been ripped off by the Metric Conversion Board in this case, but I do not think it will be of material importance on 
this occasion. Oh yes—old section 96 of the Public Works Act 1902! In case members are not immediately familiar 
with it, I thank the minister for refreshing our collective memory. One mile or 1.6 kilometres seems like very wide 
scope for deviation, but when one contemplates the sort of railways that were being built in Western Australia in 
and from 1902, they were very significantly the main means of transport and communication through the 
non-metropolitan area and a very important feature of Western Australia’s development. They were there and, of 
course, out in the regional and remote areas of Western Australia, a mile was not a very large point of deviation for 
the engineers who were confronted with the outback in the early days. How does this relate to this bill? I do not 
think we need further explanation about clause 3, but to finish off my point, I notice that there are other provisions 
that relate to the Yanchep rail extension and there may be some other issues there because that is, to some extent, 
I think, slightly more virgin territory than exists in the Cockburn–Thornlie area. Perhaps members may wish to 
explore some of the latter clauses with that consideration in mind, but that is up to them. I support clause 3. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 4: Authority to construct Yanchep Rail Extension — 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: The opposition obviously supports clause 4, which deals with what is to be called the 
Yanchep rail extension, which, according to schedule 2, takes it from a point 130 metres north of the existing 
Butler station and proceeds in a generally north-westerly direction for a distance of 14.5 kilometres to a point that 
is approximately 2 800 metres north of the intersection of Marmion Avenue and Yanchep Beach Road, Yanchep. 
For members who, like me, are not immediately familiar with that area, the map provided by the Public Transport 
Authority is very useful in telling us where that is. This clause relates to section 96 of the Public Works Act 1902, 
a provision with which the minister is familiar. Is there any likelihood of greater deviation on this line than that 
expected on the other line? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We do not anticipate any deviation. In fact, the “Yanchep Rail Extension: Project 
Definition Plan: June 2018” refers to the extension being 40 metres wide. We do not anticipate there being any 
deviation. Notwithstanding that, we will be traversing through a Bush Forever site. The Environmental Protection 
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Authority is assessing the project at the moment. Certainly, we will make every effort to minimise the impact on 
that Bush Forever site, including considering an alignment along the edge of the area. It is a very different 
landscape but we certainly believe the corridor will be of a similar size. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I anticipate that it would be of a similar size because it has a similar purpose and 
hardware. There are places at which it will be substantially wider than 40 metres, such as, of course, when the line 
reaches a railway station. It is not only the size of the station, but also the surrounding activity. I refer, for example, 
to parking, which could impact on quite a large area in terms of linear metreage in width. Intrinsically, part of 
a rail enabling bill is the inclusion and construction or alteration of railway stations, related car parks, public 
transport interchange facilities and the associated means of pedestrian or vehicular access. With that in mind, 
I frame my question in this way: for the benefit of the chamber, are the land uses contemplated already available 
under the metropolitan region scheme or, to a larger extent, will this bill provide the head of steam to enable those 
other related developments? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that most of the provisions are within the MRS for other people’s projects. 
We may need to do some minor tweaks of the MRS post-project. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: Planning approval not required for certain METRONET works — 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Clause 6 contains this brief provision — 

Despite anything in the Metropolitan Region Scheme, the following development may be commenced or 
carried out without the approval of the Planning Commission — 

(a) METRONET works that involve the clearing of native vegetation on railway land in 
a Bush Forever area; 

(b) METRONET works on non-railway land. 
How does this provision compare with previous rail enabling legislation? Is it a new element? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told it is a new provision. We have not had anything like this before. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: In that case, apart from the black-and-white language that I have just read out, what are 
the implications that might arise from having this provision? Why is it necessary now if it has not been necessary 
in the past? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Again, honourable member, I quote from the explanatory memorandum 
accompanying this bill — 

Clause 13 of the Metropolitan Regional Scheme sets out the primary obligation to obtain development 
approval from the WA Planning Commission for development on land reserved under the 
Metropolitan Regional Scheme. Railways are reserved under the Metropolitan Regional Scheme. There 
are exceptions to clause 13 where reserved land is owned by or vested in a public authority. Section 6 of 
this Bill expands the exemptions from development control by specifically exempting METRONET 
works that involve the clearing of native vegetation on railway land in a Bush Forever area from 
WA Planning Commission Approval and by specifically exempting METRONET works on non-railway 
land from obtaining the approval of the WA Planning Commission. 
Section 6 paragraph (a) of the Bill allows for METRONET works, being works for the purpose of or in 
connection with a METRONET railway that involve the clearing of native vegetation on railway land in 
a Bush Forever area, to be exempt from obtaining approval from the WA Planning Commission under 
the Planning and Development Act 2005. 
The land required for METRONET works located within a Bush Forever area will remain 
environmentally sensitive areas and continue to be subject to environmental impact assessment and must 
satisfy land clearing requirements under the Environment Protection Act 1986. Clearing permits must be 
obtained before any METRONET works are commenced. 
Section 6 paragraph (b) of the Bill also exempts METRONET works on non-railway land from obtaining 
WA Planning Commission approval. For example, works incidental to railway construction will be 
treated as a permitted development notwithstanding such works are carried out within land zoned for 
other purposes or otherwise reserved for a public purpose other than railways. Such works may involve 
“cut and cover” works to facilitate location of the railway line below ground … in the central city zone 
at Yanchep or drainage works and communications where these cannot fit into the relatively narrow 
railway reservation. For the construction or alteration of a railway station, or any related car parks, public 
transport interchange facilities or associated means of pedestrian or vehicular access, the requirements 
under the Planning and Development Act and the Metropolitan region Scheme will apply. 



8022 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 November 2018] 

 

To be clear, although exemptions are being sought from obtaining WAPC approval largely for works associated 
with the rail corridor itself, this does not exempt necessary approvals being sought from key authorities, including all 
environmental approvals required under applicable state and federal legislation, as well as development approvals 
for train stations and associated facilities, including car parking and bus interchanges, from the appropriate 
planning authorities. The reason these exemptions are being sought is that the Department of Planning, Lands and 
Heritage, WAPC and the relevant local government authorities have been closely involved in the long-term 
planning and development of these project proposals, including the identified alignments and station locations. 
Given that for the most part these projects will be constructed in land that is already appropriately zoned for 
railways in the metropolitan region scheme, the exemptions sought in this bill are intended to streamline what are 
considered unnecessary project approvals and reduce administrative red tape, given the frameworks and 
agreements already in place. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: With all that in mind, how long will the process just described take for the Metronet 
works that will be involved or are likely to be involved in clearing native vegetation on railway land in 
a Bush Forever area? I understand there are some statutory periods involved. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am advised we are estimating up to about 12 months—so 12 months from now. 

Clause put and passed. 

Schedules 1 and 2 put and passed. 

Title put and passed. 
Report 

Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment), and passed. 

PUBLIC AND HEALTH SECTOR LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (RIGHT OF RETURN) BILL 2018 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 12 September. 

HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [2.58 pm]: What progress we are making with legislation today! 
I am the lead speaker for the Parliamentary Liberal Party on the Public and Health Sector Legislation Amendment 
(Right of Return) Bill 2018. At the outset, I indicate that the Parliamentary Liberal Party will support this bill, but 
in keeping with the practice and custom of this house, this bill will be scrutinised to a degree appropriate to the 
subject matter. I think it is a serious question, because the very listing of this bill should encourage us to think 
about the value we all place on a professional, effective, sustainable and apolitical public sector. A respected, 
skilled, responsible and accountable public sector is critical to governance in the state of Western Australia. It is 
integral to upholding public confidence and, indeed, the confidence of Parliament. It is a crucial institution, which 
any successful society relies on. This legislation provides us with the opportunity to reflect on the 
Western Australian public sector and to evaluate whether the legislation proposed by the government improves, 
undermines or is indifferent to the standing of the public sector in Western Australia. I draw some comfort from 
a sentiment that I believe is shared, in the main, by all members of this chamber and Parliament. The first paragraph 
of the second reading speech states — 

The Western Australian public sector is one of our most important assets, filled with capable and 
passionate people. Government has a responsibility to ensure that the sector has the ability to address the 
challenges of the modern world while continuing to meet community expectations regarding 
employment, fairness and cost. 

It would be very difficult for any reasonable person to disagree with that assertion. Let us test whether this 
legislation lives up to its own rhetoric. This bill is quite simple. It proposes two things: to restrict the right of return 
to members of the senior executive service and the health executive service who are on initial contracts, and to 
reduce the maximum compensation payable to a person who ceases to be a member of those services. I will 
concentrate on the second aim first. 

After the present government was sworn in and throughout 2017, the Premier expressed on a number of 
occasions—in public, in Parliament and, I believe, in the estimates committee hearings in the other place—his 
surprise and displeasure at the expense of having to compensate members of the senior executive service for whom 
the present government had no future need; that is, he was surprised, alarmed and disappointed to some degree at 
having to discharge the government’s responsibility to fulfil the contractual rights held by those members of the 
senior executive service. I was concerned when those remarks were made because the Premier is no political 
neophyte. He is an experienced operator who had been a minister in a previous Labor government. I would have 
thought that he would have been aware—at least have the barest awareness—of the contractual arrangements of 
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senior executive officers. I was surprised that he was surprised. I am not 100 per cent certain, but I understand that 
prior to the rollout of the voluntary targeted separation scheme, a figure approximating $30 million was paid out 
to a range of SES officers who, for presumably political reasons, had no future serving the McGowan government. 
The Premier was surprised and alarmed at having to go through the indignity of paying out those people. I assumed 
that the Premier would do something about that. On a number of occasions he indicated that he would look into 
the matter, but it was very unclear what exactly he was attempting to do or when he might do it. 

Members might recall that in the last sitting week of last year, I gave notice of a private member’s bill in an attempt 
to help the Premier out of this sticky conundrum. It was put to me that reshaping or recalibrating the scheme by 
which compensation packages were evaluated was a hard job. I had no doubt that it was hard but I wanted to 
interrogate how difficult it would be. If members are curious, my humble little bill, the Public and Health Sector 
Legislation Amendment (Executive Payout Compensation) Bill 2017, is on the notice paper. It will fall off the 
notice paper. The purpose of giving notice of that was to range-find to see how difficult it was to respond to 
a matter of urgency, as it was declared by the Premier. I have no intention of doing anything with that bill other 
than leaving it on the notice paper as a prompt to the government to see what it might do. 

Somewhere along the way I thought that perhaps the Premier was comfortable with having to pay out that figure 
because, obviously, it must be worth it. If it were not, I imagine that those people would still be in government 
service. Perhaps they would not have the same responsibilities, but they would have some responsibility. It is my 
understanding through family and friends—indeed, my first job was as a federal public servant—that people 
should not just suddenly rise to the senior executive level. They build capacity, knowledge and professionalism 
over many decades. Although we can quantify the dollar amount paid out to people, I do not think that we can 
fairly calculate the loss of corporate knowledge. I think that is a significant shame. It is not just a loss of those 
people; it is a loss that is felt by the organisations they used to inhabit and by the public who rely on the services 
those organisations provide. 

The Leader of the House directed some very surgical-like criticisms at the motion we discussed yesterday when 
she questioned whether that inquiry would be a good use of Parliament’s resources. I am prompted to ask the same 
question about this legislation. We all agree on the importance of the public sector and that we should embark 
upon a process of continual improvement to ensure that it continues to deliver to need as it is felt now and need 
that we anticipate in the community over time. But let us put everything in perspective. The senior executive 
service cohort has been reduced from around 500 members to something over 350, or thereabouts. Of these, 
approximately 281—because the numbers fluctuate—are employed under the Public Sector Management Act or 
the Health Services Act and have a contractual right of return to the public sector. We are talking about 
280 individuals out of a public sector that has an FTE profile of at least 110 000 people and a full headcount of 
probably closer to 130 000; therefore, the most generous proportion of the total public sector profile that they take 
up is about 0.003 per cent. That is what this house has been asked to consider: the impact of this 0.003 per cent 
cohort. Is that a good use of the house’s time? I think that is highly debatable. 

I am more than prepared to talk about public sector reform on any day of the week; it is one of my curious interests. 
But there are other avenues to interrogate. One might be how redeployee pools are utilised—effectively, where 
people are warehoused. I know that the Minister for Education and Training is doing something about that issue 
because a number of principals have told me that they no longer have the kind of hiring flexibility they enjoyed 
under the previous government within the framework of independent public schools. 

One of the largest and most unremarked-upon liabilities in the entire public sector is the management of annual 
leave. Annual leave loadings are absolutely enormous, and I know that there is political agreement on that because 
the Premier has said that there is. I am thankful that the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for Health is 
nodding along because the bulk of that liability is carried by the health sector; it is enormous. The number of 
people throughout the health services who have more than two years’ accumulated annual leave is cause for 
concern. 

We can also reflect upon the much-lauded Langoulant review in which some interesting observations were made 
about the skills set and capability of the public sector. If we actually want to gear our public sector up to be flexible, 
innovative and efficient, there is probably a need for investment in its commercial skills sets. There is a range of 
opportunities for reform that would deliver efficiencies and real, tangible benefits to the public if we committed 
ourselves to them, but it does not appear to me that the Public and Health Sector Legislation Amendment (Right of 
Return) Bill 2018 really gets anywhere close to doing that. 

I will return to that issue, but I want to concentrate the majority of my remarks on the first aim of this bill. I find it 
curious that the government is sending very mixed signals about which industrial rights for public sector workers 
it is prepared to defend and which ones it is prepared to jettison without any compensation. I do not think we can 
let that go unremarked upon. To be fair, I do not think it is easy for a Labor government, or any government, to 
defend the stripping of an industrial right embedded in law and expressed in the contracts of nearly 300 employees, 
while conferring the right of permanency to 13 000 other public sector workers, with the prospect of rolling that 
entitlement to permanency out to a potential 23 000. That is an inequity of treatment that is indefensible. It is 
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inconsistent and wrong. We could argue about whether the right to return is an anachronism—we believe it is—
but, in essence, this is about the process through which natural justice is conferred and contractual rights are 
respected, and arrangements can be transitioned to give effect to the desire to have a more responsive, flexible and 
modern senior public service. That it could be countenanced that these rights could be removed without any trade-off 
or compensation is, I think, deplorable. It is deeply problematic and it should be given deep and hard scrutiny by 
this chamber. 
There is no dispute about the modernisation of instruments; the question for the house really is whether we should 
do that at the expense of existing and valid rights. I want to go somewhat into the arguments for reform as put by 
the government overall. The government proposes about five arguments. Not all of them are strong, nor are they 
necessarily compelling, but we will get to that later. The first argument is that this is, in essence, a modernising 
measure, and we agree with that. The Premier draws a comparison with the private sector. I think we need to be 
a little cautious about making private sector and public sector comparisons, because they are different, but if we 
want to apply private sector disciplines to public sector contracts, we must apply those disciplines equally across 
the entire public sector, and I have no doubt that the government has absolutely no appetite for that, so let us not 
countenance that as a sufficient argument. 

Another argument proffered by the McGowan government is that this measure will ensure greater consistency 
with the ways in which respective senior executive services are treated across the broad sweep of Australian states 
and territories, and the commonwealth government. The commonwealth system is a little atypical, so let us 
concentrate on the situations as they apply in other states and territories. There is, effectively, a 50–50 split. 
Although this bill presents Western Australia as something of an outlier or oddity, it is an oddity only if Victoria, 
Queensland and Tasmania also are oddities. Four states and territories have either dispensed with the right of return 
or never had it, and the other four have retained it. This is not the government’s strongest argument. 
The third argument is, strangely, made on equity grounds. Many individuals who are well compensated and have 
significant organisational responsibilities do not enjoy the right of return. The kinds of occupations cited within 
the public sector are—to use an Americanism that we seem to have adopted uncritically—first responder–type 
uniformed operators in the police service and in the emergency services; clinicians in the health services; and 
senior executives in government trading enterprises. This comparison is probably a slightly more robust 
justification. But without also giving due consideration to the benefits that those employees enjoy under their 
respective legislative instruments, we are not necessarily getting the whole picture. 

The fourth argument that the government proffers in order to compel us to support this legislation centres on 
flexibility. I find this a decent argument. It goes along the lines that effectively agencies are encumbered by having 
to keep positions vacant should an individual employed as a senior executive service officer elect to return to their 
agency at the level that they held prior to moving into the SES. I can understand that. That has implications on 
upskilling employees, workforce planning and the like. Whether it is as large an impediment as we have been led 
to believe, further interrogation is needed. I have some data that I will read into Hansard later that might shine 
a bit more light on this. 

The fifth argument—I think it is the best one and the government should just rely on it—is that perhaps this right 
of return has served its purpose. After the SES was composed, we needed a mechanism that encouraged a new 
cohort of senior officers out of their working or middle management levels into an SES level position, which did 
not carry with it the kinds of permanency or security of employment that they previously enjoyed. We needed 
a mechanism of inducement. That we have had these arrangements now for nearly a quarter of a century and that, 
generally speaking, the right of return has not been utilised at scale suggests perhaps we do not need it any longer. 
I think that is a better argument and is one that the government could rely on in the main. 

I should say that we have benefited as an opposition from information provided by staff in the Premier’s office. 
I applaud them for their help. At the briefing we received, I must say that I walked away with more questions than 
were answered. The advisers very generously offered the opportunity that, should I be curious, I could put further 
questions to them after I had received the benefit of those questions. Later I will seek leave to table this document. 
It is an important brief. I am led to believe that it has been prepared by staff at the Public Sector Commission. It 
comes by way of the Premier’s office. I think it is also important to read in a number of these responses to the 
questions that I put. I will not read in the whole document; I will just concentrate on the more critical issues. I was 
attempting to establish how big a problem it is. How big an encumbrance is the election of right of return? What 
burden does it place on the public sector and on government resources? I asked for a table of the number of 
SES officers who actually exercised their contractual right of return under the Public Sector Management Act 1994 
or the Health Services Act 2016 for each of the last five years. In addition, I asked whether there was any 
information from the relevant departments or agencies of the officers exercising that right to return. I found the 
answer illuminating. The answer goes like this — 

• Prior to March 2017, records were not kept regarding the number of SES officers electing to exercise 
their right of return. However, anecdotal evidence indicates the number was in the vicinity of no 
more than 1 or 2 a year. 
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So perhaps one or two SES staff a year out of a total public sector of 110 000 and 130 000 were electing to utilise 
their right of return. That was just for staff employed under the Public Sector Management Act. The answer goes 
on to deal with the Health Services Act. It goes like this — 

• Since the formal establishment of the Health Executive Service (health executives) on 
11 December 2017, no health executive has elected to exercise a contractual right of return. 

Not one. It goes on, and this is where there is a bit of a spike — 

• In the period 11 March 2017 to 25 September 2018, — 

Which is I think the date I asked the question — 

55 SES officers exercised their right of return. Of this number 30 subsequently accepted a voluntary 
severance — 

Presumably under the voluntary targeted separation scheme — 

and ceased employment. The table below details this number by agency and year exercised: 

I will not go into that, other than to say that 25 senior executives elected to utilise their right of return in 2017 and 
another 30 have done so in 2018. Of that 55 collectively, 30 were paid out redundancies anyway by way of VTSS. 
We are getting closer to the number of 25 people. This document lists the departments and agencies that provided 
information. There are not many. The largest agency—these are amalgamated agencies, by the way—is the 
Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions, in which there have been six. The highest department 
total was the Department of Education. That might just be an aberration. The majority of agencies are registering 
not even a full finger count on one hand. This right of return is barely exercised, if at all. When it has been 
exercised, it has occurred at the time of the change of government. Members might want to think about that. 

I was also curious about what future liability the government was building up. I asked about the expiration of 
contractual terms across the entire cohort of people into the forward estimates. This is important to know. In 2018, 
the contracts of 266 people have expired under the Public Sector Management Act. Of those 266, 15 have their 
contract expiring this year, 51 expire in 2019, 65 expire in 2020, 66 expire in 2021, 27 expire in 2022, 39 expire 
in 2023, and three expire in 2024. Why do I bother to read that in? It is for this reason: in the main, it is 
exceptionally likely that the 27 SES contracts that expire in 2022, the 39 that expire in 2023 and the three that 
expire in 2024 are contracts entered into under the term of the current government. When these contracts were 
signed off last year and this year, behind the scenes, was the view that this right was just going to be stripped from 
under them? I think that is called negotiating in bad faith. It is completely indefensible. When it comes to staff 
employed under the Health Sector Management Act, there are even fewer. I will not even go through the process 
other than to say that the majority of those people also signed their contracts under the McGowan government at 
a time when the McGowan government knew it was planning to strip this right from them. It is taking away an 
industrial right, which we hear so much about on this side. 

What are the benefits of doing this? I was interested in the cost. I posed the question — 

Has any calculation been undertaken as to the costs of individuals exercising their right to return? 
If so, what are those costs? 

The answer was this — 

• The cost is the employment cost associated with the position in which the individual is placed when 
they elect to exercise their right of return. 

I was anticipating something like that, but this is more interesting — 

• An accurate calculation of this cost is difficult to determine as it depends on a number of variables. 
However, should all 281 executives who retain a right of return exercise this right simultaneously 
and assuming that this was to a level 8 classification, the additional salary cost to government, 
including minimum superannuation contribution of 9.5%, would be approximately $44.5 million. 

The financial justification for the Public and Health Sector Legislation Amendment (Right of Return) Bill 2018 is 
that if we strip this right, we are saving the liability of $44.5 billion. It is a scenario that would occur only if all 
281 executives—the entire leadership of the entire public sector—decided en masse, on the same day, to implement 
their right of return. That is even though the long-run average, discounting the change of government, is one or 
two people a year across the entire sector who might do that. Frankly, that is a ridiculous proposition and no serious 
person could ever entertain it unless, somewhere, buried within the government is someone scheming to effectively 
decapitate the entire public sector management executive cohort. I do not think that is going to occur. However, 
that is the justification put to us. 

As I said, I have absolutely no problem with giving effect to proper transitional arrangements that ensure the public 
sector is able to and capable of dealing with the challenges of the modern world. But when we do something like 
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this, we need to be sensitive about the manner in which it is done. I am about to read in some correspondence 
I received from an ex–senior public servant who is well known to me and would be well known to everyone else, 
but I will withhold their name. I read it in only for this purpose: the government needs to be very cautious about 
morale within the sector, at the level of both the individuals and the organisation, because it has effects that cannot 
be calculated. After this contribution, I will also seek leave to table the document. It states — 

The value of the Western Australian Public Sector is being eroded and devalued in the most sinister way. 
Morale is way down, salary and wages will be virtually stagnant for the foreseeable future, there is little 
training, employees do not feel valued especially when Ministers are openly hostile to the Public Service 
as a whole. The Public Sector Unions remain ineffective and moribund. 
WA Public Sector workers are to carry the weight of so called budget repair as well as the cost of 
Metronet, currently estimated at $3.6 billion but likely to exceed $5 billion. 
The Senior Executive Service has proven to be an effective force for good public service for over two 
decades, leading, advising, doing and developing frontline services for the community and the 
Government of the day. 
The SES has been effective because it has been comprised of both career public servants and external 
appointees which has provided both the employer and SES employees with mutually-desired flexibility 
and capability. 
The Government has introduced Legislation to remove or avoid its long-term commitments to its SES 
employees. The main aim of the Bill is to amend Public Sector Acts and to prevent members of the Senior 
Executive Service returning to the Public Service. Once a SES contact is served there is no return to the 
general Public Service, there are no redundancy payments and there will be little career prospects for 
those ready and waiting to contribute to the community as a WA State Public Service. 
If this Bill is passed, a career public servant who for example has 30 years of permanent service and with 
the last four years in a SES role (along with mortgage and two children) must either give up their SES 
role and return to the Public Service or serve out the remaining year and be shown the door. 
There will be an exodus of capable and senior staff from the SES. Existing senior career paths for 
Public Sector employees will be diminished; future Governments will find the SES to be less able than it 
has been and a side effect will be that most SES members will be looking for new jobs well before their contract 
term is up which in turn will create undesirable metrics in executive turnover and loss of core knowledge. 
This suits a Labor Government. The Burke Government was highly effective in placing apparatchiks to 
the most Senior Levels of the Public Service. Clearing the decks of the current impartial SES will allow 
for a repeat of the past, leaving a future Government with a partisan senior executive group. 
The Bill requires close scrutiny and examination by Committee. 

I do not agree with all those assessments, but I think the sentiment is pretty clear. It should ring alarm bells. Again, 
we have no problem with the prospect of modernising industrial instruments, but we hold to the traditional, proper 
and legal constraints that contracts should be observed and honoured. We are opposed, and the public sector is 
deeply opposed, to stripping these rights completely. 
Before I deal with the amendments that have been moved by Hon Alison Xamon, I will focus very briefly on what 
I think a more significant issue of public sector performance and public sector management should be. I am prepared 
to work with the government to ensure that we have a well-functioning and capable public sector. Do members 
know why? It is because one day I hope to be in government and I want to inherit something worth inheriting. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan interjected. 
Hon TJORN SIBMA: Time is on my side, member, so I am prepared to wait and do the work. 
I draw members’ attention, if their attention has not already been drawn, to a document that was tabled this 
morning. It is from the Western Australian Auditor General—the “Audit Results Report: Annual 2017–18 
Financial Audits of State Government Entities.” Truly, there are some matters of interest that should exercise all 
our minds and should certainly exercise the attention of the executive members of the government benches. I could 
have referred to anything, but as luck would have it, I opened the document to pages 22 and 23, which deal with 
the amalgamation of entities. At the outset, I said that this is the kind of bill that gives us reason to think about the 
public sector, what we want out of it and how we should cultivate it. I omitted to say that we should also consider 
this bill in the context of the government’s general disposition and policy approach to the public sector. I will not go 
through the hit-and-miss parade of the government’s performance in public sector management ad nauseam, but 
I will concentrate on one of the larger moves—that is, the very rushed amalgamation of agencies, which we always 
seem to refer to colloquially as machinery-of-government changes. There are always machinery-of-government 
changes, but I will concentrate on the machinery-of-government change that occurred in July last year. It has 
exercised the mind and the attention of the state’s new Auditor General, and I am glad that it has. 
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I quote from page 23 of the Auditor General’s report. I will not quote the whole page, but I think we need to take note 
of this. This goes to how badly administered and poorly implemented this amalgamation was. The amalgamation 
was justified on the grounds of efficiency, effectiveness and value for money. I think the process was commenced 
and concluded before the Service Priority Review even got warmed up and before John Langoulant even took the 
cap off his pen. I think we are still awaiting the final report of the Service Priority Review on health—I imagine it 
will be sometime this month—although there has been an interim report. The government did not wait to consider 
the deliberations of these committees that it appointed at some expense. It knew what it was doing. It rushed ahead 
and some interesting problems resulted. I quote — 

An important financial reporting issue faced by 9 of the new departments in their first year of operation, 
has been a decrease in the value of land and buildings. This followed a revaluation by the Valuer General, 
and was mainly due to the current economic environment. Because the new departments did not have any 
asset revaluation reserve1 they were required to treat the revaluation decrements as expenses in the 
statement of comprehensive income. This contributed, in some instances significantly, to financial results 
with lower surpluses or, in some instances deficits, for their first reporting period. 

These are effectively accounting treatments. I am not going to make too much of this, but it goes to the very 
slapdash, poor and unprofessional political change that occurred; it was not the deliberative, professional, 
thorough, forensic change that should have occurred. The report continues and raises three points — 

A number of significant issues were identified in relation to the restructuring, including: 
• we qualified the audit opinion of the Department of Water and Environmental Regulation. 

No doubt this issue will be raised at some other time, but this is the one that interests me the most — 
• progress with amalgamating systems of the various constituent entities is slow, with most 

departments continuing to operate on several financial, human resource and administrative 
systems. This is impacting the realisation of cost savings that can be achieved by rationalising 
systems. 

I think that is a pretty brutal but definitely honest evaluation of how well the MOG changes occurred. The whole 
logic was to merge systems to create efficiencies. Instead, the government has exacerbated the problem of siloing 
within the public service. A motion earlier today decried the government’s poor performance in the delivery of 
services. Guess what? This does not help. The government has hobbled itself in its rush to achieve a headline. 
There will come a point, and I hope it is soon, when the government acts like a government and it will not just be 
party rule, masquerading as something a little more respectable. I hope that sound policy will be delivered and 
thought through and it will stop governing by press release. These MOG changes were designed to deliver only 
a sugar hit of superficial and insubstantial savings, with a 20 per cent reduction in the senior executive service 
cohort and a 25 per cent reduction in the number of agencies—not in the number of staff or functions. How the 
government got away with it beggars belief, but it did. 
There is some justice. There is time to examine the government’s performance, which has been proven to be 
absolutely poor—dreadful. Some agencies have a capacity, by virtue of their actual mission statement or their 
leadership, to deal quite well with structural dysfunction, because they do not have sensitive human interfaces. 
However, if someone is leading, for example, the Department of Communities, which is running multiple payroll, 
IT and records management systems, that, I am sorry to say, is an absolute recipe for catastrophe. We are not the 
only party in this chamber to have sounded the alarm at the potential for human catastrophe to emanate out of the 
Department of Communities. I hope that we never see it, but I suspect that it will happen, or that something has 
happened already that we are not aware of. If the government does not have appropriate systems to deal with its 
functions, there should be a resignation—not at the level of senior executive staff. I am talking about ministerial 
responsibility. That is absolutely where the responsibility should lie. 
We have had 16 months go by since those MOG changes occurred. This report, dated November 2018, draws our 
attention to the fact that the government is running a dysfunctional set of agencies. To cite a colloquialism, someone 
needs to pull their finger out, and soon. However, the government’s attention is diverted onto these things, dealing 
with the fat cats it so easily dismisses. This is a piece of virtue signalling. I do not know what purpose the government 
was attempting to achieve. There is some slim merit in it that we support, but this is not where the government’s 
focus should be. This bill should not be exercising the time, the attention and the resources of this chamber. Like 
the government’s freezing of public fat cat salaries last year, this is an exercise in political self-indulgence. That 
issue was not dealt with until the day after the Salaries and Allowances Tribunal froze those salaries anyway. What 
is the government seriously attempting to accomplish, if not the politicisation of the public service? The public 
service is not another avenue or channel to exercise party rule. It is an institution shepherded by government to 
deliver services to the community. The government needs to treat the public service and the people who serve in it 
with a great deal more respect and consideration than it has had the capacity to muster since it came into government. 
I will finish by making some observations about the first and only supplementary notice paper outlining proposed 
amendments to clauses 8 and 13 of this bill. It has a lot to recommend itself. I am happy to be convinced otherwise, 
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but the Parliamentary Liberal Party looks pretty favourably on this, and do members know why? It is because it 
gets the government to where it wants to go in modernising this instrument. For all future contracts dispensing 
with that right of return—go for your life. It ensures that should those 281 people out of a public sector of over 
110 000 people, in exceptionally rare circumstances, choose to exercise their right of return, they can until their 
contracts lapse. Is that so unreasonable? I do not think it is. I have reason to believe that the government does not 
believe it is all that unreasonable either. Even though they have not been tabled, I have been given a copy of very 
similar amendments that were drafted some time ago. Unless this is a mistake—my eye just caught the footer at 
the bottom of the document—it is draft 1 from 20 September 2018 at 2.41. I presume that it is 2.41 pm; it could 
have been early in the morning by someone working late. If the government is minded to preserve the rights as 
they exist in current instruments, then good. I will be interested to know whether the government will support 
Hon Alison Xamon’s amendments. It has not moved its own; therefore, I assume that it is not disinclined to support 
them. If so, that would be a good thing. I look forward to the minister’s reply. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT (Hon Martin Aldridge): Member, you indicated during your speech that you were 
going to seek leave to table some documents. Do you still intend to do so? 

Hon TJORN SIBMA: I seek leave to table two documents. Thank you for reminding me of my obligation and 
earlier commitment. 

Leave granted. [See paper 2169.] 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [3.53 pm]: I rise as the lead speaker of the Greens on the Public 
and Health Sector Legislation Amendment (Right of Return) Bill 2018. This bill will make a number of changes 
to the employment of our public servants in the senior executive service, the SES. Their right of return will be 
changed in three ways. Firstly, they will be able to elect to include a right of return only in their first employment 
contract. They will no longer be able to elect to include it in subsequent employment contracts. Secondly, they 
will return to the department or the organisation that they are from, except for CEOs, who will go to the Public Sector 
Commission. I understand the second change is a fairly minor one that will not prevent them from transferring to 
another department or organisation, but simply ensures that someone has ultimate statutory responsibility for their 
employment rather than that person being left in limbo. Thirdly, the right of return will expire on the earliest day 
after the first contract of employment is terminated; or, if the term of appointment exceeds two years, two years 
after the person was first appointed; or, if the term of appointment does not exceed two years, the day after the end 
of the contract. For those who do not return, if they are entitled to compensation, this bill will reduce their 
compensation from being determined with reference to their entire remuneration to being determined with 
reference only to their salary component. The government has said that it estimates that this will save about 
15 per cent per compensation payment.  

The transitional provisions will apply to people who are currently on an SES contract and if people on their first 
contract elect the right of return, if the term does not exceed two years, their right of return will be preserved for 
that contract, and if the term exceeds two years but they have served less than two years, their right of return will 
expire after the later of six months or two years after their appointment started, unless the contract is terminated 
or expires earlier. If the term exceeds two years and they have already served two years or longer, their right of 
return will expire after six months, unless the contract is terminated or expires earlier. If elected, the right of return 
for people on a subsequent contract will expire after six months—again, unless the contract is terminated or expires 
earlier—and the bill’s new provisions will apply unchanged to where they return to, and how any compensation 
entitlement is calculated. The bill’s new provisions will also apply unchanged to calculate any existing 
compensation entitlement that has not yet been determined. 

From the outset, I want to make it very clear that the Greens do not support employers unilaterally changing 
workers’ existing employment arrangements to those workers’ detriment. Insofar as this bill does exactly that, we 
vigorously oppose it. It is not okay, whether the employer is a fast-food place, non-government organisation, 
mining company, charity, local government, state government or a small business. It is not okay, whether that 
employee is a pink-collar worker, a blue-collar worker, a white-collar worker, a senior executive or even a teenage 
child who happens to be in their first job. The principle is the same. This is not a precedent that the Greens are 
prepared to agree to. The Greens are strongly of the view that employment contracts need to be honoured and that 
it is unacceptable to unilaterally deviate from contracts that have been entered into in good faith. To try to push 
this through Parliament is a particularly grubby way to do it. Our objection, of course, does not apply to future 
employment contracts that a potential SES officer is free to accept or reject as they wish. They will at least have 
some idea of what they are signing up to. In that regard, the Greens do not necessarily have a concern. By all 
means, put in future contracts that employees have to turn up wearing clown shoes, if they like, as long as a future 
employee has had the opportunity to make that assessment and weigh up the pros and cons, depending on the 
opportunities that may be available to them. They can then make an informed choice about whether that suits the 
circumstances of their lives with their families and, indeed, their desired career prospects at that point. 

For future employment contracts, the Greens still hold a different concern, and that is whether what is going to be 
on offer for future SES officers will be good enough to attract and retain accomplished, professional and committed 
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people of integrity. That is exactly what we should be doing with our public service. I stress the importance of 
ensuring that we retain senior executive service officers. I remind members that the government of the day is not 
permanent, and ministers of the day tend to be even less so. The public sector therefore becomes an extremely 
important repository of corporate knowledge for a new minister to tap into and rely on. 
The “Special Inquiry into Government Programs and Projects, Final Report, Volume 1 — February 2018”, which 
is an instrument of this government, put it this way on page 77 — 

The achievements of ministers so often depend upon the support of a team of public servants who time 
and again turn ministerial vision into reality, who prepare the plans and budget documents in line with 
strategic intent, and who are behind virtually every briefing which equips each minister to navigate his or 
her portfolio in a highly competent manner. 

When we talk about the importance of senior public servants, we need to ensure that they are able to give frank 
and fearless advice. We recognise that that is an extremely important part of their role. I emphasise that in addition 
to that, they need to give fully informed advice, and for that to happen, quite simply, they cannot all be newbies. 
We need to start respecting particularly those senior public servants who have been around for a very long time 
and who have learnt the system extraordinarily well. Ministers and government cannot do sound, evidence-based 
work if that evidence has been forgotten or lost, not without wasting time and taxpayer money doing the same 
work and, indeed, making the same mistakes over and again. 
The “2017 State of the sectors, Sustaining public trust through change” report refers to the role of senior executives 
in the public service. I will quote the following, which can be found on page 35 — 

Only senior leaders can rise above the details of the business, recognise emerging patterns, make 
connections, and identify points of maximum leverage for action. 

Page 39 of the same report reads — 
Leadership ‘bench strength’ has never been more important in light of the structural and policy changes 
around SES officers currently being experienced in the public sector. 
… 
Striking the right balance between competing priorities is critical. Leaders also need to remain vigilant 
about the subtleties of workplace culture, employee engagement and accountability during these times to 
ensure the overall ‘good health’ of the workforce during change. 

Performing those functions necessitates detailed corporate knowledge and an understanding of corporate history. 
Again going back to the Langoulant report on the importance of the role of directors general and chief executives, 
it reads — 

The Directors General and Chief Executives have a relatively greater coherence in approach to issues and 
reasonable levels of mutual respect. This group is vitally important to the successful development and 
implementation of the government’s agenda and efforts to build the group as a high performing body 
must be given priority. 

We must attract and, just as importantly, retain capable and committed people as SES officers or, quite simply, the 
Western Australian public will suffer. 
Going back to the “2017 State of the sectors” report, it reads — 

As leadership is aspirational for many public officers, leadership roles must be valued and be seen as 
valuable in developing strong sectors and communities. 

The Greens remain very concerned that even without the Public and Health Sector Legislation Amendment 
(Right of Return) Bill 2018, which, I think, will make matters even worse, SES officers are not being attracted, 
managed and retained in the way that they should be if they perform well. The Langoulant report included a quite 
telling quote from one particular director general, who was named in the report. I will not name that DG in 
Parliament today. Members can look at page 78 of the report. The director general said — 

… If I was to say to my younger self, If you’re interested in public policy, I wouldn’t stay in government. 
I’d go somewhere else and advise back into government … 

That is deeply concerning and something of which all members should be mindful. 
The final report of the Service Priority Review, which is called “Working Together, One Public Sector Delivering 
For WA”, considered the issue of SES officers. Chapter 5.1.2 made a number of very important points and noted 
that SES officers — 

… are generally considered to be highly professional and hardworking — 
I know quite a number of SES officers who work incredibly long hours, a bit like me — 

and tend to possess strong technical expertise within specific agency or policy areas. 
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It noted that nevertheless they are not being used as envisaged under the Public Sector Management Act 1994, 
which envisaged SES officers being deployed within and between agencies to promote efficiency in the sector 
generally, as well as in individual agencies. It noted that the reasons they are not being used as they should be 
included that SES officers are so valued that agency heads do not want to let them go; that career progression is 
considered more likely if the officer stays at the same agency; and that the establishment of SES officer positions 
are based on technical and specialist skills rather than generic and transferable skills. The report also noted the 
disparate classification levels between agencies for similar roles and said that it is not clear whether current 
arrangements are delivering the best outcomes for attracting, retaining, managing and removing SES officers. The 
report further noted the significant differences between Australian jurisdictions as to the nature of their 
employment and what is offered to them, including issues with their terms and ongoing employment. There are 
also differences with the right of return. 
The Service Priority Review report also said that it is not clear—this is a particularly pertinent point—what effect 
reducing the number of SES officers, removing their right of return and reducing their termination payment would 
have on the structure, composition and culture in the long term. Some of that work should have been done before 
contemplating the sorts of measures that are in front of us today. It also said that being an SES officer should be 
an aspirational career goal, providing rewarding and varied careers for high-performing public sector leaders. It 
states that the Public Sector Commissioner is in a position to lead a revision of arrangements to support agency 
heads in attracting, retaining and developing the best SES leaders, ensure that the SES is truly mobile and set clear 
SES performance expectations and assessments. The report noted that Western Australia should, as a matter of 
urgency, overhaul our SES arrangements to become a stable, mobile and high-performing leadership group. 
Recommendation 13 contains three suggested actions, the third of which is to — 

Revise arrangements for the senior executive service to retain and develop a mobile and high performing 
leadership group. 

It would appear that this piece of legislation is indulgent—I agree with the previous speaker—and it seems to fly 
in the face of all that considered thinking. 
The recently tabled independent review of the Public Sector Commission made some further points. It confirmed 
the need for an efficient, mobile, high-performing state executive service. It identified that for this to happen, 
conditions and arrangements for the SES needed harmonising. It also identified that CEOs do not feel well enough 
supported in their employment or performance development. That should be of concern to everybody. The review 
strongly supported the intent of the service priority review to create one public sector working together to achieve 
big, bold initiatives. I reiterate that one public sector working together can hardly be achieved in the absence of 
corporate knowledge. 
Traditionally, the public sector attracts and retains people who could otherwise earn more in the private sector by 
offering them non-monetary benefits, particularly job security and workplace flexibility, yet, the government is 
taking away one of those very attractions for some of our best and brightest. Currently, SES officers are offered 
contracts of up to five years, with the option of returning to a non-SES role afterwards. If after that first contract 
they get a further contract, they can again elect the option of returning to a non-SES role afterwards. I note that 
most SES officers elect to have a right of return. When I was briefed on this bill in early October, the figures I was 
given indicated that 281 out of the 405 current SES officers, so 69 per cent, had made that election. I note that 
precise figures of how many SES officers take up that option in the end apparently have only been kept for a very 
short time, I believe since March 2017. I understand from the briefing that the voluntary scheme in 
September 2017 was targeted at 49 SES officers who had a right of return and 21 of them, so 43 per cent, chose to 
exercise that right and return. The 28 officers, or 57 per cent, who chose to accept severance did so with the act 
providing for compensation to be calculated taking all remuneration into account. I note that perhaps fewer of 
them would have accepted severance if this bill had amended the act, because it would have made the severance 
pay based on only the salary component of their remuneration and therefore about 15 per cent less. 
This bill is a big double whammy for SES officers. The Greens are not persuaded on the information provided to 
us that the bill leaves enough incentive to attract and especially to retain SES officers of the high quality that 
Western Australians deserve. We cannot see why anyone would want to stay in the SES longer than the right of 
return lasts—that is, two years at the most. I cannot see how this is a good outcome for a strong public service. In 
fact, the outcome strikes us as being strongly counterproductive to WA having a properly functioning SES. There 
are very good policy reasons for having a properly functioning SES and for having a cohort of very senior, capable 
and nimble public servants who move between departments and agencies and who have the potential to break 
down those silos and improve efficiencies. Page 17 of the 2017 “State of the sectors” report, which I have already 
referred to, states — 

With fewer people in the SES and other senior leadership positions across the sector, the medium-to-long 
term strategy will be around redefining and flattening organisational structures. 
Flat structures are typically intended to break down barriers and improve ‘lateral’ communication and 
networking across different parts and elements of the organisation … Over the longer term, public sector 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 November 2018] 8031 

 

agencies will be required to consider how to break down organisational silos in an effort to streamline 
processes, reduce duplication, more effectively share information and data and ultimately deliver better 
services to the community. It is anticipated this will take some time to fully achieve. 

Page 24 of that same report refers to Ernst and Young’s 2016 assessment of the public sector’s recruitment 
performance, and that identified six key themes, one of which was dealing with the silo effect. The report states — 

… the sector would benefit from better knowledge sharing to avoid duplication and promote better 
sector-wide outcomes. 

The Langoulant report also identified a need for effort to be put into breaking down silos and for central agencies 
to work together to ensure that directors general and CEOs are able to provide frank and fearless advice to their 
ministers. The Greens believe that this bill is completely inconsistent with those aims. 
I would also like to draw members’ attention to the relationship between this bill and the subject matter of the 
non-government business motion moved last week, on 1 November. I foreshadowed this point on that day. That 
day One Nation moved a motion about reforms needed in the interests of good, transparent and democratic 
government, and as part of that motion it called for a two-year blackout period for public servants joining private 
operations that stand to benefit from insider knowledge. I remind members that the Green supported that. As I said 
then, it is gravely concerning when senior public servants are able to benefit commercially from the knowledge 
and trust placed in them as public servants and use it for their own personal benefit once they leave. If this bill 
passes, SES officers of two years or more stand to lose their permanency, and as a result they are going to have to 
look for work elsewhere, most notably in the private sector. Again, as I said during that debate, if we are going to 
be serious, as we should be, about maintaining the integrity of our public service and limiting public servants’ 
ability to go to the private sector and benefit there, we are going to have to protect their permanency and this bill 
does not do that. I note that the Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA opposes 
this bill on the basis that the removal of job security leaves public sector leaders vulnerable to losing both the right 
of return and adequate compensation if they have to supply inconvenient advice. For that reason, and many others, 
the Greens will oppose this legislation. 
Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
[Continued on page 8042.] 

Sitting suspended from 4.15 to 4.30 pm 
QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 

ALBANY HEALTH CAMPUS — RADIATION ONCOLOGY SERVICES 
1121. Hon PETER COLLIER to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Health: 
I refer to the government’s commitment to put patients first in Albany and to ensure that, when possible, services 
are delivered closer to where people live. 
(1) Why is the government refusing to commit funding to Albany Health Campus to support the federal 

government’s funding of $6.6 million for the purchase of a linear accelerator, a computerised tomography 
simulator and a CT interfacing planning and computer system for three workstations? 

(2) Did the Department of Health provide advice to or consult with the federal government regarding funding 
for this equipment or radiation oncology services in Albany? 

(3) If yes to (2), did the advice or consultation indicate a need for radiation oncology services in Albany? 
(4) If yes to (3), will the minister table the advice; and, if not, why not? 
Hon ALANNA CLOHESY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The federal government has provided a capital grant of approximately $6.6 million to a private provider, 

Genesis Cancer Care, through its radiation oncology health program grants scheme. The funding is for 
the purchase and upkeep of equipment only and cannot be used for building works or recurrent costs. 
A separate funding source would need to be identified to both construct a treatment bunker for a linear 
accelerator and for any additional associated infrastructure, such as a building to house the unit, site works 
and capital works development. A project such as this would require significant service and facility 
planning. The WA Country Health Service will be undertaking a feasibility study to consider potential 
patient activity to ensure service viability, the recurrent costs and any future unknown costs for public 
patients, in addition to the significant capital works required. 

(2) WACHS was not consulted with or asked to give advice to the federal government about the funding for 
this equipment or radiation oncology services in Albany prior to the funding through the radiation 
oncology health program grants scheme being announced on 6 June 2017. 

(3)–(4) Not applicable. 
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ENTERTAINMENT PRECINCTS — ANTISOCIAL BEHAVIOUR ACTION PLANS 

1122. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 

I refer to the entertainment precincts of Scarborough, Hillarys, Mandurah and Northbridge. 

(1) How many additional officers have been allocated to each precinct to assist throughout the busy summer 
period? 

(2) How many additional overtime hours have been authorised to each precinct to assist with the busy 
summer period? 

(3) Will there be a targeted antisocial behaviour action plan for this summer, similar to Operation Sea Hawk, 
Operation Celsius and Operation Salman, which were run in 2015, 2016 and 2017; and, if not, why not? 

(4) If yes to (3), how much has been allocated and on what date will the plan commence? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. The following information has 
been provided to me by the Minister for Police. The Western Australia Police Force has advised the following. 

(1) The metropolitan restructure in July 2018 provided staff levels at these police stations to enable officers 
in charge to roster, manage the response to crime and undertake local operations on a needs basis. Three 
regional operations groups are available for additional support of local district operations if required. The 
Commissioner of Police reviews district staffing regularly. 

(2) OICs manage their overtime budget to meet demand, including times of increased demand due to periods 
of increased activity. 

(3) OICs in the Mandurah, Hillarys, and Scarborough precincts will conduct targeted antisocial behaviour 
action plans for this summer. In Northbridge they will continue standard policing practices for highly 
active Friday and Saturday nights throughout the summer. Police are focused on antisocial behaviour, 
assaults and robberies. In the Mandurah, Hillarys, Scarborough and Perth precincts, the OICs will conduct 
operations as deemed necessary to target antisocial behaviour during summer and over the Christmas and 
New Year period. 

(4) Refer to (3). 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION — TONI WALKINGTON 

1123. Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN to the minister representing the Minister for Commerce and Industrial 
Relations: 

I refer to the minister’s responses to my questions without notice on 6 and 7 November concerning the appointment 
of union leader Toni Walkington as a commissioner of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission 
and, confident of the McGowan government’s professed commitment to transparency, accountability and honest 
government, I ask the following questions. 

(1) What informal conventions, followed historically by both parties, did the minister follow when selecting 
Ms Walkington? 

(2) What were the soundings with the appropriate industrial parties the minister referred to and with whom 
and when did they take place and what was the result? 

(3) When was the earliest occasion on which the minister or, to his knowledge, the Premier directly or 
indirectly informed Ms Walkington, and by what means and in what terms, that the government would 
appoint her to a vacancy at the WAIRC? 

(4) Why is Ms Walkington having a union background important for an appointment to a non-partisan 
industrial relations commission and what were the other selection criteria he applied in making the 
selection? 

(5) Why did the minister not advertise for applicants to ensure that he would be selecting the best-qualified 
commissioners, or did he decline to advertise because the decision had already been made to reward 
Ms Walkington with the appointment? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

I thank the member for the question. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for 
Commerce and Industrial Relations. 

(1)–(5) I refer to my previous response to the member’s questions without notice on 6 and 7 November. 
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MENTAL HEALTH IN SCHOOLS PROGRAM 

1124. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 
I refer to the answer given to question without notice 1101 asked yesterday about the government’s election 
commitment for additional support to schools to oversee the delivery of evidence-based mental health programs. 
(1) Will the minister provide a list of all 300 schools participating in the program? 
(2) What is the total cost of the program? 
(3) What level of funding is allocated to each school to deliver the program and is the cost of undertaking the 

relevant professional learning in Gatekeeper suicide prevention training and youth mental health first aid 
included in this allocation or is this an additional cost required to be funded through the school’s budget? 

(4) Are all Mental Health in Schools coordinators required to complete the training referred to in (3); and, if 
not, who is not required to complete the training? 

(5) What accountability mechanisms are in place to ensure that the school allocates the additional funding to 
this program? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) I table the attached information. 
[See paper 2170.] 
(2) The total cost is $13.27 million over four years. 
(3) The funding level is $11 096 per annum over four years. There are no course or program costs to schools 

for Gatekeeper suicide prevention training and youth mental health first aid, but schools are required to 
cover any other costs associated with staff participation, such as travel and teacher relief, from this 
allocation. 

(4) Yes. 
(5) Principals of schools participating in the program complete a survey, including information on how their 

school has used the funding allocated for the program. In addition, the department keeps central records of 
staff completing the mandated training to ensure that this requirement has been met by participating schools. 

NATIONAL REDRESS SCHEME 
1125. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to the answer provided by the Leader of the House to my question without notice on 6 November 2018 in 
which she informed the house of the stakeholders who had been consulted on the National Redress Scheme for 
Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) Bill 2018. 
(1) Was that consultation recorded in writing? 
(2) If yes, will the Leader of the House table those documents? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Yes. 
(2) My office does not have possession of these notes. The Department of the Premier and Cabinet has not 

provided them as “these consultations occurred during drafting of the bill and are subject to cabinet 
confidentiality”. The consultation process, which is subject to public interest immunity, allows for frank 
and fearless discussions and advice to government to occur. Accordingly, I am of the view that the 
importance of this process should be preserved. 

BANNED DRINKERS REGISTER TRIAL — PILBARA 
1126. Hon JACQUI BOYDELL to the minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 
I refer to the PerthNow article of 29 July 2018 that refers to the minister’s suggestions that the banned drinkers 
register trial is proposed for the Pilbara communities of Port Hedland, Karratha, Onslow, Tom Price, Newman and 
Paraburdoo before the end of this year. 
(1) When will the trial begin? 
(2) Which towns and licensed premises will participate in the trial? 
(3) How will the trial operate, how will a banned drinkers register be established and maintained, and who 

will be responsible for the register? 
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(4) Can the minister please list the community groups, local governments and liquor licence holders in the 
Pilbara that have been consulted on the banned drinkers register? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

I thank the member for the question. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for Racing 
and Gaming. 

The Minister for Racing and Gaming appreciates the interest in this new initiative to assist those community 
members with alcohol-related problems, including violence, and those suffering as a result of these crimes. As 
members are no doubt aware, there is currently a variety of alcohol restrictions in the north of our state. The 
Director of Liquor Licensing has imposed restrictions over a number of years in response to evidence by the police 
and health agencies of harm associated with alcohol and for community wellbeing. 

The McGowan government will explore new and evidence-based initiatives to combat violence associated with 
alcohol and ensure the safety of the community from alcohol-related harm. The banned drinkers register trial in 
the Pilbara will be the first of its kind in WA and is the culmination of stakeholders working with the government 
on a more effective way of combating these issues, as part of the west Pilbara plan. The minister has secured the 
services of the UWA Public Policy Institute to undertake a robust and thorough evaluation of the trial, which will 
include identifying targets and areas for further research. 

(1) The trial is expected to begin in the first quarter of 2019. 

(2) All towns in the Pilbara will be included in the trial, and all licensed premises that sell takeaway alcohol 
are expected to participate in the trial. There may be some exceptions to this, depending on the trial’s 
parameters—for example, social and sporting clubs. 

(3) The trial will involve the installation of a physical scanning machine that works by cross-referencing 
photo identification of the customer with a secure data register to determine whether the customer has 
been prohibited from purchasing takeaway alcohol. The employee will simply receive a red, no service; 
amber, no service; or green, service as normal, signal to proceed with or deny a sale. A person is likely 
to be placed on the register if any alcohol-related crime has attracted the attention of the police—for 
example, assault, driving under the influence, domestic violence et cetera. Licensees will also have a key 
responsibility to manage temporary prohibitions locally, similar to liquor accords, so that the system can 
operate in real time. Specific operation of the register requires detailed work, which is currently being 
undertaken. The Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries will maintain a secure 
register, with limited access to the database. 

(4) Community forums have been held in Karratha, Newman and Port Hedland that were free and open to 
attend, including not-for-profit health and social organisations, local government authorities and 
licensees. Dedicated licensee meetings were also held to discuss the banned drinkers register and the 
current restrictions. 

The minister’s staff and representatives of UWA intend to continue consultations with key stakeholders, 
including those who work hard in the not-for-profit sector, and licensees, who are integral to the success 
of the initiative. 

TOURISM — INTERNATIONAL VISITORS 

1127. Hon RICK MAZZA to the minister representing the Minister for Tourism: 

The latest figures from Tourism Research Australia’s international visitor survey show the number of international 
visitors to WA fell by 1.8 per cent, international visitor expenditure declined by 9.9 per cent and the number of 
international visitor nights was down 4.4 per cent in 2017–18. Western Australia was the only state to experience 
a decline in international visitor numbers and expenditure. Given how close we are to the summer period, can the 
minister advise the following. 

(1) What research, if any, has been undertaken on the effect shark attack incidents in Western Australia over 
the past 15 years have had on deterring visitors to our state?  

(2) If yes to (1), what countermeasures has the minister taken to offset any negative impacts that shark attacks 
have had on Western Australia’s reputation as a safe place to visit? 

(3) Does the minister have any research to support anecdotal reports from recreational fishers, fishing charter 
operators and tackle stores of increasing shark numbers in north western waters resulting in increased 
bite-offs, which is discouraging fishers from visiting northern coastal towns and affecting businesses in 
those locations? 

(4) If yes to (3), what measures is the minister taking to counter any negative impacts that shark numbers and 
bite-offs are having on tourist visitors to these towns? 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

I thank the member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided by the Minister 
for Tourism. 

(1) Research undertaken by BDA Marketing Planning on behalf of Tourism Western Australia in 2018 shows 
that only four per cent of potential visitors from key international markets cite dangerous local wildlife 
as a barrier to visiting WA. This result is no different from when the same question was asked three years 
ago, in 2015. Other research—coastal precincts research phase 1—undertaken by Kantar Public on behalf 
of Tourism Western Australia earlier this year asked visitors what they knew about Perth’s beaches prior 
to visiting, and only one in 10 spontaneously mentioned sharks. The natural beauty of WA’s coastline is 
significantly top of mind. The same research showed the coastal activities that visitors are most interested 
in experiencing are watching the sunset, walking along the beach, and having a snack or meal. 

(2) Tourism Western Australia continues to promote the state’s positive attributes in interstate and international 
markets, such as its natural beauty, regional attractions and the wide variety of experiences available. 
Visitors to Western Australia are seeking a wide range of things to do, and Tourism Western Australia 
promotes these through its travel, trade and public relations activity, and through cooperative marketing 
with airlines and agents. 

(3) No. 

(4) Not applicable. 

POLICE — FIREARMS DATABASE 

1128. Hon AARON STONEHOUSE to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 

I refer the minister to the Auditor General’s tenth annual “Information Systems Audit Report” published in 
August this year, which highlighted a number of security issues across a range of Western Australian government 
departments. 

(1) Since that publication, has the Western Australia Police Force experienced any data breaches in relation 
to the Police Licensing Services (Firearms) database? 

(2) If yes, what data was accessed, and have any and all individuals whose personal data was compromised 
been informed of the breach; and, if not, why not? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. The Western Australia Police Force advises the following. 

(1) No. 

(2) Not applicable. 

SOIL AND WATER CONTAMINATION — WEST BULLSBROOK 

1129. Hon CHARLES SMITH to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 

I refer to the integrated water supply scheme, which provides drinking water to Bullsbrook and RAAF Base Pearce. 

(1) Can the minister explain why, despite per-fluoroalkyl and poly-fluoroalkyl substances contamination 
being widely known by state and federal governments, there are no plans or funding to extend the 
Bullsbrook water supply scheme to those properties affected by PFAS contamination to the west of the 
current Bullsbrook town site? 

(2) Will the minister now fast-track those residents currently not attached to mains scheme water in west 
Bullsbrook onto scheme water? 

(3) If no to (2), why not? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

I thank the member for the question. The Minister for Water has provided the following information. 

(1)–(3) The resolution of PFAS-related issues is a matter for the commonwealth, as the commonwealth caused 
the contamination. State environmental laws have limited application to commonwealth land, and state 
agencies have limited line of sight to the investigation, remediation and mitigation practices of federal 
agencies. The Water Corporation is liaising with consultants appointed by the appropriate commonwealth 
departments to provide advice on scheme water options for the west Bullsbrook area. If the scheme is to 
be extended to west Bullsbrook in order to mitigate the impacts of PFAS contamination, this would need 
to be funded by the commonwealth.  
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BHP — TRAIN DERAILMENT 
1130. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to question on notice 4351 asked in the Legislative Council on Wednesday, 31 August 2011, by me to the 
then Minister for Environment regarding the BHP Billiton train derailment near Turner River, and the answer to 
part (6) of the question. 
(1) Will the minister table the final incident report BHP Billiton Iron Ore, as it was then, provided to the then 

Department of Environment and Conservation? 
(2) If not, why not? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
Given the changes to government agencies since 2011, it is not possible to locate the information required in the 
time permitted. I undertake to provide an answer to the honourable member on the next day’s sitting. 

NATIONAL DISABILITY INSURANCE SCHEME — GOVERNMENT AGENCIES 
1131. Hon ALISON XAMON to the Minister for Disability Services: 
I refer to the interface between the National Disability Insurance Scheme and mainstream government services 
including, but not limited to, public mental health services. 
(1) Are frameworks and/or practice guidelines being developed in Western Australia to provide a strategic 

approach to ensuring that people experiencing multiple barriers in accessing mainstream services receive 
targeted support to support them to test their eligibility to access the NDIS? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 
(3) If yes to (1), who is responsible for developing these guiding documents and when will they be available? 
(4) Have staff positions been allocated within mainstream agencies to lead and support the interface with the 

NDIS to their services? 
(5) If yes to (4), please list which agencies and how many full-time equivalent positions have been allocated. 
(6) If no to (4), why not? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Although responsibility for supporting individuals to test their eligibility to access the NDIS lies with the 

National Disability Insurance Agency, the Department of Communities has been working closely with 
the NDIA to develop the complex support needs pathway. The goal of the pathway is to work 
collaboratively with other government services, including the Mental Health Commission, to coordinate 
information-sharing and develop and maintain local relationships with other government and community 
services to identify potential participants and increase NDIS awareness. At a strategic level, the NDIS 
interface steering committee has been established as a subgroup of the directors general implementation 
group to support the DGIG in providing high-level governance, oversight and coordination of the 
transition to full scheme NDIS across mainstream agencies. 

(2) Not applicable. 
(3) The NDIA will be responsible for initiatives such as this. 
(4)–(6) These questions should be directed to the relevant ministers of the mainstream agencies in question. 

FOREIGN BUYERS SURCHARGE — RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY 
1132. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Treasurer: 
I refer to the state government’s foreign buyers duty surcharge and recent comments by the Minister for Housing, 
and I quote — 

… as housing minister, I support it for the simple purpose that if we take foreign investors out, we leave 
more opportunities for owner–occupiers; actual Western Australians getting access to housing on all 
points of the continuum. 

(1) Given the Treasurer’s assertions that the impact on foreign investment in residential property is likely to 
be negligible and closer to a rounding error, is this incorrect or is the Minister for Housing misinformed? 

(2) How many foreign investors of residential property in Western Australia will be taken out to create more 
opportunities for Western Australians, as the Minister for Housing asserts? 

(3) Is the implementation of the foreign buyers duty surcharge under review, as the Minister for Housing has 
suggested? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Neither statement is incorrect. 
(2) It is expected that there will be only a small response from foreign buyers, who comprise less than 

two per cent of annual transactions in the residential property market in Western Australia. 
(3) No. The Minister for Housing said that he would pass on the views raised at the Urban Development 

Institute of Australia lunch to the Treasurer, and he has done this. The Minister for Housing also noted at 
the UDIA lunch that he supports this measure. 

ROAD TRAUMA TRUST ACCOUNT 
1133. Hon SIMON O’BRIEN to the minister representing the Minister for Road Safety: 
(1) What was the balance of the road trauma trust account at — 

(a) 30 June 2017; 
(b) 30 June 2018; and 
(c) 30 September 2018? 

(2) What is the forecast expenditure in the road trauma trust account for each of — 
(a) 2018–19; 
(b) 2019–20; and 
(c) 2020–21? 

(3) What is the respective dollar allocation for programs for each of these years? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of this question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Road Safety. The Road Safety Commission advises the following. 
(1) The balance of road trauma trust account was — 

(a) $56.67 million; 
(b) $58.83 million; and 
(c) $75.3 million. 

(2) (a) It is $134 million; and 
(b)–(c) although some expenditure has been earmarked for the future years, expenditure will be 

determined in the annual budget process. 
(3) The allocation for 2018–19 is $111.54 million. 

MACHINERY-OF-GOVERNMENT CHANGES — AUDITOR GENERAL’S REPORT 
1134. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 
I refer to today’s “Audit Results Report—Annual 2017–18 Financial Audits of State Government Entities” that made 
the following finding on page 23 regarding the implementation of machinery-of-government changes, which states — 

• progress with amalgamating systems of the various constituent entities is slow, with most 
departments continuing to operate on several financial, human resource and administrative systems. 
This is impacting the realisation of cost savings that can be achieved by rationalising systems. 

(1) Have any cost savings been realised as a consequence of the Premier’s rushed machinery-of-government 
changes 16 months after those changes occurred? 

(2) If yes to (1), what is the amount of those savings? 
(3) If no to (1), are any savings expected; and, if so, what are they and when will they be realised? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(3) The announcement of machinery-of-government changes in July 2017 was the first step towards long-term 

change in the way public services are delivered in Western Australia. Machinery-of-government changes 
were designed to create fewer, more collaborative departments, focused on whole-of-government 
objectives. Structural reform initiated in July 2017 helped to realise the savings measures articulated in 
the 2017–18 budget and beyond. For example, the newly amalgamated departments are bedding down 
their structures and key areas of government and are no longer silos that operate in isolation of each other; 
efficiencies from the amalgamated structures are being locked in through the voluntary targeted 



8038 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 November 2018] 

 

separation scheme with gross savings under the scheme estimated to total $1.1 billion over the forward 
estimates period, with $189 million of that to be retained by participating agencies for reinvestment in 
workforce renewal; and, in conjunction with the reduction of government departments, the government 
delivered a 20 per cent reduction of the senior executive service, with a net reduction of 140 SES officers 
as at 30 June 2018. It is estimated this initiative will deliver savings of $26 million a year from 2018–19. 

SHARK MONITORING NETWORK 

1135. Hon JIM CHOWN to the minister representing the Minister for Fisheries: 
I refer to the shark monitoring network. 

(1) How many acoustic receivers are currently part of the network in Western Australia? 

(2) Will the minister provide a list of each of the locations of the acoustic receivers? 

(3) How many detections of sharks have occurred at these acoustic receivers since 1 January 2018? 

(4) How many detections of great whites has there been since 1 January 2018? 

(5) How many great whites have been tagged in Western Australia? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The following information has been provided by the Minister for Fisheries. 

(1) Currently 27 acoustic receivers form part of the shark monitoring network. 

(2) Yes. I table the attached information. 

[See paper 2171.] 

(3) There have been 1 320 detections of sharks. 

(4) There have been 181 detections of great whites. 

(5) There are 298 great white sharks visible to the network. 

EGGS — IMPORTATION 

1136. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the Minister for Agriculture and Food: 
I refer to the WA Country Hour article dated 7 November 2018, titled “Supermarket egg imports will force WA 
farms already struggling with feed prices to close, industry body warns”. 

(1) When did the minister last meet with representatives of the egg industry in Western Australia? 

(2) Has the minister discussed this issue with members of the WA egg industry? 

(3) Given the drought in eastern Australia has resulted in high grain prices and this has had an effect on costs 
for WA’s egg producers, will the minister offer a state-based assistance package to ensure the WA 
industry remains viable? 

(4) Has the minister sought federal government assistance? 

(5) Does the minister support supermarkets importing eggs from other states and territories when demand 
could be met by local producers? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. 

(1)–(5) I last met with egg producers on 17 July 2018, but since that time my staff have been in frequent contact 
with key members of the industry. Certainly, there have been discussions about issues in the egg industry. 
As the member will totally appreciate, high grain prices are affecting all egg producers across Australia. 
That is not something that is special to Western Australia; indeed, from the articles that I have been 
reading, price increases for eastern states operators are some 30 per cent.  

I think, on that basis, there is no credible base argument here that somehow or other the Western Australian 
producers are being more adversely affected by these grain prices than are their eastern states 
counterparts. Certainly, we always encourage the supermarkets operating in Western Australia to be fair 
to our producers and to ensure that our Western Australian producers are given full access to their 
supermarket shelves. As the member knows, we have a Buy West Eat Best program and, indeed, some of 
the largest egg producers are part of that. We are concerned about the claims, backed by some evidence, 
that eastern states and some local barn-laid eggs are being sold as free-range and are driving down the 
prices. We are working with Minister Johnston’s office on how we can properly investigate these claims 
through both the state and federal consumer protection laws. 
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JANGARDUP MINERAL SANDS MINE — ACID SULPHATE GROUNDWATER PLUME 

1137. Hon DIANE EVERS to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the former Jangardup mineral sands mine. 

(1) How extensive is the acid sulphate groundwater plume in and around the former mine site? 

(2) What maximum level of sulphate has been recorded in the groundwater plume? 

(3) In what direction is the acid sulphate plume moving and at what speed? 

(4) When is the acid sulphate plume expected to reach Lake Quitjup? 

(5) What is the conservation status of Lake Quitjup? 

(6) What measures are being taken to protect Lake Quitjup from the acid sulphate groundwater plume? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

Given the amount of detail required, it is not possible to obtain the information required in the time permitted. 
I ask that the member put this question on notice. 

ELECTRIC VEHICLES — CHARGING POINTS 

1138. Hon TIM CLIFFORD to the minister representing the Minister for Innovation and ICT: 
I refer to question without notice 1066 in which I asked for a time frame around actions coming from the electric 
vehicle working group. I thank the minister for informing me that the working group was formed in 2017 and that 
it is leading a research project looking into charging infrastructure that is still in progress. When will the research 
project be completed and when will it be tabled? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The Minister for Innovation and ICT has provided the following answer. 

This research project is expected to be completed and submitted to government in 2019. 

ROTTNEST ISLAND — ARMY JETTY 

1139. Hon KEN BASTON to the minister representing the Minister for Tourism: 
I refer to paper 2159, which was tabled on 7 November 2018. 

(1) Why did the board make a decision at the board meeting held on 12 October 2018 to increase the budget 
allocation for the Army jetty project to $400 000? 

(2) Did the board have advice at the 12 October board meeting that there were potential safety issues with 
the Army jetty; and, if so, what was that advice? 

(3) Was there a business case for the Army jetty project; and, if so, will the minister table the business case? 

(4) Will the minister table the board papers for the 12 October board meeting; and, if not, why not? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for Tourism. 

(1) The budget for the Army jetty project was increased in order to allow for the proposed barge landing 
works to be completed in 2018–19, rather than spread over two financial years. 

(2) No. 

(3) The Rottnest Island Authority board’s decision was informed by a range of plans, strategies, engineering 
advice and other assessments with respect to moving barge operations to the Army jetty. 

(4) I will be happy to table the relevant board paper following the release of the findings from the inquiry 
currently being led by KPMG into the Army jetty incident, which is expected to be completed around the 
end of November 2018. 

DECLARED PEST — ARUM LILY 

1140. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the Minister for Environment: 
This question is completely without notice. I refer to the invasive species arum lily, which is approaching the end 
of its flowering season in an explosion of now withering white blooms in the south west. Will the government 
increase its efforts to control arum lilies before next year’s flowering season or is it hoping for a biological control 
solution by waiting for it to be choked out by the invasive blue lupin? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for his question and his passion for arum lilies. As the member knows, arum lilies 
grow in wet soils and, given the wet winter we have had, they are flourishing in the south west at the moment. 
Knowing the interest of the honourable member in arum lilies, I have advised my agency that it should be 
prioritising the destruction of this pest in the south west. I am told that between 2012 and 2017, about 1 917 hectares 
in the Shire of Capel and the City of Busselton area were sprayed. I also understand that the Department of Primary 
Industries and Regional Development also has funding available for recognised biosecurity groups to enable them 
to seek to eradicate this pest. Recognising the honourable member’s interest, this is an area I am focused on 
ensuring that the agency puts some effort into over the next few years. 

VEHICLES — OFFENSIVE SLOGANS 
1141. Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to sexually explicit and offensive slogans displayed on vehicles using public roads, specifically of the type 
on those of the business Wicked Campers. 
(1) What offences can the drivers or owners of such vehicles be charged with? 
(2) What other action can the police take against those displaying such slogans or to ensure that they are not 

visible to the public? 
(3) What action, by way of prosecutions or otherwise, have the police or other enforcement agencies taken 

to protect the public from such offensive messages; and, if none, why not? 
(4) If our current laws are deficient in their ability to protect the public, what steps is the government taking 

to address the problem? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. 
(1)–(4) Any action or enforcement would be dependent on the specific slogan. If the member would like to 

provide further information, a more specific response may be able to be provided. 
REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — GASCOYNE DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION — 

CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
1142. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the Minister for Regional Development: 
I have given the minister a copy of my question. 
I refer to the tabled paper attached to the answer to question on notice 1618, answered by the minister, and the 
travel that Mr Gavin Robins has undertaken in his role as chief executive officer of the Gascoyne Development 
Commission in attending two conferences, one in Alice Springs and one in Darwin, within a one-month period. 
(1) Could the minister advise the duration of those conferences? 
(2) Could the minister advise the duration of the stay of Mr Gavin Robins in each of those locations? 
(3) Is the minister aware if Mr Gavin Robins’ accommodation at those locations was paid for by either the 

Gascoyne Development Commission or Mr Gavin Robins; and, if not, will the minister investigate? 
(4) If there is a variation in answers to questions (1) and (2), does the minister know why? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question, and he did give me a copy of this a while ago. I am sorry, I have not been 
able to get the requisite information between then and now, but I will endeavour to answer this when we next 
return to Parliament. 

COMO SECONDARY COLLEGE — FEDERAL LABOR CANDIDATE VISIT 
Question without Notice 1119 — Supplementary Information 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Minister for Education and Training) [5.08 pm]: I have some 
further information for Hon Donna Faragher in relation to question without notice 1119, asked on 7 November 2018. 
(1)–(3) Ms Beazley’s attendance was not a breach of policy. There has been no change to the protocol that was 

in place under the previous government in respect of politicians or candidates visiting schools. 
CONSERVATION AND LAND MANAGEMENT EXECUTIVE BODY 

Question without Notice 1094 — Answer Advice 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [5.09 pm]: I would like to 
provide an answer to Hon Diane Evers’ question without notice 1094, asked on 6 November, which I seek leave 
to have incorporated in Hansard. 
Leave granted. 



 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 November 2018] 8041 

 

The following material was incorporated — 
Answer 

(1) Yes. 

(2) Lots 100 and 101 were created on 27 March 2014 following the subdivision of Lot 12897. 

(3) The Executive Director of the former Department of Conservation and Land Management was the initial registered proprietor of 
Lot 100 when the title for this lot was registered on 27 March 2014. Proprietorship is now held by the Conservation and Land 
Management Executive Body, which is the current name for the body corporate under the Conservation and Land Management 
Act 1984 (CALM Act) with legal responsibility for land held by the Department of Biodiversity, Conservation and Attractions for 
future reservation and management under the CALM Act. 

(4) No consideration was paid for Lot 100 by the Conservation and Land Management Executive Body. The transfer of Lot 12897 to the 
Conservation and Land Management Act Executive Body was a previously agreed outcome of a 1994 decision of the State Government 
relating to the proposed Jangardup South Mineral Sands Project. Lot 12897 was subdivided into the two Lots 100 and 101, and 
Lot 101 was returned to Cable Sands (WA) Ltd in 2014 after the company decided not to proceed with the mining project. 

 

WATER CORPORATION — DUNSBOROUGH WATER AND BUSSELTON DRAINAGE ASSETS 
Question without Notice 1025 — Answer Advice 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.09 pm]: 
I would like to provide an answer to Hon Jim Chown’s question without notice 1025, asked on 30 October, which 
I seek leave to have incorporated into Hansard, and I table the attached information. 
[See paper 2173.] 
Leave granted. 
The following material was incorporated — 
Answer 

I thank the Honourable Member for some notice of the question. 

(1) Yes 

(2) N/A 

(3) Yes. I table the attached report with commercial in confidence information redacted. 

(4) The City of Busselton is responsible for progressing development of a non-potable supply for Dunsborough. 

(5) The City of Busselton will prepare its final costings and project staging once its hydrogeological investigations are completed. 
 

QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 1656, 1666, 1687 AND 1690 
Papers Tabled 

Papers relating to answers to questions on notice were tabled by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for 
Regional Development) and Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment). 

MINISTER FOR REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT 
Personal Explanation — Leave Sought 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.10 pm]: 
I seek leave to clarify an issue that arose this morning during non-government members’ business in a statement 
I made. There is some further information I need to provide. 
Leave granted. 

McGowan Government — Decision-making — Personal Explanation 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: This morning during non-government business, I may have given the 
impression that both the department and the minister had received a copy of the Curtin University research report 
into the one-stop hub. In fact, the Department of Communities received a copy of the report from Curtin University 
and a briefing for the minister is anticipated to be provided to her soon. Further decisions regarding the one-stop 
hub will follow after the minister has had an opportunity to consider the report. 

OUTPATIENT NON-ESSENTIAL MEDICAL CARE — FEE 
Question without Notice 1045 — Answer Advice 

HON ALANNA CLOHESY (East Metropolitan — Parliamentary Secretary) [5.11 pm]: I would like to 
provide an answer to Hon Ken Baston’s question without notice 1045, asked on 31 October. 
(1) The fee for an outpatient appointment at a public hospital for services not covered by Medicare is set 

below full cost recovery. The full cost recovery is $338. The current fee for 2018–19 is $280. 
(2) Yes. 
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(3) In metropolitan and regional areas where general practitioner services are available, a person over 80 years 
would normally go to their local GP to obtain a medical check for a driver’s licence renewal and would 
not go to a public hospital for this service. In some remote regional areas, there is no access to GP clinics. 
Exemptions under section 19(2) of the Health Insurance Act 1973 allow exempted eligible sites, of which 
Derby Hospital is one, to claim against the Medicare Benefits Schedule for non-admitted, non-referred 
professional services provided in emergency departments and outpatient clinic settings. This includes age 
or health-related medical examinations to obtain or renew a licence to drive a private motor vehicle. 

(4) Not applicable. Derby Hospital should in these circumstances make a claim under the Medical Benefits 
Schedule. 

PUBLIC AND HEALTH SECTOR LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (RIGHT OF RETURN) BILL 2018 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [5.13 pm]: I rise 
as the lead speaker for the Nationals WA on the Public and Health Sector Legislation Amendment (Right of 
Return) Bill 2018 before the house. It has been an interesting debate so far. A number of really important issues 
were raised by Hon Tjorn Sibma and Hon Alison Xamon. I am looking forward to some of those highlighted issues 
being answered during the Committee of the Whole stage. 

Two of the key things for me that are a bit concerning with this bill are the issues of changing the landscape on 
which already signed contracts by employees were originally negotiated and agreed to, as raised very eloquently 
by Hon Alison Xamon. It goes to the fundamental understanding of entering a contract with genuine intent that 
a person believes that the terms of that contract will be extended until the end of that contract. I think that adds to 
a sense of insecurity within the public and the health sectors, and the growing concerns regarding the 
machinery-of-government changes that employees are witnessing. That is why I look forward to the Committee of 
the Whole on the Public and Health Sector Legislation Amendment (Right of Return) Bill 2018, to really extend 
the conversation around the intent in ending those contracts and the right of return of those employees. 

I dare say that the union movement and the Labor Party would not support an employer seeking to end the contract 
of a private sector employee, because it would erode the rights of the employee. For example, if a retail worker 
negotiated a contract with their employer, there would be full expectation that the employer would deliver on the 
terms and length of that contract. When employees sign a contract in genuine faith, after negotiations that have 
been agreed, they have a reasonable expectation that the contract will be delivered on. I find it very difficult that 
in the public sector the government is not willing to undertake with genuine intent the terms of the continuation of 
those contracts as signed. I think that needs further exploration. 

I will touch particularly on the machinery-of-government changes that have affected regional Western Australia. 
Since announced by this government, the machinery-of-government changes have impacted on the public and health 
sector areas. In regional Western Australia people are geographically removed from the heads of their departments, 
the changes being made and the decision-making processes, so it is very, very difficult to understand the 
on-the-ground impacts of those changes. Seeing the erosion of those contracts under the Public and Health Sector 
Legislation Amendment (Right of Return) Bill 2018 adds to the dysfunction of those machinery-of-government 
changes by undermining their rollout. 

Since the announcement of the machinery-of-government changes an enormous degree of corporate knowledge 
has walked out the door of government, and there could be ramifications with the potential passing of this bill. 
I think that is a problem for ministers, the government and the people who work with those executive officers 
et cetera. There is the potential for the experience, expertise and professionalism that ministers rely on to be lost 
through the process. All governments rely on the public and health sectors to maintain strategy in government, 
deliver on government policy and deliver and instigate the government policy change that is totally within their 
remit. We need reliable people on the ground to make those changes. 

During the term of these machinery-of-government changes the corporate knowledge that has already walked out 
the door includes the chiefs of Lotterywest, Tourism WA, and the Department of Environment Regulation, and 
commissioners of police, road safety, fire and emergency services, and of course the public sector. They have all 
left. An enormous amount of experience and corporate knowledge has been lost from the public sector. More 
recently, the head of the Department of Communities super-department left his role. We are losing enormously 
talented people. There could be many reasons why those people have left. I am not suggesting that the 
machinery-of-government changes were the sole reason; I am sure they were not. I am concerned that the 
continuing rollout of machinery-of-government changes are still creating a great deal of concern in our 
communities. There is a lack of leadership and direction and that causes a lack of service delivery on the ground, 
which will become a severe problem in due course. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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BANKING INDUSTRY — CEO REMUNERATION 
Statement 

HON MARTIN PRITCHARD (North Metropolitan) [5.20 pm]: On Tuesday when I was reading The West 
Australian, I came across an article by Stuart Condie that made by blood boil. The article refers to a chief executive 
officer from one of the major banks. I will not isolate any of the four major banks; I think they are all as bad as 
each other, as are many major financial companies. The article reads — 

ANZ chief executive … has taken a near $1 million pay cut after a year of declining profits, a falling 
share price and industry-wide reputational damage. 

His performance-related remuneration was cut by 23 per cent to a measly $3.15 million, reducing his overall 
package to $5.25 million from $6.2 million in 2017. I think that is obscene. Along with other major bank CEOs, 
he should not get any performance-related remuneration for the previous year. As I said, that is obscene. What 
I read further exacerbated it for me. The article continues — 

Performance rights awarded in November 2014, when … was chief financial officer, lapsed because total 
shareholder return performance hurdles were not met. 

Because he did not meet the hurdles in shareholder returns, he lost some of his remuneration. It had nothing to do 
with the actions of his bank and the way it has treated its customers. The article continues — 

ANZ’s full-year cash profit for the 12 months to September 30 slipped 16 per cent to $5.8 billion in 2018, 
while its share price slipped about 5 per cent over the year. 

This whole episode is obscene. The CEO has not managed to look after his shareholders. He does not have to 
worry about looking after his customers or the community as a whole, but if he does not look after the shareholders, 
that is when he gets a pay cut. Again, I think that is obscene. The final part of the article says — 

Shareholders will vote on the remuneration report at the bank’s annual general meeting in Perth on 
December 19. 

It is a pity that the bank’s customers cannot vote on his and other major bank CEOs’ remuneration, although he 
may find it very difficult to get votes from the dead customers that his bank continues to charge. 

ARMISTICE CENTENARY 
Statement 

HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [5.23 pm]: One hundred years ago on 11 November 1918, the guns on the 
Western Front fell silent after four years of continuous war. With their armies close to collapse, German leaders 
signed an armistice to bring an end to the First World War. The agreement was signed at 5.10 am and came into 
effect at 11.00 am. In the post-war years, the eleventh hour of the eleventh day of the eleventh month has become 
associated with remembering those who died or suffered for Australia in all wars and armed conflicts with the 
observance of a minute’s silence, which we conducted today. 
The First World War remains the costliest of conflicts for Australians in terms of death and casualties. From 
a population of fewer than five million, 416 809 men enlisted and, of those, more than 60 000 were killed and 
156 000 wounded, gassed or taken prisoner. The war brought about the mobilisation of 70 million people and left 
between nine million and 13 million dead, perhaps with as many as one-third of those with no known grave. In 
1993, the remains of an unknown Australian soldier exhumed from a First World War military cemetery in France 
was ceremonially entombed into the Australian War Memorial Hall of Memory. The unknown soldier represents 
all Australians who have been killed in a war. I take this opportunity to recognise the sacrifice and commitment of 
our service men and women who have served our nation and who are currently serving our nation. This morning, 
walking past the war memorial at Kings Park, I was taken by the sea of woollen crocheted poppies carefully placed 
around the eternal flame. I commend those who painstakingly placed each poppy in honour of Remembrance Day. 
I also take this opportunity to remember the families of those who have fallen. The Great War may seem to many 
a very long time ago and something that has gone by in the annals of history. However, I am sure that members 
here with a bit of vintage about them will remember people in their earlier lives who were either part of the 
Great War or closely connected to it, which can put a face to some of those events. 
In my own family, two of my mother’s great uncles were lost in the Great War. Percy Mervyn Hislop was 24 years 
old when he travelled from his home town of Bunbury and enlisted at Blackboy Hill on 29 February 1916. I must 
say that the National Archives of Australia is a fantastic resource for researching historic information, and digital 
copies of documents provide a fascinating and sometimes emotional insight into the events of the times. Anyway, 
Percy’s service number was 4445, and his service records reveal that he was just five feet, three inches tall, 
fair-haired and weighed in at 140 pounds or 63.5 kilograms. Unfortunately, he was killed in action in Flers, France, 
on 3 November 1916. His younger brother, Donald Roy Hislop, was just 22 years old when he joined up on the 
same day as Percy, with a sequential service number of 4446. Donald’s service records reveal that he was also 
five feet, three inches tall, with blonde hair and grey eyes, and with a very slight build of 118 pounds or 
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53.5 kilograms. Donald was captured by the Germans and died of sickness in a prisoner-of-war camp in Göttingen, 
Germany, on 18 October 1916, so neither of the boys saw the year out from the time they had enlisted. The 
year 1916 was a long time ago—over 100 years—but as I mentioned earlier, those members with a bit of vintage 
possibly have connections to people who were affected by that war. 

In my case, my great-grandmother Laura was the sister of Percy and Donald. Laura passed away when I was 
five years old, but I do recall her vividly and remember family discussions over the years regarding the two boys 
lost in the Great War. Donald’s twin brother, Hilton, passed away when I was aged 10, so my memory of him is 
very clear, although at that age, I never had an inclination to talk to him about what happened to his two brothers, 
particularly his twin brother. 

As stated at the beginning of my remarks, this Sunday’s Remembrance Day is the 100th anniversary of the signing 
of the Armistice, giving the day added significance. I encourage all Western Australians to come together this 
Sunday at 11 o’clock to remember the service of our brave men and women on this special occasion. 

Lest we forget. 

MINING — LAKE JASPER 
Statement 

HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [5.28 pm]: I have spoken before on Lake Jasper and I want to add to it. 
I have been asking questions in the last few days about it. It is interesting that yesterday I asked whether there were 
any previous mining leases on the area covered by the current mining lease and I was told no. On further 
questioning, and given that I could see that there were mining leases there, it was brought to my attention that they 
were mining lease applications and that the mining leases had never been granted. That is fine; maybe it was my 
mistake in not wording the question, word-for-word, with what I needed to know. However, I continued to search for 
it and found that there is a mine site in the middle of that area. This mine site was opened by Premier Richard Court 
back in 1994. A media release said that the mine was opening. My further question today, which I will get back 
to, is about the rehabilitation of that site. But apparently, in answer to my question yesterday, the site does not 
exist. Maybe a mining lease was not granted for it, there is a mistake somewhere, or someone just has not answered 
the question as it was asked. I hope that we will continue to talk further about Lake Jasper, because a large number 
of people are encouraging me to keep onto this. They worry we will end up where we were in the 1990s, trying to 
stop the mining from happening as it did then. I will be asking the questions. I have been told to put the question 
I asked today on notice. It was about the mine site that apparently does not exist and its rehabilitation. I have put 
it on notice and, come 12 February 2018, I should have an answer for the constituents who want to know the detail 
of how that site is being rehabilitated. 

The reason we are looking at this is that the mine that was there previously was stopped because of acid sulphate 
soils. There is no reason for this mine to go ahead down there, because the same thing will happen again. The way 
the situation works is that if there is an open area, people can put in an application for a mining lease, and this is 
what has happened. As I said, back then Hon Norman Moore said that when there is no lease on the site, there is 
no reason it should not be returned to the national park, and that is what I will look to do. 

That is it. We are here. I put up a Facebook post and it has been shared 600 times. People are planning a whole 
campaign around the mining lease application. They have learned from the past that that is what we have to do. 
We have to be vigilant and we have to watch these things. When mistakes that have been made in the past are 
three or 30 years out of date, we seem to make them again. I just wanted to raise the issue that I am not happy that 
the answer I was given was not complete and did not mention that that mine was there. I will continue to ask 
questions about this so that constituents interested in the health of Lake Jasper and its ongoing care know that it is 
being addressed and that their issues are being looked after. 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION — TONI WALKINGTON 
Statement 

HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [5.31 pm]: I was not 
initially planning to rise, but I feel I need to put on record my disappointment at, again, the lack of any 
transparency, accountability or, indeed, honesty in respect of the information being provided to this chamber by 
ministers of this government, which trumpeted that it was going to be a model of transparency and accountability 
in decision-making. Over the last couple of days I have asked some simple questions about an appointment to 
a very significant position in the state’s quasi-judicial system—that is, an appointment to the Western Australian 
Industrial Relations Commission. One of those appointments does not seem to me particularly controversial; it is 
of a solicitor from the State Solicitor’s Office who has had experience in this field. I am sure he will be an asset to 
that body, particularly as industrial relations law has become more complex over time and is an area fraught with 
passion for those who support the interests of workers and those concerned about the viability of their ability to 
employ people and continue their businesses. Of course, there is a great interest on the part of the government, 
since public sector employees fall under its ambit. 
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We heard some passionate debate only a matter of years ago on the Workforce Reform Bill, when those sitting on 
this side of the chamber had a great deal to say about even interfering in the discretion of the Industrial Relations 
Commission by saying that it had to take into account—not that it had to follow—the then wages policy and any 
other wages policies being issued from time to time by the state. We have had an appointment of a union leader. 
A leader of the Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA has been elevated to the 
position of commissioner of the WA Industrial Relations Commission. 
The PRESIDENT: It is actually the CSA, member. 
Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN: It is the CPSU–CSA, I am sorry. 
I asked some questions about that to get some further information, because I do not recall seeing an advertisement. 
When I was Minister for Commerce, the last set of commissioners were chosen after a selection process in which 
the selection criteria and the desirable and necessary qualifications and the like were set out. A number of 
applications were received. They were gone through and I appointed, I thought, two very capable and professional 
people. One was Toni Emmanuel, a solicitor from the Employment Law Centre—hardly a Liberal government 
apparatchik—and the other one was the very experienced Mr Damian Matthews from the State Solicitor’s Office, 
who had had considerable experience acting for governments of both flavours over the years in this field. Both 
had qualifications and experience in that area. One of those was recently appointed, but I am simply trying to find 
out what the other one’s qualifications are. I have received no information. Quite the contrary—the information 
I have received begs more questions than it answers. 
One of the questions I asked was whether the position was advertised. I was not told specifically, “No, it was not”, 
but it is pretty plain from the minister’s responses that there was no advertising. I also asked for the selection 
criteria and qualifications specified as necessary and desirable for the position, and the salary and conditions for 
the position, and asked the minister to table the advertisement and the selection criteria. Another question I asked 
was: what persuaded the minister to appoint Ms Walkington over any other applicant. On 6 November, I was told — 

In line with informal conventions, historically followed by both parties, the minister provided advice to 
the Governor following soundings with the appropriate industrial parties. 

Further on, I was told — 
Her appointment will also add some balance — 

“Some balance” to a judicial tribunal! — 
to the WAIRC’s membership, — 

Not to its consideration of anything; just its membership — 
given there are currently no commissioners appointed from union backgrounds. 

The obvious question from that is: what exactly are these “informal conventions” that the Minister for Commerce 
and Industrial Relations claims he followed? They are historical because they are followed by both parties. What 
were they? What were the “soundings with the appropriate industrial parties”? What parties? Which ones? What 
was the outcome? I asked that yesterday. I also asked, amongst other things, what relevance a union background 
has to being a commissioner in a judicial position dealing with matters in accordance with the law, and balancing 
the evidence? What is important about a union background as opposed to any other background? What did I get 
as an answer? “It was an appointment in accordance with the Industrial Relations Act”; thank you very much. 
I presumed so, otherwise it would not be a valid appointment, but I have not received any conditions, I have not 
received advice as to the remuneration—hardly secrets—and I have not received any information about what the 
minister regarded as the selection criteria or what the necessary or desirable qualifications were for this position. 
That should not be hard. There have been reports on this from former commissioners saying how we should go 
about this exercise; which reports I took into account. But we do not have any of that. Do we have any information 
as to whether a union background is even relevant, or how it is relevant? No. 
These are not hard questions to answer. One can only speculate and draw inferences from the fact that there is 
a refusal to provide it: What is being hidden? I will speculate. The question I asked today was, according to the 
uncorrected Hansard — 

(1) What informal conventions, followed historically by both parties, did the minister follow when 
selecting Ms Walkington? 

I have already answered that—he has not. He has given a response but no information. There are either no historical 
conventions or they have not been followed, or there is something dodgy about the way they have been followed 
and applied—something that is not savoury; otherwise, what is the problem in telling us? What were the 
“soundings with the appropriate industrial parties”? With whom? When? What was the result? There was no 
response. Did the minister ask his mates? Did he take instructions from a particular union? What is not being 
revealed? Why can he not tell us who he consulted with or sounded out? What was the earliest occasion on which 
he or the government informed Ms Walkington, and by what means and on what terms did the government appoint 
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her to the vacancy? He is not saying, “Look, we made the decision, so we rang her up and told her congratulations, 
are you willing to take the job?” There cannot be any harm in that, so what is it? Was she sounded out at some 
much earlier stage? Was she told, “Look, there’s a bit of a promise in this for you”, in which case, what was the 
pay-off? Why is her having a union background important for an appointment to a non-partisan industrial relations 
commission? What other selection criteria applied to making the decision? He will not give us an answer! Why 
not? Maybe there were no other selection criteria or maybe it was something other than her experience and union 
background. Why did the minister not advertise to applicants to seek the best possible candidate? There was not 
even a response to that. 
We have the low point—three attempts to get information over three days and no useful information from this 
transparent, accountable government. A few weeks ago, we had occasion to debate ministerial standards. That 
a minister can get up in this place and proffer this non-answer makes it the responsibility not only of the minister 
concerned who is putting it up. That may very well be the practice in the other place—just shouting down questions 
and obfuscating—but the ministers who put this stuff forward to us, how can they possibly say that this is 
transparency and accountability? How can they possibly claim honesty on the part of their government? I challenge 
members on the other side to tell us whether this would be acceptable to them, because this is the standard that is 
being set by the McGowan government—this government of high standards! Bear in mind that what goes around 
comes around. In due course, I will be telling people about the McGowan government’s standards and the 
standards of the ministers here. We have had another example from the Leader of the House of a failure to tell us 
information when necessary. 

BEELIAR WETLANDS — HON SIMON O’BRIEN’S COMMENTS 
Statement 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [5.41 pm]: I contemplated whether I would 
say anything about this, but I am going to because I have waited for 24 hours to see whether something would 
happen, but it did not. I will take a few minutes. Yesterday, during members’ statements, Hon Simon O’Brien 
made some comments about Beeliar wetlands. He got reasonably agitated and wound up towards the end of his 
comments. He made the point—it was not an illegitimate point to make—that part of his thinking about why he 
takes a different point of view from the government on Roe 8 is his concern about reducing road trauma on our 
roads. Gesticulating towards the government, he made some comments about whether members knew what road 
trauma means. Hansard has recorded my interjection, which was — 

More than you can ever imagine, thanks. Much more than you can ever imagine, my friend. 
He went on to say — 

It means that people are going to die; that is what it means. It means that people are going to die, and if 
you understand what that means, my friend, then you should not be allowing your government to visit 
this sort of cavalier policy on our electorate. 

The uncorrected Hansard records me interjecting — 
Think about what you are saying. 

It records him going on to say — 
I have thought long and hard about what I am saying, and I will be saying it again. 

I wanted to make a few comments about that. I do not think that Hon Simon O’Brien understood what I was trying 
to get across to him. I do not think he did this deliberately, but he is certainly aware that road trauma in particular—
I was not going to do this because I did not want to get upset—had a devastating effect on my family. To suggest 
that I or the government would make a policy decision—what a work is water; I have been here before. To suggest 
that somehow our policy was based on ignoring the serious impact that road trauma has on families is, I think, 
irresponsible and it was certainly insensitive. 
As I said at the outset, I do not think that Hon Simon O’Brien made the connection between what I was saying, 
but I want to counsel members. Road trauma policy is terribly important. Hon Simon O’Brien is right to describe 
it as a very serious policy, and it matters. People have different points of view about what is effective and what is 
not, but when we take the path of trying to attribute personal blame for a difference of opinion on a serious policy 
matter, we risk ignoring the fact that everyone in here is human, everyone in here has a family and everyone in 
here brings to this house their own personal circumstances. Many members—probably more than half—have no 
idea about my family circumstances because they were not around during the years that it was a fairly significant 
issue for my family. In 1994, my mother was involved in a serious motor vehicle accident. As a result, she had an 
acquired brain injury, which fundamentally changed her physical and intellectual capacity. She lived for another 
19 years. My family dealt with the costs of that accident—psychologically, financially and emotionally. Some 
members are aware of that but many are not. I do not say this because I am demanding an apology. I do not say 
this because I think that Hon Simon O’Brien deliberately did what he did. He was very agitated at the time. I do 
not think he deliberately did it, but I am trying to make the point that we should not forget the humanity of the 
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Legislative Council. Members should go as hard as they want to on the policy issues, but when they seek to 
attribute personal blame for something as serious as people dying as a result of road trauma, I think that—if 
members will excuse the expression—they are taking the low road. That is what I think. 

Statement 
HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [5.46 pm]: Madam President, if I may, I will address the 
Leader of the House on a more personal level. Hon Sue Ellery deserves a response from me and so does the house. 
I do not think there is any desire to dwell on this matter, which will no doubt be at the core of a fairly strenuous 
battle in due course. I refer to a policy that the government has embarked upon and I understand that there may be 
a bill in the offing. No, I want to take Hon Sue Ellery’s lead and respond at a rather more personal and human 
level. Firstly, in respect of the debate, I was rather agitated in some of my remarks yesterday. She has been kind 
enough to excuse some of the offence that she received on that basis. My point about the pros and cons of a road 
being built was based on a number of measurable indicators. I referred to price and I also referred to questions of 
road trauma, which indicates the degree of accidents, and, of course, with accidents there go measurable indicators 
related to injury, including fatal injury. These are things that must be weighed carefully when governments make 
decisions and when they form their policy. They need to understand that if they are going to turn a blind eye to 
any of those indicators, it might be at a cost in not only dollar or human terms, but also environmental impacts and 
so on, all of which have to be weighed. That is a debate for another day. I am well aware that Hon Sue Ellery was 
a primary carer for her mother for many years, and that is a difficult role. I understand that very well myself. I was 
not aware of what caused the late Mrs Ellery’s degree of disability, but now I am. 
I can reassure my friend opposite that there was nothing in my comments that was meant to relate to any personal 
circumstances and nothing given with the intention of personally wounding or causing offence. I do not think she 
would expect that of me. I would hope that no-one in this place would expect that of me. I hope that she is reassured 
when I do assure her that I most certainly would not advance argument here intended to open such a sore factor in 
her personal circumstances. 
I hope that that is a suitable explanation, because I think an explanation was owing. I do not mind giving any sort 
of explanation if any member here ever says, “Look, Simon, I feel personally affronted by the way you approached 
this.” The member said that she is not looking for an apology. I feel inclined to give her an apology, whether or 
not it is looked for. 
Hon Sue Ellery: You don’t need to. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Thank you. The member is very generous. I appreciate that. Let me express my regret. 
It was not my intention to cause any personal level of affront when engaging in what were some very strong words 
that I was using in relation to a debate that is very controversial and will be for some time. 
I will not advance beyond that to explain why I feel some of the emotion that I feel about this. It also relates to my 
own experiences with road trauma and victims of road trauma, which is directly related to the issue at hand. I hope 
that goes at least some way to explaining my intensity of feeling about this. I certainly have no compunction in 
front of all members in offering my regrets if I caused any personal disquiet to Hon Sue Ellery. I know that in 
public life she is quite capable, as are most of us, of dealing in robust terms. But certainly, nothing that crosses the 
line is ever intended by me when robust debate is flung by me across the house. I want all members to know that. 

ST JOHN AMBULANCE — COUNTRY SERVICES 
Statement 

HON ADELE FARINA (South West) [5.52 pm]: I have received yet another letter expressing concerns about 
the failure of St John Ambulance to deliver an adequate and reliable service in country WA. This letter is 
particularly disturbing. I wanted to read it into Hansard this evening. However, given the amount of time I have, 
I might need to selectively read through it. The letter says — 

I am a country resident … and following several personal accounts of a complete failure in service across 
the country ambulance district, I am overwhelmed and disappointed in how impunity from action St John 
Ambulance WA has once again demonstrated itself to be. 
I trust you will read this letter and impose action in the highest regard as following several accounts of 
death and harm within the ambulance service, I have failed to achieve any resolve through contacting 
St John Ambulance and or WA health department delegates. 
This letter is sent in the interest of the community at large, the intent is to make the public aware of the lack 
of service, the detriment to patient safety and the harm being caused through complete lack of responsibility 
on behalf of the appointed private company managing the state function of ambulance services. 
… 
It is trusted that you will honour this request and manage this complaint in the best interests of the 
community of Western Australia and especially the community of country WA. 
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The writer goes on to say that he has included a couple of examples and also refers to the 2009 Four Corners 
report, which talked about four deaths as a result of the failure of the St John Ambulance service. He also said that 
there was a report and undertakings to address this issue, yet it is clear that nothing has been done to address it. 
The letter continues — 

The evidence below … demonstrates that St John Ambulance has failed in its duty of care and failed in 
its task of preservation of life. Furthermore, I am concerned that one day my family and friends will 
depend on the resources, clinical ability and compassion of St John ambulance and as the below would 
show, will suffer the consequences thereof. 

The first event the writer writes about occurred on 23 October 2017, in which an 86-year-old community member 
suffered what he understands to be a bee sting–related allergic reaction and suffered a heart attack. His wife, who 
was older than him, was forced to do CPR on her husband for over an hour before the ambulance arrived. He 
understands that a closer crew was not available, and this resulted in a response by St John Ambulance exceeding 
one hour and 15 minutes for help to arrive. He continues — 

Consider the traumatic psychological impact such a devastating event would have had on the wife of the 
patient. I hold firm that every event should be managed with the highest of priorities and failure to have 
adequate resources did not only eventuate in the death of this community member, but worse, had lasting 
emotional consequences on the wife forced to conduct … CPR for such an extended period of time 
without being informed of the delay St John perpetrated. 

He wrote that another event occurred on or about 7 December 2017 in which a father of two collapsed in front of 
his family and suffered what is understood to be a heart attack. The father was only in his 40s, and following his 
collapse the family had to do CPR for over 45 minutes before a vehicle from St John Ambulance arrived with 
nonclinical staff manning it. The information he received was that the vehicle St John Ambulance sent to assist 
consisted of two patient transport officers who are not trained in emergency care and were not able to administer 
the lifesaving treatment the community member needed. He writes — 

This is a brazen disregard for the welfare of the community St John Ambulance is supposed to protect. 
I believe questions into why there were no ambulances available … should be asked of the government 
and onus should be placed squarely at St John Ambulance management.  

I do not have enough time to cover the next event, so I will go to the last event. This event occurred on 26 July 2018, 
when a four-month-old baby started having breathing problems. The ambulance was called and once again St John 
Ambulance did not have any resources in the community to provide assistance. He writes that St John Ambulance 
once again failed to inform the caller that they were unable to service the community and failed to offer alternative 
suggestions, which may have led to a different outcome for this child. He writes — 

As I am a father of a young child, almost the same age as this incident depicts, I take personal exception 
to the fact that St John Ambulance decides on its own accord what lifesaving information it deems it can 
inform the community about. It was only after the realization that there was no help on the way for this 
child that the family decided to take the child to the hospital themselves.  

He understands that the child was dead on arrival at the hospital. It continues — 

My gravest concern is that whilst you read this passage you are hearing this information for the first time 
and that St John Ambulance conveniently hides these incidents from public view or from any sort of 
authority. Withholding lifesaving information from callers who assume the government appointed 
ambulance service will arrive in their time of need is downright criminal and should be addressed …   

He then goes on to talk about another incident in which a community member called St John Ambulance for 
medical assistance. He was suffering the typical symptoms one would have from a heart attack. He writes — 

St John Ambulance did not have any resources once again to send to the aid of the community member, 
failed to advise the community member that an ambulance was not on its way and the member indeed 
suffered a life threatening heart attack. After an hour of waiting for the ambulance, the family of the 
community opted to personally drive the sick person to hospital.  

He was dead on arrival at the hospital. It continues — 

There is many different literature and medical journals that indicate quick and effective treatment in the 
event of a heart attack can and will be lifesaving. It is my understanding that in the Perth district, heart 
attack victims receive the quickest response … 

With rapid transport to the hospital where patients are treated, the outcomes are very different. It continues — 

Is it through this particular event, correct to assume that the country population are not privy to this type 
of treatment let alone a rapid response?   
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He has gone through a number of other instances as well. We have heard time and again since that 2009 Four Corners 
report about the failure of St John Ambulance to deliver an adequate ambulance service in country WA. It is time 
that we act. We need to do something. I just want to put on the record to the writer of this letter to me that I have 
brought this matter to the attention of the Minister for Health. I understand that his office is looking into the matter 
and hopefully we will have some answers soon in relation to these specific instances. But as a government and 
a Parliament, we really need to act to ensure that we deliver reliable ambulance services to country WA.  

INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS AMENDMENT BILL 2018 
Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for 
Regional Development), read a first time. 

Second Reading 
HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [6.00 pm]: 
I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
The Industrial Relations Amendment Bill 2018 will primarily amend the Industrial Relations Act 1979. The 
objective of the bill is to abolish the position of the president of the Western Australian Industrial Relations 
Commission, hereafter referred to as the commission. The president’s position has been filled on an acting basis 
since 2005, when the Industrial Relations Act was amended to allow for the appointment of an acting president. The 
bill will abolish the position effective 26 December 2018, concurrent with the expiry of the current appointment 
of the acting president, who commenced her appointment as a judge of the Supreme Court on 27 June 2018 after 
acting as a Supreme Court judge since August last year. 
The primary function of the president is to preside over the full bench of the commission. The full bench hears 
appeals from decisions of single commissioners of the commission and the Industrial Magistrates Court. The full 
bench also deals with questions of law. To enable the full bench to continue to deal with these matters, the bill 
provides for the most senior commissioner of the full bench—either the chief commissioner or senior 
commissioner—to perform the president’s role as “presiding commissioner” of the full bench. The bill will allow 
many of the president’s existing functions to be undertaken by the chief commissioner. The functions of the full 
bench will remain with the full bench, in the case of appellate functions, or transfer to the commission in court 
session in other cases. 
The full bench and president currently play a role in regulating the registration, operation and membership of 
employer organisations and unions. The bill provides for this important role to continue once the president’s 
position is abolished. Those functions currently performed by the president will be performed by the chief 
commissioner, while those performed by the full bench, including questions of the interpretation of rules of 
organisations, will be taken up by the commission in court session. 
Successive independent reviews of the state industrial relations system have recommended that the president’s 
position be abolished, and successive Labor and coalition governments have initiated attempts to abolish the position. 
Since the commonwealth used the corporations power for its WorkChoices industrial relations laws in 2006, the 
workload of the commission has reduced significantly. In the financial year before WorkChoices—2004–05—the 
full bench dealt with 51 appeals and 11 other matters. In the 2016–17 financial year, the full bench dealt with 
15 appeals and three other matters. The full-time president’s position, with the entitlements of a Supreme Court 
judge, cannot continue to be sustained in light of the reduced workload. 
Over a decade ago, the former Labor government introduced the Industrial Relations Amendment Bill 2008 to 
abolish the president’s position. That bill lapsed when Parliament was prorogued for the 2008 state election and 
was not re-introduced by the Barnett government. However, the Barnett government recognised the merit of 
abolishing the president’s position when it tabled the Labour Relations Legislation Amendment and Repeal Bill 2012 
as a draft bill for public comment on 14 November 2012. The draft bill included amendments to abolish the 
president’s position but the bill was never introduced into Parliament. Abolishing the president’s position has 
previously received bipartisan support. In abolishing the president’s position, the Industrial Relations Amendment 
Bill 2018 restructures the commission to allow for a more efficient use of resources. 
Aside from abolishing the president’s position, the bill makes some other minor amendments to the 
Industrial Relations Act, such as correcting a number of referencing errors and updating outdated references—for 
example, changing references from “Fair Work Australia” to “Fair Work Commission”, which changed its name 
in 2012. 
Some minor issues with the operation of the Industrial Relations Act have been identified by the commission. For 
example, the Industrial Relations Act does not presently allow for the chief commissioner to be appointed as 
a public service arbitrator. Given the extent of the public sector jurisdiction relative to the commission’s work 
overall, simple amendments in the bill have been included to enable the chief commissioner to be appointed as 
a public service arbitrator. 



8050 [COUNCIL — Thursday, 8 November 2018] 

 

Pursuant to standing order 126(1), I advise that this bill is not a uniform legislation bill. It does not ratify or give 
effect to an intergovernmental or multilateral agreement to which the government of the state is a party; nor does 
this bill, by reason of its subject matter, introduce a uniform scheme or uniform laws throughout the commonwealth.  

I commend the bill to the house and I table the explanatory memorandum. 

[See paper 2177.] 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

House adjourned at 6.06 pm 
__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

RACING AND WAGERING WESTERN AUSTRALIA — BETTER YOUR BET CAMPAIGN 
1656. Hon Colin Holt to the minister representing the Minister for Racing and Gaming: 
I refer to Racing and Wagering Western Australia’s (RWWA) new “Better Your Bet” marketing campaign for 
TAB Touch, which was launched at Perth Stadium on 28 August 2018, and I ask: 
(a) did RWWA pay for the launch event; 
(b) if yes to (a), how much did it cost; 
(c) will the Minister please provide a list of invitees to the launch event; 
(d) how much did it cost to produce the new 30-second “Better Your Bet” commercial as part of the 

new campaign; 
(e) which company did RWWA engage to produce the commercial; 
(f) how much money has RWWA allocated for media spend/advertising the new commercial, including 

spend in all mediums: TV, radio, newspaper, online; and 
(g) was the Minister’s office briefed on the creative concept or the new campaign before it was launched and, 

if so, when? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
Racing and Wagering Western Australia (RWWA) are the principal racing authority in the State and under 
legislation are not an agent of the crown. Therefore, any operational matters including advertising campaigns are 
the sole responsibility of RWWA and the Minister for Racing and Gaming is not responsible for campaigns such 
as the one referenced by the Member. 
(a) Yes. 
(b) $32,139.71 
(c) [See tabled paper no 2174.] 
(d) Base TV production $404,965.42 
(e) The Brand Agency, Beautiful Pictures (Production). 
(f) $480,000 paid across Spring and Summer carnivals. 
(g) No. 

DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — 
ANNUAL REPORT ON STATE FINANCES 

1666. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food; Minister 
Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 

I refer to page 7 of the 2017–18 Annual Report on State Finances, and I ask, with respect to the return of project 
funds from Local Government to the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD): 
(a) what is the total value of returned funds from Local Government to DPIRD in 2017–18; 
(b) please detail by local government, project name and description and reason for the return of funds; and 
(c) please identify the projects which contribute to the ‘higher revenue’ of $15 million? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) $17.689 million was the total value of funds returned from Local Government to DPIRD. 
(b) [See tabled paper no 2175.] 
(c) All projects included in the spreadsheet contributed to the ‘higher revenue’ of $15 million. 

DEPARTMENT OF PRIMARY INDUSTRIES AND REGIONAL DEVELOPMENT — 
ANNUAL REPORT ON STATE FINANCES 

1667. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food; Minister 
Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 

I refer to page 11 of the 2017–18 Annual Report on State Finances, and specifically the $60 million reduction in 
expenditure relating to the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD), and I ask: 
(a) please advise what proportion of the $60 million in reduced expenditure can be applied to each of the 

three sub-bullet points being project underspends, salaries and depreciation; 
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(b) with respect to project underspends, please detail the project name and description, amount and reason 
for underspend; 

(c) for each project identified in (b), please advise if the total funding amount has changed or if funding for 
the project has been re-profiled to reflect milestones; 

(d) with respect to salaries please advise the positions affected and therefore contributed to the $60 million 
in reduced expenditure; 

(e) what are the reasons for delays in filling vacancies as highlighted in the 2017–18 Annual Report on State 
Finances; and 

(f) have the operations of the agency been impacted by the vacancies identified in (d) and, if so, to what extent? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) Project Underspends – $45.4 Million  
 Salaries – $6.8 Million  
 Depreciation – $7.8 Million  
(b) DPIRD delivered a large number of projects outcomes in 2017/18. In line with usual project management 

practice, there are expected variations to projects, resulting in some underspends, which have result in 
approval for carryover and re-profiling of the remainder of funds into 2018/19 ( see attached table). The 
key reasons for these project variations include (but are not limited to): reallocation of staff resources to 
deliver emergency responses including citrus canker; seasonal conditions; outcomes of research trials; 
industry engagement and consultation requirements; review and change of project scope and/or 
deliverables, delays in commencement and construction, reprioritisation to higher priority projects; delay 
in meeting project milestones; recruitment, procurement, contractual management and finance systems 
processes. A very limited number of projects had their funds re-purposed to higher priority projects. 

(c) Consistent with past practice, consideration of project underspends will form part of the Mid-Year Review 
(MYR) process which is not yet complete. 

(d) The reduced salary expenditure of $6.8 million (approximately 3% of salaries) is consistent with the 
normal variances in public sector vacancy rates, and reflects sound business management principles. It is 
not possible to detail every vacancy that contributed to the savings, as it would be comprised of many 
positions for various periods during the year. 

(e) In the course of the 2017–18 financial year, the Department has progressed the integration of the activities 
of the agencies operating prior to the Machinery of Government changes announced in 2017. During the 
integration, all priority vacancies have been managed with minimal disruption, although the 
organisational design process has resulted in some delays in filling some positions. 

(f) The Department has maintained key services in the locations and for the periods where vacancies existed. 
PASTORAL LEASES — CARBON SEQUESTRATION PROJECTS 

1687. Hon Robin Chapple to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 
In relation to the Government’s support for carbon sequestration projects on Western Australia’s pastoral leases, I ask: 
(a) which carbon sequestration project methods approved under the Federal Government’s Emissions 

Reduction Fund fall within the definition of ‘pastoral purposes’ as outlined under Western Australia’s 
Land Administration Act 1997; 

(b) when does the Government expect it will be in a position to start providing eligible interest holder consent 
for carbon sequestration projects on pastoral leases; 

(c) is the Government considering providing consent for all carbon sequestration projects that have been 
provisionally registered with the Emissions Reduction Fund, or only those projects that have been 
successful in securing contracts to supply carbon credits to the Federal Government; 

(d) is the Government aware that by 1 July 2019, over 20 per cent of Western Australian pastoral leases will 
have terms that are less than 25 years, and that consequently under current legislation, pastoralists and 
other leaseholders will be unable to register a carbon sequestration project because they require tenure of 
at least 25 years duration; 

(e) what are the names of the pastoral leases and the regions in which they are situated that, at 1 July 2019, 
will have 25 years or less of their terms left to run; 

(f) of the leases listed in (e), how many are Aboriginal-owned; 
(g) will the Government provide for leaseholders to undertake carbon sequestration projects of a duration 

of 100 years which is the internationally accepted and compliant standard; and 
(h) if yes to (g), what tenure will provide for such projects? 
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Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

(a) To date, the State of Western Australia has only formally considered the approved Human-Induced 
Regeneration of a Permanent Even-Aged Native Forest method, in terms of consistency with 
‘pastoral purposes’ as defined within Part 7 of the Land Administration Act 1997. However, as the 
methodology varies for each project, the State would ascertain whether a particular Human Induced 
Regeneration project is consistent with ‘pastoral purposes’ on a case by case basis. 

(b) The State Government is working to finalise its policy in regards to the pilot sequestration projects in 
Western Australia. 

(c) In April 2018, the State provided in-principle support for a specific set of pilot sequestration offset 
projects where the project is conducted on an existing pastoral lease, using the Human Induced 
Regeneration project methodology, with a permanence period of 25 years and where the project 
proponent is the pastoral lessee, not a third party. 

(d) Yes. 

(e) [See tabled paper no 2172.] 

(f) 8 

(g) The State is currently considering pilot sequestration projects which align with the pastoral lease terms. 
As section 105(1) of the Land Administration Act 1997 currently provides that pastoral leases may not 
exceed 50 years, consideration is currently focussed on the projects with 25 year permanence periods 
rather than 100 year periods. 

(h) Not applicable. 

MINES AND PETROLEUM — AMMONIUM NITRATE TRANSPORT INCIDENT 

1689. Hon Robin Chapple to the minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 

I refer to question on notice No.1431, asked in the Legislative Council on Tuesday, 26 June 2018 by Hon Robin Chapple 
MLC to the Minister for Regional Development representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum, regarding the 
ABC News story of 23 April 2018 entitled, Lucky escape for driver as truck full of ammonium nitrate catches fire 
on WA highway, and ask: 

(a) which company produced or manufactured the UN2426 ammonium nitrate, liquid; 

(b) what is the exact location and address of where the UN2426 ammonium nitrate, liquid was produced or 
manufactured; and 

(c) how was the UN2426 ammonium nitrate, liquid transported to Rockingham? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 

(a) CSBP Limited.  

(b) CSBP Limited, Kwinana Beach Road, Kwinana, WA, 6167  

(c) By road. 

AGRICULTURE AND FOOD — HORTICULTURAL RESEARCH RECOVERY FUND 

1690. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Minister for Regional Development; Agriculture and Food; Minister 
Assisting the Minister for State Development, Jobs and Trade: 

I refer to Legislative Council question on notice No. 1580, relating to the Horticulture Research Recovery Fund 
(HRRF), and I ask: 

(a) for each recipient of funding to date, please provide the name of the organisation, individual or business 
receiving funding, the amount of funding received and the purpose of the funding; 

(b) for each future recipient of funding, please provide the name of the organisation, individual or business 
receiving funding, the amount of funding received and the purpose of the funding; 

(c) is the HRRF a grant program and are funds awarded on that basis; 

(d) if yes to (c), please provide the grant guidelines and criteria for the HRRF and how were funding 
opportunities advertised; 

(e) if no to (c), will the Minister outline the process used to determine the allocation of funding to private 
businesses and industry organisations; 

(f) will the Minister please provide the business case for the HRRF; 
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(g) was the purpose of the HRRF to focus on potato industry export outcomes as advised in the above 
mentioned question on notice; 

(h) for each funding recipient identified in (a) and (b), please provide the grant application or application 
including evidence supporting the funding amount; 

(i) for each funding recipient identified in (a) and (b), please provide the executed grant agreement or 
financial assistance agreement; 

(j) who was responsible for reviewing applications for funding and making recommendations or funding 
decisions; and 

(k) who is the final decision maker for funding allocated from the HRRF? 

Hon Alannah MacTiernan replied: 
(a) Fox Farming Pty Ltd – $142,333 – A washing/grading/packing line designed to meet the quality standards 

required for new markets. 

 Pemberton Fresh Pty Ltd – $200,000 – Innovative packaging equipment to meet specific requirements of 
new markets. 

 GP Ayres & Sons Pty Ltd – $200,000 – Infrastructure upgrade – Optical sorter for seed potatoes 

 VegetablesWA – $50,000 – Report into collaborative entrepreneurship for exporting. 

(b) Bendotti Exporters Pty Ltd – $200,000 – Upgrade of processing and production equipment to increase 
the overall efficiency of processing potatoes. Please note, this grant has been approved under the 
Potato Industry Assistance Grants program but funding has not yet been provided. Funding for this grant 
was incorrectly reported as expended in response to Question on Notice 1580. 

Horticulture Innovation Australian – up to $400,000 to invest in research on ‘Alternative disinfestation 
for market access for crops affected by tomato potato psyllid’. If the tender is successful the project will 
be managed by the Department of Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD). The total cost 
of the project is valued at $879,853. 

DPIRD, Diagnostic Laboratory Services (DDLS) Seed Testing and Certification – $100,000. Support for 
the Seed Potato Certification Scheme that underpins healthy seed for all potato production within the 
State. $50,000 per year for two years will be provided to DDLS, reducing the annual request from DDLS 
to the Agricultural Produce Commission, Potato Producers’ Committee by the same amount.   

Western Sydney University – $24,000 – Investigate TPP interactions with Australian native cut flowers 
(Geraldton wax, Banksia species) to assess the risk of TPP contaminating such cut flower commodities 
to assist providing science based evidence to address trade restriction on carrier produce. 

VegetablesWA – $100,000 for investment into the ‘Small and Medium Enterprises Export Hub Grant’, 
administered by the Commonwealth Department of Industry Innovation and Science, to facilitate 
the development of up to four commercial export clusters to help grow the overall value of 
Western Australian horticultural exports affected by the TPP incident. 

(c) A portion of the HRRF was utilised for the competitive Potato Industry Assistance Grants program, the 
balance of funding will be invested based on consultation with industry and advice from the Department of 
Primary Industries and Regional Development (DPIRD). 

(d) Grant guidelines for the Potato Industry Assistance Grants program are attached. 

The Potato Industry Assistance Grants program was communicated via a Ministerial media statement, as 
well as on social media and DPIRD’s web page. The information was also provided to Vegetables WA 
and the Potato Growers Association of Western Australia for circulation to industry. 

(e) Investment priorities for the balance of the HRRF were determined after consultation with industry and 
DPIRD advice on the opportunity to leverage co-investment of the HRRF to return greater benefit to the 
State and the affected industry. 

(f) There is no business case for the HRRF as it is a component of the Agricultural Sciences Research and 
Development Fund (ASRDF). 

(g) Yes, and other produce. 

(h) [See tabled paper no 2176.] 

(i) Funding agreements are tailored to suit each project, and often for each grant. The tabling of these 
agreements would be detrimental to the State for future agreement negotiations if they were made 
publically available. 
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(j) The review of funding applications for the Potato Industry Assistance Grants program, and 
recommendations for funding were undertaken by DPIRD. 

For the remainder of the HRRF, recommendations for funding were made by DPIRD after consultation 
with industry. 

(k) I am responsible for the final decision for funding allocations from the HRRF. 

PREMIER — OPTUS STADIUM VISITS 

1691. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Premier; Minister for 
Public Sector Management; Federal–State Relations: 

I refer to Legislative Council questions on notice Nos 1409 and 1596, and the Minister’s continual refusal to 
answer my question for ‘security reasons’, and noting this is at odds with the Minister’s willingness to encourage 
media and utilise social media to broadcast the Minister’s public transport travel to the stadium, and I ask, if the 
Minister refuses to provide an answer when will the Minister fulfil their obligations under Section 82 of the 
Financial Management Act 2006? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
The information sought by the member does not relate to the conduct or operation of an agency within the meaning 
of section 82 of the Financial Management Act 2006 and, as such, no requirement to provide a notice arises. 

ARALUEN BOTANIC PARK — FUNDING 

1692. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to Legislative Council questions on notice Nos 1412 and 1595, in relation to Araluen Botanic Park, and I ask: 

(a) will the Minister please table the funding proposal identified by the Minister in question on notice 
No. 1412 and not provided in answer to question on notice No. 1595; 

(b) has the ten year lease agreement been executed; 

(c) if yes to (b), on what date was it executed; and 

(d) if yes to (b), will the Minister please table the lease agreement? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
(a)–(d) The funding proposal remains part of a deliberative process between the parties and the 

Western Australian Planning Commission (WAPC). Upon finalisation, it is anticipated The Foundation 
and The WAPC will execute the lease. 

TRANSPORT — MATAGARUP BRIDGE — SUPPLY AGREEMENT 

1694. Hon Peter Collier to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to question on notice No. 1582, dated 22 August 2018, and I ask, will the Minister please provide a list of 
the reports received by Main Roads WA from the Matagarup Bridge Joint Venture including the date each report 
was received: 

(a) if not, why not? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
Following a comprehensive review of Main Roads WA records, the following list of relevant reports have 
been identified: 

Documentation 

Client Monthly Report–June 2015 

Client Monthly Report–July 2015 

Client Monthly Report–September 2015 

Client Monthly Report–October 2015 

Client Monthly Report–November   2015 

Client Monthly Report–December 2015 

Client Monthly Report–January 2016 

Client Monthly Report–February 2016 

Client Monthly Report–March 2016 
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Client Monthly Report–April 2016 

Client Monthly Report–May 2016 

Client Monthly Report–June 2016 

Client Monthly Report–July 2016 

Client Monthly Report–August 2016 

Client Monthly Report–September 2016 

Client Monthly Report–October 2016 

Client Monthly Report–November   2016 

Client Monthly Report–December 2016 

Client Monthly Report–January 2017 

Client Monthly Report–February 2017 

Client Monthly Report–March 2017 

Client Monthly Report–April 2017 

Client Monthly Report–August 2017 

Interim Board Report–August 2017 

Alliance Executive Board Report–September 2017 

Interim ALT Board Report–October 2017 

Alliance Executive Board Report–October 2017 

Alliance Executive Board Report –November 2017 

Alliance Executive Board Report –December 2017 

Alliance Executive Board Report –January 2018 

Alliance Executive Board Report –February 2018 

Alliance Executive Board Report –March 2018 

Alliance Executive Board Report –April 2018 

Alliance Executive Board Report –May 2018 

Alliance Executive Board Report –June 2018 

Alliance Executive Board Report –July/August 2018 * Note combined report. 
 

Documentation 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 001 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 002 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 003 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 004 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 005 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 006 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 007 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 008 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 009 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 010 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 011 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 012 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 013 
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Alliance Summary Weekly Report 014 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 015 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 016 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 017 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 018 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 020 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 021 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 022 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 023 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 024 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 025 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 026 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 027 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 028 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 029 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 030 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 031 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 032 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 033 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 034 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 035 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 036 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 037 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 038 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 039 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 040 

Alliance Summary Weekly Report 041 

__________ 
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