
 

 

Parliamentary Debates 
(HANSARD) 

FORTIETH PARLIAMENT 
FIRST SESSION 

2018 

LEGISLATIVE ASSEMBLY 

Thursday, 13 September 2018 

 

 

 



 

 

Legislative Assembly 

Thursday, 13 September 2018 

                
THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson) took the chair at 9.00 am, acknowledged country and read prayers. 

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

MENTAL HEALTH INITIATIVES 
Statement by Minister for Mental Health 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Minister for Mental Health) [9.02 am]: I rise to acknowledge and share the 
R U OK? message in this place today. As Minister for Mental Health, I am sure that I join everyone in the 
community to express our deep concern about the important issue of suicide prevention and improved mental 
health and wellbeing in Western Australia. It is heartening to see the community get behind initiatives such as 
R U OK? Day and the Mates in Construction Fly the Flag Day. 
The McGowan government is committed, along with the many dedicated services in our state, to reduce the 
incidence of suicide and develop resilient, hopeful and healthy communities. Current initiatives of the McGowan 
government to reduce rates of suicide include the implementation of the statewide suicide prevention strategy, 
“Suicide Prevention 2020: Together we can save lives”, otherwise known as Suicide Prevention 2020. Through 
the implementation of Suicide Prevention 2020, the McGowan government is funding the new Think Mental 
Health campaign, which was launched by the Mental Health Commission late last year. The Think Mental Health 
campaign encourages men aged between 25 and 54 years to seek help when they begin experiencing mental health 
problems. In line with the important message conveyed by R U OK? Day, it also urges their family and friends to 
check in with them if they notice that they are not going so well. 
Another key initiative established in the past year is a partnership between the Mental Health Commission and the 
Future of Work Institute at Curtin University, which have been tasked with developing assessment tools, training 
modules, educational materials and other resources to assist workplaces in Western Australia to promote positive 
mental health. The government, through the Mental Health Commission, has also placed suicide prevention 
coordinators in every Western Australian region to help build the capacity of the community and service providers 
to better identify and address local suicide-related issues through evidence-based prevention activity. 
The McGowan government supports the work being done by R U OK?, and I thank all members of Parliament and 
the community who endeavour to share this message. R U OK? Day is now in its ninth year, and the enduring 
power of the message is testament to its importance. Asking someone, “Are you okay?” is a simple, yet powerful 
act. It shows empathy, compassion and a willingness to listen. These three small words can have a big impact. In 
recognition of the importance of the message, and to reinforce the important work being done across the state as 
part of Suicide Prevention 2020, I encourage everyone to take this opportunity to ask their family, friends, 
colleagues and neighbours, “Are you okay?” Checking in with someone includes asking, “Are you okay?”, 
listening to them, encouraging action and following up. 
It is important that we continue these important conversations about wellbeing and support services across 
Western Australia. If members are concerned about how a friend or family member is travelling, reach out and 
start a conversation. 

WEST PILBARA PLAN 
Statement by Minister for Child Protection 

MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Child Protection) [9.05 am]: I rise to inform the house about 
my visit to Roebourne last week where, once again, I had the honour to sit down with community leaders and 
listen to how things are going in their town. Members will be aware that the west Pilbara plan is the McGowan 
government’s response to the multigenerational trauma revealed by the extraordinary prevalence of child sexual 
abuse in west Pilbara, particularly in Roebourne. The plan is a strong, coordinated response to these issues, with 
a focus on supporting affected children, their families and the community. It is about the government and 
community walking side by side to make sure that children are safe, healthy, getting to school and have a strong 
connection to their culture. At the recent community cabinet, we were joined by members of the Roebourne 
community and met young Max, who performed for us part of Big hART’s production Tjaabi. 
During my recent visit, I was struck by the growing sense of confidence in the community about what is possible. 
Whether it is talking about ideas to get people together to watch the upcoming 2018 Toyota AFL grand final or 
finding ways to connect young people with country and culture, there is enthusiasm and excitement about the 
future. The west Pilbara plan is also making a real difference on the ground, with several homes now being upgraded 
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to become “strong households”, which will fulfil an aspiration of the community to have safe places for children and 
young people. In addition, at the request of families, 38 houses now have alcohol restrictions. With increasing 
confidence and commitment, they are an example of the hard decisions that families are now prepared to make. 
WA Police Force data for the subdistrict of Roebourne–Wickham shows that from 2017 to 2018, burglaries are down 
by 40 per cent, stealing is down by 60 per cent, damage is down by 30 per cent, family domestic violence is down by 
25 per cent and drug detection is up by 162 per cent. No-one is under the illusion that things will change overnight, 
but I am confident that if we walk side by side with the community, we will see long-lasting change in west Pilbara. 

ACACIA PRISON — SERCO AUSTRALIA OFFICERS 
Statement by Minister for Corrective Services 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn — Minister for Corrective Services) [9.08 am]: I wish to inform the house about 
information received from Serco regarding prison officers at Acacia Prison. Information uncovered by intelligence 
gathered by Serco through various means identified two prison officers who had formed inappropriate relationships 
with prisoners. These revelations were reported immediately to the Department of Justice. Further investigation 
and intelligence gathering related to these matters is ongoing. One officer resigned when the allegation was put to 
them and the other resigned after being suspended. 
Advice that I have received from the Department of Justice is that between 2015 and 2018, there have been six 
known instances, including the most recent two, in which Serco staff based at Acacia Prison have either resigned 
or been dismissed following the exposure of inappropriate relationships with prisoners. I have requested the 
department to refer all matters relating to the six officers to the Corruption and Crime Commission for further 
examination and/or investigation. I have also asked for an urgent meeting between me, the Department of Justice 
and Serco management.  
This is not the first time I have raised concerns with Acacia management about grooming issues within this prison. 
Earlier this year, I raised grooming and drug-related issues with the company. These recent grooming issues were 
again addressed by Corrective Services yesterday at the Acacia corruption prevention committee meeting, with 
a focus on what actions Acacia will be putting in place to mitigate this pattern of behaviour. This is part of a series 
of regular meetings attended by Corrective Services, Acacia management and the Corruption and Crime 
Commission when matters of inappropriate behaviour are discussed. As these investigations are ongoing, I shall 
not be commenting any further on this matter until all inquiries are completed by Serco, the Department of Justice 
and the CCC, if they may wish to comment on these resignations and terminations. 

COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT OF AUSTRALIA —  
METRONET PRECINCTS AND PERTH’S FUTURE 

Statement by Minister for Housing 
MR P.C. TINLEY (Willagee — Minister for Housing) [9.10 am]: I rise to inform the house of a very welcome 
reception by WA’s building and development industry, as well as other stakeholders from local government 
organisations, to a joint address by my friend and colleague the Minister for Transport; Planning and me at 
a Committee for Economic Development of Australia breakfast yesterday. Minister Saffioti and I were asked to 
address the topic of Metronet precincts and the future of Perth, and I am very pleased to say that the large audience 
was riveted by what we had to say about how the McGowan government is delivering in this area. 
I commend Minister Saffioti on condensing her presentation of a very complex issue—the rollout of Metronet—
into a 10 minute-ish description, complete with slides, of what we have done to date, where we are currently placed 
and how the future will unfold in terms of delivering an integrated transport network that will improve community 
connectivity, create thousands of jobs and generate unprecedented economic activity. 
Linking Metronet’s substantial investment in Perth’s public transport network with well-planned, mixed-use urban 
centres will enable better places and spaces for people to live, work and play, and for vibrant and supported 
communities to develop and thrive. This success will be underpinned by effective collaboration between the public, 
private and not-for-profit sectors to maximise economic and social outcomes. The state government and 
specifically my office and the Department of Communities are looking closely at where we can contribute to early 
activation of the Metronet precincts through market-leading developments and infrastructure. 
There has never been a better time to enter into productive partnerships that will improve housing affordability 
outcomes, deliver more and better housing options for the rental market and develop social capital. Strategic early 
development will set the right environment for growth, help build critical population and amenity and, perhaps 
most importantly, de-risk private sector participation. Examples of areas where we are looking to lead and form 
strong partnerships include, but are not limited to, Forrestfield, by early activation and ensuring the integrity of 
the site for future development; Bayswater, by activating government landholdings to ensure the development of 
a vibrant community; and Subiaco, which is ready and willing to play a strategic role in this exciting area of 
opportunity. The McGowan government’s affordable housing action plan includes increasing the target of 
30 000 housing opportunities for people on low to moderate incomes to more than 35 000 by 2020 and investing 
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in new construction that will support $2.3 billion in economic activity and almost 6 000 jobs. The very strong 
message we are sending to the industry is that we are open for business and willing to work with the private sector 
to make our Metronet precincts a reality and to deliver an enduring benefit to Perth and to Western Australia. 

FAMILY AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE — PEEL REGION 
Grievance 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [9.12 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Prevention of Family and 
Domestic Violence and I thank her for taking my grievance this morning as it relates to domestic and family 
violence in the Peel region. A number of articles in the Mandurah Mail recently by Carla Hildebrandt reflect an 
ongoing concern in our community that has existed for some time about the rates of family and domestic violence 
in the Peel region. As someone who is a regular donor to Pat Thomas House, one of the women’s and family 
refuges in Mandurah, and as a pledge member to Peel Says No to Violence, which is a community alliance against 
violence of all kinds in our region, I am well aware of the issues and the pressure that has been felt by community 
services to help deliver important support to families suffering from domestic violence in our community. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I have also held a morning tea here at Parliament House, together with the member for 
Mandurah, who I also know is similarly concerned about the rates of family and domestic violence in our 
community, and with those support services to recognise the importance of the role that they play in our 
community. I also recognise the government’s existing commitments to respond to family and domestic violence. 
I am sure the minister will outline it, but $1 million has been committed to funding Allambee Counselling in our 
community, which is a great effort and I absolutely applaud the government for its commitment. I think also, from 
what I could read, that $1.2 million was set aside in 2018–19 for the Pat Thomas women’s refuge. 

As no doubt many in this place would be aware, the reality is that the Peel region, unfortunately, suffers from its 
record of being one of the worst regions when it comes to family and domestic violence. There is a family and 
domestic violence assault in my community something like every three days, which is an alarming figure. 
Unfortunately, this seems to be a growing trend. In 2008–09 there were 80 reports of family and domestic violence 
and in 2017–18 there were 143 reports. It is clearly something that is growing and, unfortunately, from our 
perspective, it does not seem to be abating. I am also aware that when there was a liquor licence application for 
a larger liquor store to be established in Falcon, Falcon was named in the related report as one of the suburbs with 
the highest rates of domestic violence. Falcon sits in the district of Dawesville, which I represent. 

I am aware that in 2017 the government announced that a new women’s and family refuge would be built in the 
Peel region. That is important, because Pat Thomas House women’s refuge can really accommodate, I think, only 
18 children and six women. It is a very constrained facility. The people there do an amazing job with very, very 
limited resources. I have met with them a number of times at the refuge and in my office to try to help them where 
I can to look at options that might exist to help them expand their accommodation onsite to try to cope with the 
unfortunate demand that exists for their services. The reality is that Pat Thomas House is a very constrained site 
in Mandurah, as no doubt the minister knows. We need to look at an entirely new facility to be built in the 
Peel region, and I would argue that one needs to be built in Mandurah itself as part of the access to essential 
services that exist there. Also, public transport is much more connected in the City of Mandurah compared with 
that in other areas in the Peel, but it is also important to make sure that the Peel region is properly and adequately 
resourced with something like this new refuge, which needs to be built. 

The concern I have—this is something that has already been raised with the minister through the media—is that 
there appears to be a delay in getting this new refuge established. I know that it was considered to be a priority. 
I will quote an article that appeared in the Mandurah Mail yesterday, 12 September, Mr Acting Speaker—sorry, 
Madam Acting Speaker — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms J.M. Freeman): Just Speaker is fine; I do not need to have my gender identified. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Thank you. The member for Mandurah is quoted in the article as saying — 

“WA Labor in the lead up to the election recognised the increasing rates of domestic violence and the 
terrible effect it is having on local families,” … 

“That’s why we committed to the construction of a women’s refuge in the Peel region to better address 
the increase and diversity of families seeking assistance. 

“This is a priority for the government and the scope of this project is being developed and will be 
delivered as soon as practicable.” 

Unfortunately, that quote, which was reported in September—this month—was from May last year. I appreciate 
that the government has a significant commitment to try its best to address the concerns of domestic and family 
violence in our community, and it has noted that a new refuge needs to be built as a matter of priority, yet we have 
what can only be seen from my perspective as an unfortunate delay in getting a new facility built. All of us in this 
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house, and indeed the minister, would be aware of the distress that that delay could cause in our community, 
because we have a facility that is too small for the rates of family and domestic violence in the Mandurah and Peel 
community. It seems to me that there needs to be urgent priority and support for getting a new facility developed. 
I realise that planning takes time; I am totally aware of that. As I said at the start of this speech, I recognise that 
the government has committed funding already to some important services in the region. My concern, and the 
community’s concern, is that we do not really know when the new facility will be built or where it will be built. 
Together with the delay, that uncertainty is causing some concerns in our community. I hope that as part of the 
grievance here this morning, the minister might be able to update the house on where that new refuge will be built 
and when it will be built, and give us some certainty on what is obviously an issue of increasing concern and crisis. 
I say again that I appreciate the minister taking my grievance this morning.  
MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Prevention of Family and Domestic Violence) [9.19 am]: 
I thank the member for his interest in the very shameful, persistent and damaging trend in our community that is 
domestic violence. The member is right: worryingly, the Peel region as well as the south metropolitan corridor is 
an area identified as having a concentration of domestic violence, although there is no community—remote, 
regional or metropolitan—that does not have domestic violence. However, there are some particular sections 
within the metropolitan area that need attention, and the south metro area as well as the Peel region is one of them, 
which is why early on we identified it as an area where we would commit one of our two new refuges. The member 
asked where the refuge will be, and I must say, it is quite likely that he will not know where the refuge will be as 
we will not announce the location publicly. By their nature, they are not publicly known. As a supporter, the 
member might have an opportunity to go there, but generally the actual location is not publicised. I certainly take 
the member’s point in making sure that it is accessible for the clients of that refuge and to ensure there is a school, 
some sort of transport, shops and the like nearby. That is something I am conscious of when we are looking at 
alternative locations for the two new refuges. 
I can say a number of things about this issue. First of all, I will quickly go through some of the things that we have 
done, because it is clear to me that we have done a lot in the last 18 months since we have come to office. Having 
a dedicated minister has meant that we have been able to focus our efforts and we have had fantastic engagement 
from the sector that has worked tirelessly over decades—many of us have known those people for decades—in 
doing this work. I think they are really pleased that our government is taking this issue seriously at a high level in 
cabinet and is taking the coordination needed across government seriously. 
If I look at the framework and what we have been able to achieve so far, we have talked about how our responses 
need to be firmly focused on victim safety and perpetrator accountability. We need a responsive justice system to 
make sure that the police, but particularly the courts, understand the circumstances of domestic violence, and we 
need prevention and early intervention. We need community education and awareness, because of course this 
phenomenon is preventable; societal norms have to change when the extent of this violence goes unchecked. As 
well as having a dedicated minister, very early in coming to office we introduced 10 days paid leave for public 
sector workers experiencing domestic violence. It is interesting that the member’s federal colleagues talked about 
supporting leave for domestic violence victims and made something of that in federal Parliament yesterday. 
Minister O’Dwyer made something of that yesterday and the day before in federal Parliament, but of course they 
were talking about unpaid leave, and in fact paid leave was removed from the federal public sector system under 
Senator Michaelia Cash. I hope that, through the sort of discussions we have through the #MeToo movement and 
the high rates of homicides and domestic violence, that previous decision is challenged. 
We have also entered into the national domestic violence order scheme in which a family violence restraining 
order automatically applies interstate. That is an important safeguard. Western Australia has committed 
$4.3 million to support our implementation in that scheme. We have also allocated money for two new women’s 
refuges—$8.2 million in the budget. 
The member referred to the $1 million for Allambee Counselling in the Peel region, supporting victims of domestic 
violence. We have committed $1.6 million to provide culturally appropriate support services for Aboriginal and 
culturally and linguistically diverse women, because in any situation we need to understand the circumstances, the 
culture and the environment in which the violence is occurring if we want to respond to it effectively. Another 
initiative that we are very proud of is expanding financial counselling services, with an extra $7.4 million in the 
metro area for practical supports for domestic violence victims. We have also recently announced $1.56 million 
for a three-year program to improve screening rates for FD violence during pregnancy; a $100 000 funding boost 
for increased sexual assault counselling services; and an additional $850 000 for a second residential program 
helping perpetrators of family and domestic violence—another very practical program. We have joined Our 
Watch; we have given money and support to the RSPCA for its Pets in Crisis program; and of course the upper 
house is soon to debate the changes to the Residential Tenancies Act that will strengthen that act’s consideration 
of how victims of domestic violence are treated. It will be interesting to see how that proceeds through the upper 
house. I hope it is supported and expedited through the upper house. We have also committed money to respectful 
relationships training in schools. 
It is amazing how quickly the time for grievances goes. 
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Member, I am very conscious of the dynamics, particularly in the Peel region. I have visited Pat Thomas House 
and Allambee. We need to stay focused on providing these services and of course refuges provide services at the 
emergency end, if you like. I acknowledge the work of the Peel Says No to Violence project, the coming together 
of a community that looks proactively and outwardly at the messages it can send the community that violence and 
domestic violence is never okay. I look forward to continuing the work with the members for Dawesville and 
Mandurah to deliver a safer community for the Peel region. 

MANNING BUS SERVICES 
Grievance 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [9.26 am]: My grievance today is to the Minister for Transport about bus 
routes in my electorate. The minister knows my electorate very well; she has occasionally come over to 
Johnny’s Quality Fish Bar in Como. But this is about the southern tip of my electorate: Salter Point, Manning and 
a little of Como. There are two bus routes there, routes 30 and 31. In South Perth we believe we are very well 
treated with bus transport. We have a great bus service and it is very accessible to people. In Manning, there has 
been a change recently, as the minister might be aware, with the development of what has been described as the 
Manning hub. Manning hub is a project developed by the City of South Perth after it sold the triangle of land near 
Mends Street, which will be developed into high-rise residential and commercial buildings. With nearly half of 
those funds, the city built Manning hub in Manning at the back of the Welwyn Avenue shops. It is a fantastic 
development. I was involved in the Manning Rippers Football Club getting a new facility and the oval being 
re-laid; it is a great facility for the community. The hub includes Manning Library, a community hall, the Manning 
Child Health Clinic, Moorditj Keila Aboriginal group headquarters and, as I said, the sporting club rooms for the 
Manning Rippers Football Club. It is a famous football club that produced such champions as Brian Peake, 
Rob Wiley and Peter Spencer, and another great player Mark McClure, who played for Carlton, also played juniors 
at Manning. It is a little trivia, but very important to the people of Manning. We have this development, but also 
in December last year, the Metro Central joint development assessment panel approved an application for 
a four storey mixed-use development between that community hub and the shops at the front at Welwyn Avenue. 
That development comprises a mix of active commercial land use on the ground floor including restaurant, cafe, 
retail and office tenancies and 28 residential apartments at the upper level. All those things will support the 
surrounding commercial businesses and community services. It is really futuristic stuff for the people of Manning, 
who are on the southern extreme of my electorate. One matter that some constituents have raised with me is that 
neither the 30 nor the 31 bus routes run past the Welwyn Avenue shops. My research officer, Daryl Pranata, and 
I drove around the other day and followed the 30 and 31 bus routes to see how they could be realigned or changed. 
I must admit that I could not come up with a solution. However, I am here today to ask the Minister for Transport 
whether she could get the Public Transport Authority to look at that. The facility has a library and a health centre, 
places where people in the community want to visit or travel to, so having a bus that runs past the Welwyn Avenue 
shops or within fairly close proximity needs to be looked at. 
I will provide some statistics about my electorate. As of 30 June last year, the population in Manning was 4 100; 
in Salter Point, which some people call the dress circle, it was 3 000; and in Como, where I live—I cannot make 
it to the dress circle yet!—it was 15 000. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Are you on the old super scheme? 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: No. 
Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup: That is why. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Otherwise you could have made it! 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Some of our members got rid of the old super scheme. 
Some other statistics that are interesting, but a little worrying for me, according to the latest census on population 
and housing in South Perth, are as follows: 11.3 per cent of the city’s residents are empty-nesters and retirees, 
aged 60 to 69, compared with 9.7 per cent in greater Perth. We have more in that category than does greater Perth 
overall. Further, 7.8 per cent of residents in South Perth are seniors aged 70 to 84, compared with 7.5 per cent in 
greater Perth and 2.7 per cent are elderly, aged between 85 and above—one would not think they would be driving 
cars but would need to catch buses—compared with 1.8 per cent in greater Perth. Between 2011 and 2016, the 
population of the City of South Perth increased by three per cent. The empty-nesters or retirees and the seniors are 
in the top three categories of the largest changes in the age structure in the city between 2011 and 2016. The 
empty-nesters and retirees have increased by 21 per cent. Seniors have increased by 16 per cent and, additionally, 
the proportion of elderly people experienced a three per cent increase. South Perth must be a good place to live 
because people keep living longer. These numbers indicate also that the City of South Perth has a greater 
proportion of older people than the overall greater Perth population. 
That is a bit of a snapshot for the minister. Bus routes 30 and 31 are fantastic services. One of the buses runs past 
Curtin University, enabling people to access the university or the big shopping centre at Karawara. With the 
fantastic development at the Manning hub that the local people have been supportive of, and with the proposed 
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changes to that hub, a lot more people will want to travel to and from there. I could have put this in a letter to the 
minister, but I thought it would be better to raise the matter today so that I could explain to her in seven minutes 
roughly what the story is. I am not saying that I have the answer to this matter, but the experts in the PTA might 
be able to have a look at it on behalf of those people. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [9.34 am]: I thank the member for South Perth for 
the grievance. Sometimes it is better to have the conversation in this place. I warn the member for South Perth that 
following buses through communities is not a good thing. Luckily he was not caught by security! He should not 
make a habit of following buses throughout the community in his car. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: I followed the route, not the bus. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That is better. Luckily he was not arrested by security! 
I have had a quick look at the new Manning hub and it is pretty impressive. Obviously I am not too familiar with 
it, but the creation of this new centre and, as the member outlined, more people living in that proximity raises 
a good question: can we do something with the bus routes? I had a quick look at the bus routes while the member 
was speaking to see their proximity to the area the member referred to. They are in proximity; however, I will ask 
the PTA to investigate whether it can make any changes and what would be the impact. Of course, bus kilometres, 
whether the roads are wide enough, where the bus stops are located and the style of the bus shelters must be 
considered. Where the bus stops is always an interesting debate in the community; in particular, people often do 
not like them in front of their homes. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: One statistic I did not have was the patronage at each stop. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, that is what the PTA will be able to look at. I noticed that bus route 31, I think it was, ran 
on a parallel street. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: It is a fair walk through. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes, but potentially there could be a reroute into that centre. I will ask the PTA about that. In 
its notes it said it was keen to look at it and I will work with the PTA on that. Should any decisions be made on 
the relocation of bus stops, for example, we will work with the local council. It looks like a very good area. Have 
they named anything in the centre after the member for South Perth? 
Mr J.E. McGrath: Not in Manning, no. We are working on it! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Honestly, they should. If we reroute this bus route, I will erect a plaque. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: The last member got a ferry named after him. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: He did, actually. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: There you go—The John McGrath! 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We are trying to get a new ferry too! 
Mr J.E. McGrath: That would be overkill. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Does the member think so? I am sure that if we reroute that bus route, we will be able to unveil 
a plaque for the member. 
More generally—I know the member is interested in this—we met with the city recently to continue discussion on 
the train station. I met with the city in the past two or three weeks about some of the wider planning issues in that 
area, of which the member is aware, and also about the station. Preliminary studies have been done and they handed 
us a copy of that. It will take a lot of good community consultation. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: While you are on your feet, could you comment on how you think the Mends Street 
development is going? There is a fair bit happening. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: There is a fair bit happening. I am very keen to work with the council to keep progressing that 
and some other developments with new cafes as well, further towards the Narrows Bridge, to activate that 
foreshore, which is a beautiful part of the world. I know that some owners have objections, as the member would 
be aware, but it is a beautiful part of the world and it will encourage more people down there who will then access 
the small businesses, which is very important in that area. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: We will pay for the toilets, too. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: You are very good at paying for toilets! The western suburbs do not want us to interfere in 
their planning powers but they want us to take over their toilets. 
Mr K.M. O’Donnell: An arm around your shoulder, minister. 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: That was a bit of a debacle. 
They have had some discussions. Members would be aware that the Metronet team is pretty busy at the moment 
trying to get all of these projects into construction. 
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Mr J.E. McGrath: Pardon my interjection, but while you are on the subject of Metronet, I saw in a document that 
the South Perth train station was in Metronet. Is it part of the same system? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is part of the considerations. We will give it to them to look at to develop a case for it. The 
South Perth option may be one for which we do some preliminary work but then maybe go out to the market to 
see what the market says on how it would build it. We want to do a lot of design up-front. We would let the market 
tell us. We know where the station would be. A lot of community consultation would need to happen in that area. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: It would be perfect to be named after the member for South Perth—McGrath station. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Of course. If the member gets the local community to support it and some of the associated 
issues, I will name it after him!  

We are working with the City of South Perth. I have met with it on a number of occasions. It is all going well, but 
I will ask the Public Transport Authority to look at this particular matter. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Now that I have the minister on her feet, because I do not often get the minister for seven 
minutes, I will go on to another matter that was raised with me the other day. The owner of the Windsor Hotel 
tried to get a bus to ferry people from the hotel to the footy, but was not allowed to take the bus into the stadium 
precinct to drop them off because of the restrictions around the ground. He asked if it would be possible to run 
a bus to Canning Highway to catch the buses that run through there or whether someone running a business like 
that could get access to drop off people at the stadium. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: They probably can on the other side of Matagarup Bridge. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: On the other side? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes. While I am on my feet and having a lovely chat, I have the PTA reviewing all the transport 
to and from Optus Stadium over the season with the aim of making some potential changes. Drop-offs and pick-ups 
are a big issue in particular because many people are using Orrong Road and Graham Farmer Freeway. They park 
on the Graham Farmer Freeway side and it is quite dangerous. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: The cabs have a big issue getting in after the game. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The cabs are doing okay, but we may look at the other side of Matagarup Bridge as a potential 
drop-off point. We are separating, in a sense, a lot of the people who flow through to the normal buses. 

AUSTRALIND TRAIN SERVICE 
Grievance 

MR D.T. PUNCH (Bunbury) [9.40 am]: My grievance today is to the Minister for Transport; Planning; Lands 
and relates to the recent timetable changes for the Australind train service between Bunbury and Perth. I promise 
not to mention South Perth bus routes at all! The Australind service is very well used by the people in Bunbury 
and the communities of Brunswick, Harvey, Yarloop, Cookernup and Pinjarra. It is a highly valued service and 
I appreciate the strong commitment the minister is giving to replacing the current train with a new car set, and 
making improvements to journey times and upgrades to stations, to name but a few. This reflects a long tradition 
of Labor governments with a commitment to public transport that is unparalleled. I applaud the fact that the 
government is having a red-hot go at improving the service for the benefit of both locals and visitors alike, 
including trialling new timetable options to help boost day visits by tourists from Perth, but the current trial of an 
alternate timetable on Saturdays and Sundays has been poorly received in my electorate. A large number of 
constituents have contacted me expressing concern that the trial timetable basically renders the Australind train an 
unviable travel option for them on weekends. The Australind train is the central public transport option between 
Bunbury and Perth. It is important to enable the people from Perth and tourists visiting our state to access a public 
transport option to take them into the south west, but it is more than that for many of my constituents from Bunbury 
and elsewhere in the south west. It is actually a vital service for them. Many south west people who are unable to 
drive or do not have access to private vehicles need to get to Perth for medical treatment, employment or study or 
to stay connected with family. They consider the Australind to be an essential service and they rely on it and its 
timetable. It goes without saying that one can never keep everyone happy with a single timetable, but for decades 
the Australind has left Bunbury at 6.00 am and arrived in Perth at 8.30 am, with the return leg of the trip leaving 
Perth at 5.55 pm and arriving in Bunbury at a very respectable 8.24 pm. At the same time, travellers from Perth 
boarded the train at 9.30 am and arrived in Bunbury at 11.55 am. They departed again at 2.45 pm and arrived back 
in Perth at 5.12 pm. The traditional timetable is flawed in that it leaves daytrippers from Perth with only a very 
short time to enjoy Bunbury and other nearby south west towns, unless they stay overnight. For Bunbury people, 
it ensures that they have a full day to do all their business in Perth. Leaving Bunbury at 6.00 am and returning at 
8.30 pm makes for a long day—I must admit the 6.00 am start is a bit tough when a person gets up at 5.00 am—
but it is manageable. 

In April this year, the trial of the new weekend timetable saw no change to the morning train from Bunbury to 
Perth, but the evening train did not depart Perth until 7.55 pm and arrived in Bunbury at 10.18 pm. That is 
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essentially a 16.5-hour day for people who undertake a daytrip to Perth. If the traveller is not from Bunbury and 
has driven from nearby towns such as Busselton or Bridgetown to catch the train, they have to add an extra 
couple of hours to that trip making it an untenable option. Constituents have expressed all sorts of concerns to 
me about not just the length of the day, but also safety. Many people have said that they feel unsafe stranded in 
the centre of Perth for three hours after the closure of many businesses in the CBD, and they likewise feel unsafe 
when they have to wait for transport at the Bunbury station after arriving at about 10.30 pm. People who have 
to go to work or to school on Monday morning do not want to be arriving back in Bunbury pretty late on 
a Sunday night. I thought that as much as the trial timetable did appear inconvenient in terms of a late-night 
arrival back to Bunbury, there would be other public transport options, so I checked the bus timetables. 
I discovered that there is no Transwa bus from Perth that stops in Bunbury on a Saturday, making the Australind 
the only public transport option. On Sunday, three buses leave at 12.15 pm, 1.30 pm and 2.30 pm from the 
East Perth terminal. It is not a very convenient time in terms of the departures back to Bunbury if a person has 
to spend a full day in Perth on a Sunday. It is also worth noting that it appears that as of 30 September, the 
2.30 pm Sunday bus service will be discontinued. 
I support my constituents in their disagreement with the trial timetable. My constituents have said to me that 
although they understand the reason for the trial, surely regional people should not have to give up their single 
convenient evening connection from Perth to Bunbury in the process of trying to support a tourism opportunity. 
There is a silver lining to the trial. The trial timetable allows daytrippers from Perth to spend an extra two hours 
in Bunbury as the return trip is delayed from 2.45 pm to 4.45 pm. This provides a great opportunity for them to 
enjoy the restaurants, the new waterfront that we are working on — 
Ms R. Saffioti: And Toyworld. 
Mr D.T. PUNCH: Yes, Toyworld. It is a brilliant place to go to and it has some great ninja turtle toys. 
Bunbury also has fabulous restaurants and can provide a great time for Perth daytrippers. The timetable definitely 
supports the tourism potential of the Australind, but that is not a reason to maintain the trial timetable in and of 
itself because it comes at the expense of access for regional people. We need to find a better way. Our government 
has made a great commitment to the Australind service. I know that many people in my community rely on the 
train and are very much looking forward to that work getting underway. I have had many expressions of ideas for 
additions to the new Australind service such as the inclusion of an exercise bike for those who want to do a little 
exercise on their way to work. All sorts of ideas have come forward. I am not sure that they can all be 
accommodated, but it shows how valuable that service is to the people in Bunbury. An enormous number of people 
are also using the service for business commuting purposes. Every day I find that more people are using it either 
three or four days a week for a regular return trip to Perth, and some of that includes use on the weekends, so it 
has affected business commuting on the weekends. 
I welcome the consideration given by the minister to the train service, but I ask for an end to the trial timetable 
and seek a commitment that the needs of regional people will be considered as a priority in any future amendments. 
Thank you, minister. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [9.47 am]: I thank the member for Bunbury for that 
grievance. Yes, shopping in Bunbury is very exciting. As the member knows, Toyworld stocks giant ninja turtles, 
one of which I bought for my children. It still stands in the kitchen and it does freak you out in the middle of the 
night when you turn on the light and there is a giant ninja turtle standing there, looking at you, but the kids like it. 
I will go through a bit of the background of what happened with the changes to the Australind service. In April 
this year, the PTA commenced a trial weekend service with the aim of increasing tourism to Bunbury to allow 
passengers to spend more time shopping in Bunbury on daytrips and enjoy the beautiful waterfront, and to assist 
in alleviating the congestion of the rail line between Optus Stadium and Perth city station during stadium events. 
The new trial was basically set up to see how the service could be changed to not only accommodate the 
Optus Stadium’s operating requirements, but also potentially serve more people in Bunbury. The success of the 
trial was based on weekend service patronage and a survey of passengers. As I said, the six-month trial was 
undertaken to allow tourists and daytrippers to spend more time visiting Bunbury, and the aim was to reduce 
congestion on the track feeding Optus Stadium. The trial also introduced additional train–road coach services 
during the Australian Football League season to benefit the communities of Busselton, Bunbury, Northam and 
Toodyay. As part of the trial, as the member outlined, the Australind departs Bunbury at 4.45 pm to go to Perth, 
and then it departs Perth at 7.55 pm to arrive in Bunbury at 10.18 pm. 
As part of the evaluation of the trial, Transwa commissioned an independent survey of passengers who caught the 
new services and passengers who had caught the services prior to the trial, but no longer caught the services. A link 
to the survey was sent to 2 622 invitees with 394 participants and was conducted over three weeks. This allowed 
Transwa to assess public reaction. The patronage results, unfortunately, show that the new weekend Australind 
timetable meant a decrease in patronage by approximately 2 000 passengers between 2016–17 and 2017–18. The 
survey results were mixed as Perth passengers travelling to Bunbury were supportive of the new times but Bunbury 
passengers travelling to Perth were against the new times. Taking patronage and public opinion into account, and 
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of course the member for Bunbury’s lobbying, discussions between Transwa and Transperth Train Operations 
concluded that each football game in the future should be assessed individually and solutions considered based on 
the level of train congestion anticipated rather than applying a seasonal solution. 

The six-month trial of the new Australind weekend and public holiday timetable will cease from 8 October 2018 
and the weekend afternoon Australind timetable will revert to the pre-trial times. In 2019, Australind services 
clashing with events at Optus Stadium will require case-by-case solutions for the weekend Australind. We will get 
the timetable at the beginning of the year and see what we need to do to accommodate the throughput. Hopefully 
a path can be determined in most cases for the Australind train through that busy time, but other considerations 
will also be taken into account. 

The AvonLink Northam and Toodyay Australian Football League special train service is also currently being 
reviewed as well as the coach services from Bunbury. After looking at some questions in the upper house, I know 
that private operators down there have some concerns about the bus services to the football. We will continue to 
look at that. 

I thank the member. I am sorry about the inconvenience to Bunbury passengers. We aimed to try to make it all 
work for both the operating requirements and the stadium. The number of trains using the track between the city 
and the stadium in particular at the start and finish of the games is at capacity so there are some operating 
constraints, but we understand that the people of Bunbury do not support this new trial. As a result, the trial will 
cease in the first week of October. I thank the member again for his advocacy. I will be down in Bunbury soon! 

CENTRAL AREA TRANSIT BUS — REVIEW 
Grievance 

MR J.N. CAREY (Perth — Parliamentary Secretary) [9.53 am]: Is my pleasure to rise today to discuss Perth’s 
central area transit bus services. First of all, I wish to apologise; I am in slight pain with nerve damage down the 
side of my arm so I am sorry if I do not make a 100 per cent logical speech today. The key issue at hand is that, as 
we know, Perth CAT bus services are immensely popular in our city. Members will know that last year I organised 
the Perth City Summit. It was the largest face-to-face engagement of businesses, residents and property owners in 
the past decade in our city. The Perth City Summit was organised to talk about what immediate actions and changes 
we can make to make our city more alive and vibrant, with more economic activity. This issue is really critical for 
the future of the city. I have said on the public record before that there have been some big, transformational 
projects like Elizabeth Quay and Yagan Square, but we know that great cities understand that it is not just about 
big public spaces; it is also about the street experience. Tourists and residents want streets that are alive, with cafes 
and restaurants. They want buskers. They want to walk from the Hyatt into the city and experience great city life. 
As the member for Perth, it is on the record that I have been doing everything I can to champion small business 
and cut red tape. I am proud of what the state government is achieving to make it easier for small bars, restaurants 
and cafes. I welcome the City of Perth’s moves to cut alfresco fees, but they should be abolished. In fact, I think 
all local governments should abolish alfresco fees. 

CAT bus services are part of that picture. The CAT bus service was at the summit of the most popular features in 
our online survey of 1 000 residents, property owners and businesses. It is seen as a strength and great asset of our 
city. People love CAT buses but they want to see more of them in the city. It was surprising to me that one of the 
most popular recommendations coming from the online survey, the Perth City Summit and the three city precinct 
workshops was the desire for a night-time or black CAT service. At the moment, CAT services in part stop at 
six o’clock and people would like the services to be extended. If someone is in East Perth and they want to go into 
the city or vice versa, they could use the black CAT service to go to a restaurant and use it to get back. This view 
means understanding that our city is not just about the CBD; it is about East Perth and West Perth—an 
understanding that the CAT bus services create a city of neighbourhoods and we want to connect them all. 

I am calling for a review of the CAT services. We know that if a route, or even part of a route, is changed, it can 
have consequences. People love the CAT service but if part of the green CAT route was altered, it could affect 
local businesses and residents. It is a sensitive issue and I am very aware of that. I might suggest that one of the 
areas we could look at is the blue CAT service. At the moment, it travels in a north–south loop from Barrack Street 
jetty to Northbridge. If we think about it, now we have Yagan Square and the pedestrian connection, does it make 
sense to have a blue CAT service connecting them anymore? It is really easy to walk. Could we use the funds from 
that service to extend it, create a new service or create a black CAT service? 

I want to say on the record that I am very aware that any changes we make to a CAT service can be controversial 
because there are always people who rely on a particular route. However, I know from speaking to hotel owners—
there has been a proliferation of hotels with the Westin Perth and QT Perth—that they want to re-look at CAT bus 
services because there might be better ways that we can service tourists than having the current routes. I believe 
that the Public Transport Authority is looking at a digital patronage study of the current numbers of patrons on 
CAT buses as well as where people are going. I think there are two critical aspects of a review. We need to look 
at the hard facts, including data and what services are being used. We also need to consult with members of the 
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public and speak to hotel and property owners and residents in East Perth and West Perth, and get their views. 
Perhaps one alternative, minister, is to do a trial. Although we know people will say, “Yes, I love the idea of 
a black CAT service; I’ll use it” and we could reallocate the resources of a CAT service, after six months, although 
all those residents said they would use it, in fact they do not at all. I hope that we can do a full public review and 
ask people for their views. There is nothing wrong with engaging with property owners and hotel owners and 
asking what routes they would like to see and what they think is working. We can correlate that with the patronage 
numbers that the PTA collates. This has been a long time coming. I think it would be good for the city. We know 
that the CAT service is one of the most popular aspects of our city other than the Swan River. I think we should 
look at ways to improve it in the interests of residents, small businesses, the hotel industry and tourists. 
MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan — Minister for Transport) [10.00 am]: I thank the member for Perth for his 
grievance. Given how he is feeling today, it sounded very, very good. I thank the member for his passion and 
commitment to create more renewal and activity in the City of Perth and through the electorate of Perth, because 
that passion and commitment is something that is very well regarded throughout not only the general community, 
but also the business sector, which knows that he is trying to drive activity and vibrancy for businesses throughout 
the area. As the member for Perth knows, because he hosted it, the Perth City Summit, as he outlined, stated that 
the CAT bus service is one of the best things in Perth. Whenever I catch a CAT bus, I can see just how busy it is 
and how much people like the CAT service. There are a number of reasons for that, in particular, because of its 
designated routes, its high frequency, and of course it is free. With public transport, when people know the route, 
know that the buses run frequently and they are informed through the bus stands when the next one is coming, 
they will use that type of high-quality transport. The CAT service is a good example of that. 
The CAT bus service continues to be one of the most popular services that the Public Transport Authority runs, 
with the latest satisfaction survey indicating that overall satisfaction remains at between 96 and 98 per cent. We 
are committed to not only continually improving those CAT services, which were introduced in the late 1990s, but 
also acknowledging, as the member for Perth said, the changes that have happened in recent years in particular. 
He mentioned the Westin Hotel and how that is activating that area. Of course, there is what is happening at 
Yagan Square, and there is so much happening around the Perth City Link project. There is Elizabeth Quay and 
of course Optus Stadium and the Matagarup Bridge and how that changes a lot of travel behaviour. As we see the 
area around Optus Stadium continually develop and becoming a greater destination for more and more people, 
having those linkages in particular from the city centre through the CAT buses is also important. 
The member raised—this was raised at the Perth City Summit—the concept of the black CAT, which I think is not 
only a very good name, but also a very good idea. That, of course, will help to continually activate and let people 
move safely around the city at night-time. 
With all that in mind, we are very keen to review the CAT services, with the member for Perth involved of course, 
using the technology and data that our agencies are now collecting, with the new technologies and the use of big 
data in helping to determine patronage numbers and also where people originate, destinations and all that type of 
movement. It is a good time to have that review given the changes that have happened in both the CBD and the 
wider Perth area and all the new destinations that people are looking to. 
I take on the member’s point about the blue CAT. I also take on his point that change is often not accepted well, 
particularly when changing buses, so community consultation will be of paramount importance. Concept trials are 
also good too, because people may tick something on a survey form, but their behaviour sometimes does not follow 
that feedback. I am very keen for that review to be carried out, with the involvement of the member for Perth, the 
Department of Transport and, of course, the City of Perth, which is a key stakeholder. We need to talk to business 
owners and the community about how to continually improve transport services. I thank the member for Perth for 
his grievance. We will work together to see how we can continue to make Perth and the wider area a vibrant and 
active place that attracts more people not only during working hours, but also at night and on weekends. 

NATIONAL REDRESS SCHEME FOR INSTITUTIONAL CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE  
(COMMONWEALTH POWERS) BILL 2018 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 12 September. 
MS S.F. McGURK (Fremantle — Minister for Child Protection) [10.04 am]: I rise to make a contribution to the 
second reading debate on this very important legislation. As a minister of the McGowan government, I am proud 
to support and see the National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) 
Bill 2018 before the house. In speaking today, I acknowledge the survivors of child sexual abuse—I use the word 
“survivors” very deliberately—who have not only endured terrible experiences, but have also had to live with 
those experiences, at times very privately and for a number of years, even decades, before recounting and reliving 
their trauma to effect change. I also want to acknowledge the meaningful work carried out by individuals and 
organisations that provide support and advocacy to survivors. I have met with Dr Philippa White and Mr Ron Love 
from Tuart Place, an organisation that provides support and activities for people who were previously in any form 
of out-of-home care in Western Australia. Tuart Place is a culturally safe and inclusive environment that works 
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with and for survivors who are forgotten Australians, former child migrants and the stolen generations. I have also 
met with Leonie Sheedy, the CEO of Care Leavers Australasia Network, a national organisation that has a network 
of members across Australia who are care leavers. 

In my meetings with Tuart Place, CLAN and others like them, I have been struck by the commitment that has been 
displayed to support, advocate and represent those who for too long have felt alone. The importance of their work 
has particularly resonated as I have received letters and calls from survivors and heard the explicit and confronting 
stories that have emerged from the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse. The 
gravity of the circumstances and repercussions faced by these survivors has not gone unnoticed and has informed 
the findings and recommendations of the royal commission. On 27 June, the Premier and I spoke to the 
recommendations on that Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, and the Premier 
made a historic and significant apology to those survivors. The National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child 
Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) Bill is particularly timely, given that it was National Child Protection 
Week from 2 to 8 September, which was last week, and the theme this year was “stronger communities, safer 
children”. Yesterday, members showed their united stance against child sexual abuse by wearing a White Balloon 
Day pin in Parliament. White Balloon Day is a day specifically focused on raising awareness of and preventing 
child sexual abuse. As legislators, we have a responsibility to ensure that keeping children safe, healthy and 
supported is paramount in our considerations. I thank members for wearing those pins as a gesture that indicates 
that the safety and wellbeing of children is at the forefront of our minds. 

As I have already stated in this place, as harrowing as the findings of the royal commission are, the 
recommendations present us with a unique opportunity to put our system in the spotlight to look at what things we 
do well here in Western Australia, such as the working with children check, and what we can improve on. I am 
100 per cent committed to doing what we can to respond to the historical abuse that has occurred, prevent further 
abuse from happening in the future, and ensure a swift response to abuse should it happen again. As the responsible 
minister, responding to the recommendations of the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual 
Abuse is a high priority. The royal commission made 409 recommendations, with 310 of them applicable to the 
state government. In response, the state government has accepted or accepted in principle 289 of the 310 applicable 
recommendations. No recommendations have been rejected and the remaining 21 recommendations are 
undergoing further consideration. 

Work is currently underway on a staged implementation plan that informs the relevant priorities and time frames. 
This, along with a progress report outlining our responses to the recommendations thus far, will be tabled in the 
Parliament in December. Areas of reform which have been identified as priorities and on which work has already 
begun include the adoption and implementation of child safe standards to promote child safe organisations; the 
development of mechanisms for independent oversight; and the prevention of harmful sexual behaviours. 

Although the prevention of child sex abuse is a high priority, that does not take away the pain suffered by  
survivors of this form of abuse. Survivors have shared their experiences through more than 1 000 messages and 
nearly 4 000 narratives to the royal commission, and I encourage those members who have not read them to take 
the time to do so. These messages and narratives are accessible on the royal commission’s website. Although it is 
not easy reading, it provides a stark reminder that the historic abuse experienced by many Australians needs to be 
acknowledged and reconciled in some way. For this reason, formal recognition and redress is required. 
Accordingly, this was a key recommendation of the royal commission, as demonstrated in the first 
84 recommendations of the “Redress and Civil Litigation Report”. 

An important step towards redress was achieved with the proclamation of the Civil Liability Legislation 
Amendment (Child Sexual Abuse Actions) Act on 1 July—also known as the lifting of the statute of limitations. 
This saw the removal of the limitations period for civil actions by victims of child sexual abuse. The change 
presented civil litigation as a more accessible avenue for survivors to pursue. It is important to note, however, that 
the costly and confronting nature of civil litigation may make it an unappealing or unviable option for survivors. 
A national redress scheme was recommended by the royal commission to provide an alternative, less traumatic, 
avenue of redress for survivors. 

In this place on 27 June the Premier announced that WA would be joining the National Redress Scheme. I would 
like to thank the Attorney General for his tireless work with the former federal Minister for Social Services, 
Hon Dan Tehan, to make the National Redress Scheme a more equitable, fair and compassionate scheme, 
especially for survivors who were child migrants, survivors in custody and survivors with serious criminal records. 

Western Australians were able to submit applications to the scheme as of 1 July 2018; however, processing of 
those applications cannot commence until the bill before the house is passed. I am aware that many 
Western Australians have already lodged applications for redress in anticipation of the formal commencement of 
the National Redress Scheme. Although I acknowledge that the redress offered will never truly make up for the 
suffering endured by survivors, it is my hope that the National Redress Scheme can provide some sort of solace 
and recognition to those who have demonstrated great strength and resilience within the personal contexts of loss, 
violation and trauma. 
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MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [10.13 am] — in reply: I rise to give my response to the second 
reading debate on the National Redress Scheme for Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) 
Bill 2018, and I thank all members for their contributions. As members have noted, this bill adopts the 
National Redress Scheme and I have been informed that the opposition wishes to go into consideration in detail. 
I want to make an explanation to the house for the benefit of members opposite. 

After the commonwealth government announced the National Redress Scheme, falling from the recommendations 
of the Royal Commission into Institutional Responses to Child Sexual Abuse, it then drew and structured the 
scheme. We attended meetings and there was not a lot of room for negotiation with the commonwealth 
government, although Western Australia insisted upon two areas: the eligibility of prisoners and people convicted 
to apply, and responsibility for child migrants. Western Australia received the most child migrants of any 
jurisdiction in Australia. 

That having been said, the commonwealth government then promulgated the rules under the legislation. This state 
legislation therefore did not come on earlier—that is, prior to the long winter recess—for the reason that we 
received the last copy of the rules only on 29 June 2018. Up until then, we were getting an updated draft almost 
every three or four days. The detail and applicability of the scheme to both institutions and survivors of child 
sexual abuse are to be found in the rules. I have provided the shadow spokesperson with a copy of those rules and 
the explanatory memorandum that went with them. I think it would be appropriate for me to table the national 
rules and the explanatory memorandum, which were presented to the federal Parliament and issued under the 
authority of the Minister for Social Services, who at that stage was Hon Dan Tehan. I will table both the rules and 
the explanatory memorandum to make it an official record of this Parliament, because those are the rules that we 
are adopting. 

[See papers 1663 and 1664.] 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: As I said, this morning I provided the opposition spokesperson in the Assembly with a copy 
of those rules. I have to say, it is nothing that we are keeping secret, because it is all on the commonwealth 
government’s website anyway, but for convenience I wanted this morning to assist my parliamentary colleagues 
on the other side of the house by providing them with a hard copy printout in case they wanted to go through it. 
I have also provided a copy to the member for Scarborough, who expressed some interest in the process of 
consideration in detail. 

Having said that, I also want to say that this bill is about institutional response, not individual response. The 
commonwealth legislation is about the victim obtaining redress from the institution rather than from the particular 
offender. In many cases, the offender will be a person without means. It might be a retired cleric or a volunteer for 
an organisation like the Salvation Army. The actual offender would have no means to offer redress. We have to 
focus on this point that this is all about the institutional response. This legislation is Western Australia joining the 
national scheme. 

Let us just think about what happened and how it came to be. The federal government wished to initiate a national 
redress scheme. To do so, it needed a state to participate with it. New South Wales made a referral of powers to 
the commonwealth because the commonwealth did not have the constitutional powers. I think Victoria made 
a reference as well, but I might be wrong there. As soon as one state made the reference, the commonwealth then 
had the constitutional power to legislate the scheme. We are not making a reference except for one little bit. We 
come in now and adopt the scheme, which is what the bill before the chamber does; it adopts an already existing 
national scheme. This morning I tabled the rules for that scheme and the explanatory memorandum for those rules. 
The only referral of power by the sovereign state of Western Australia to the commonwealth is the power to amend. 
In doing that, it is in the rules that the commonwealth cannot unilaterally amend the scheme or the rules in a way 
that would in any way increase the liability of a participating institution or state without the concurrence of all 
states to that change. It can make amendments to the scheme that would facilitate the better running of the scheme, 
but it cannot increase our liability or broaden the capture of victims without the concurrence of all states. At the 
time I introduced this legislation, the institutions, besides the state of Western Australia, that had already entered 
the national scheme were the Catholic Church in Australia, the Anglican Church, the Uniting Church, the 
Salvation Army and Scouts Australia. The commonwealth estimates that with those organisations—the Catholic, 
Anglican and Uniting Churches, the Salvation Army and Scouts Australia—and all states having joined the 
scheme, 93 per cent of survivors of institutional child sexual abuse in Australia will have access to the scheme. 
The commonwealth is currently working with some other institutions to join the scheme. As I said, I have tabled 
the rules and the explanatory memorandum for the benefit of this Parliament. 

I should say at the outset broadly how the scheme will work, because we have survivors in Western Australia who 
want to access the scheme. I would like to say this early in my speech. How will they go about it? There are several 
support organisations that will help, and I will give the full names of those during consideration in detail. The 
primary one is Relationships Australia. There is also one in the Kimberley and Yorgum Aboriginal Corporation in 
the south west to help survivors make their application. The easiest thing for survivors to do is to ring the 
Commissioner for Victims of Crime at the Department of Justice, who will point them to one of those 



5850 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 September 2018] 

 

three supporting organisations that will assist them in making their application. Beyond that, the commonwealth 
is in the process of appointing operators. The application will go to an operator and that person will make the 
assessment as to whether the applicant is eligible for redress under the scheme. The government of 
Western Australia has been asked by the commonwealth to nominate half a dozen operators with varied 
experience, such as social service or legal experience. I asked the Department of the Premier and Cabinet to look 
around and we have nominated six or eight people. The commonwealth has not got back to us on its choices. There 
will be operators around Australia. It will not be, as a matter of certainty, that a Western Australian victim will 
have his or her application assessed by a Western Australian operator—that will not make much difference—but 
there will be Western Australian input into that so there is consistency across the commonwealth. 

The rules provide that after a person is offered redress, they will have a couple of months within which to indicate 
whether they accept or reject the offer. As I stated yesterday by way of interjection to the member for Scarborough, 
the person who is the victim will also be able to go to knowmore, a legal organisation that will be assisting people 
with this. That organisation has been contracted by the federal government, at the rate of $1 000 per individual, to 
provide independent legal advice on the appropriateness of the award of redress. If a person is dissatisfied with the 
outcome of the operator’s decision, they can appeal against that higher up the chain to the head operator in 
Canberra. I stress that no institution, including the state of Western Australia, will have a right of appeal. It is not 
as though the state or any of these participating institutions will be able to further traumatise the victims by taking 
an award on appeal; it is only the victim who has that right. 

I know that we want to go into consideration in detail, but I would like to briefly address the comments made by 
members who participated in the debate. The Leader of the Opposition made the point that the government has 
been advised by Treasury that it estimates the cost of the scheme to the state of Western Australia, not to the other 
institutions, together with the cost to the state of anticipated actions brought against it since the lifting of the statute 
of limitations, will come to $640 million. That is a guesstimate. It is a good guesstimate, because we have 
reasonable vision of how many victims there are in Western Australia by reason of Redress WA and the country 
hostels redress. That has given us pretty good vision as to how many survivors there are, because most of them 
came forward. There are about 3 000. I have the number here, which I can give in consideration in detail. There is 
fairly good vision on that, but it is uncertain as to what the awards at common law will be. We note that the first 
award, which was a settlement that involved the state only tangentially, was the case of Mr Paul Bradshaw, in 
which the Christian Brothers settled for $1 million. The state of Western Australia was joined to that action as 
a party or second defendant, because the plaintiff alleged that that state, through its institutions, failed to properly 
supervise Mr Bradshaw, who was a ward of the state, while he was in the day-to-day care and control of the 
Christian Brothers. Therefore, even though a consent order has been made for $1 million, negotiations are still 
taking place about the state’s contribution. 

For these reasons, it is difficult to put a figure on the cost of the redress scheme with any exactitude. As I have 
said, the amount is currently $640 million. That figure will be updated in the half-yearly report, and I think it will 
continue to be updated in the budget as this process unfolds. As the member for Hillarys said, how long is a piece 
of string? I think I put it another way when I was asked by the media how much this would cost. I said that we 
cannot put a price on justice. We have had to make this decision, which is a leap of faith. However, we cannot put 
a ticket price on it, as we might be able to put a ticket price on an item of capital expenditure, and rightly so. If the 
government wants to build a school, Parliament wants to know in the budget how much that will cost. I am saying 
that there is a measure of uncertainty about this. However, there is no doubt that the government has made 
a commitment. I do not want to stoop to being political about this issue, because we are dealing with victims, but 
ministers in the former government expressed concern about the unknown cost to government of lifting the statute 
of limitations, and, therefore, that did not go forward. Dr Graham Jacobs, the former member for Eyre, was a bit 
distressed that he could not get his redress bill up, because the former Attorney General was concerned about the 
unknown cost to the state of that bill. We have committed to not only lifting the statute of limitations, which the 
former Attorney General refused to do, but also implementing the redress scheme. 

The Leader of the Opposition has said that the government has made this state’s entry into the redress scheme 
contingent upon the sale of an asset—Landgate. That is not correct. The passage of this bill and this state’s entry 
into the redress scheme is not contingent upon the commercialisation of the search facilities that are run by 
Landgate. However, because of the large impost of the redress scheme on the state’s finances, at a time at which 
the finances are strained, as was recognised by the member for Hillarys in his speech, we want to give the public 
reassurance that this government has the financial capacity to lift the statute of limitations and ensure the scheme 
is properly funded. For that reason, the government has identified an aspect of the state’s operations that can be 
commercialised. The funds that will be derived from that are expected to be north of the $640 million expected 
exposure of the state. Therefore, I can reassure the public that we are not doing this irresponsibly. We have 
identified a source of funding that will enable us to support this scheme. We will not be adding to the state’s debt 
or to household debt. That would be a perilous course of conduct given this government’s efforts on budget repair. 
We have had to freeze the wages of judges and members of Parliament for four years. Police officers and other 
government employees have been limited to wage increases of $1 000 a year. In light of all the sacrifices that are 
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being made by the community, we want to reassure the community that our entry into the redress scheme will not 
result in a further impost on household charges. There will not be a rise in electricity or water charges by reason 
of this Parliament passing this legislation. We can reassure the public that the cost of implementing this bill will 
be paid out of funds that we will get from the commercialisation of a function of Landgate. We are certainly not 
selling Landgate. 

As the member for Hillarys properly identified, this bill has three elements. The first is that participating 
institutions must offer the victim a sincere and personal apology. This is what Mr Paul Bradshaw wanted all along. 
He said, “I would have been satisfied years ago with a personal apology. I just wanted recognition for the wrongs 
that the Christian Brothers had done to me. But I could not even get a personal apology.” The second is that a sum 
of $7 000 will be made available to victims to enable them to access personal psychological counselling and 
support services. When we initially discussed this with the commonwealth, it proposed that a sum of money would 
be set aside that people could draw from to pay for psychological support. The problem is that in states as large as 
Western Australia, Queensland and the Northern Territory, it is difficult to access psychological services in the 
regions. In a state such as Victoria, it is okay; those services are probably just down the road. The commonwealth 
therefore said that in addition to the amount that is assessed as the appropriate redress payment, a sum of 
$7 000 will be made available to victims to enable them access their own support services. That might be through 
their general practitioner, a psychologist, or wherever they want to go to access support services, and victims will 
be given assistance in enabling them to head in the right direction to access those services. 

The third is that a redress payment of up to $150 000 will be made available to victims. It is banded at between 
$100 000 and $150 000 for the worst cases; between $50 000 and $100 000 for mid-range cases; and between zero 
and $50 000 for cases at the bottom end. The member for Hillarys noted that the royal commission recommended 
a redress payment of up to $200 000. The Western Australian government did not have a hand in setting that 
amount of $150 000. That amount was set by Hon Christian Porter when he was Minister for Social Services. We 
did not lobby to go below $200 000. We said we would see what scheme the commonwealth was offering, and 
that is what it came up with. We were prepared to go along with whatever the commonwealth thought was 
reasonable in the circumstances, and that is why the amount is $150 000. 

Two schemes will be running, so there will be two courses of action for compensation. Now that we have lifted the 
statute of limitations, survivors can issue a writ out of the District Court registry and pursue that. No doubt their 
lawyers will advise them that in the District Court they will have to meet certain standards of proof, give evidence, 
and have witnesses to discharge the burden of proof to what we know as the civil standard—that is, that on the 
balance of probability the abuse happened as pleaded by the plaintiff. They will have to identify when and the 
times the abuse happened, and be prepared to be cross-examined on that. Mr Bradshaw was prepared to be cross-
examined on that, but the Christian Brothers folded on the doorstep of the court. It could have done that years ago, 
by the way. It was only once it was in the precincts of the court that it reconsidered its position. Redress, on the 
other hand, will not be to that legal standard of proof; it will be whether it is reasonably likely that abuse occurred. 

These people have carried the after-effects of the abuse for decades and probably cannot remember exactly in 
which classroom it happened, the dates it happened or the name of the particular teacher. They were kiddies at the 
time. It is widely known that some of them have self-medicated since then with alcohol or other drugs. As sad as 
it is, it is a fact that that has happened, which has probably confused their memories as well. When the operator 
looks at the story victims tell, they will soon come to understand whether it is reasonably likely that the abuse 
happened, not on the balance of probability—that higher court standard. 

During negotiations with the commonwealth, we were told that a matrix for operators was being developed. It will 
not be published so people do not fashion a false claim to fit within that matrix. For example, if a person says that 
they were abused at such and such a school by such and such a person in 1957, the matrix that the operators will 
be working off will ask whether there is evidence that the person went to that school and whether other complaints 
have come out about that school. If the person alleges that a particular master, brother, priest or social worker 
abused them, did that person work at the school at that time? Operators will have a matrix to measure the claim 
against, but it will not be on the balance of probabilities. Looking at all the factors in the matrix, without relying 
on a particular one, operators will conclude whether it is reasonably likely that the person was a victim, as they 
say in the application. If the operator is so satisfied, the award will be made. I think that is a very humane way. 
The attraction of going to redress rather than litigation will be that it will be fast and it will encompass an apology. 
I am not sure that Mr Bradshaw ever got an apology. He got his million dollars, but I do not know whether he ever 
got an admission. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I was going to ask you that in interjection—if you’re aware. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, I am not. I am not even aware that there was an admission of liability. In these cases the 
party can make a settlement without an admission of liability. 

When a victim decides whether to go with common law by way of a writ for damages or redress, no doubt they 
will factor in that it will be easier. They will not be cross-examined and go through that trauma. They will not have 
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to explain sodomy, being eight years old and all those horrible things and be cross-examined on them in a public 
courtroom. They will be able to avoid that trauma. They will be able to just fill in the form, describe it and send it 
off to the operator. If the operator says yes, the institution will give them a full apology, the scheme will make 
support services available and, of course, they will receive the money. Mr Bradshaw said that earlier on he would 
have been happy with a modest amount with an apology, but everyone dug in their little toes and would not concede 
that he had been wronged. That is the attraction of the National Redress Scheme. 

The member for Cottesloe also raised the point of linking it to Landgate. This legislation is not contingent  
upon the sale of Landgate. In fact, we are not selling Landgate. For a time—I forget the number of years—the 
search function will be commercialised, which will get north of $640 million. We have identified a source of 
funding and we will proceed to do that. The $640 million, as proposed, will not be a further impost upon 
Western Australian families. 

I think the opposition would like to go into the consideration in detail stage. I thank all members for their 
contributions. Apart from the comments on Landgate, the contributions have not had a political element to them. 
All members of this chamber support this legislation and have collectively expressed their sorrow and regret that 
children in Western Australia have suffered in the way that they have. We are trying to do our best as a Parliament 
and as a state to make reparation. In closing, the bill is not very long, but it adopts commonwealth legislation and 
commonwealth rules. I will conclude where I started by saying that those rules and the legislation were not open 
to negotiation. During consideration in detail, where eligibility and all those other details come into play, I can do 
no further than go back to the proceedings in the federal Parliament that introduced the national scheme. I have 
made it available to my friends on the other side of the chamber. With that, I will resume my seat. I understand 
that we will now go into consideration in detail. I thank all members again. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave denied to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Consideration in Detail 

Clause 1: Short title — 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I seek clarification on some of the comments made by the Attorney General in his 
summing up. I thank the Attorney General for the comments he made in the summing up and the responses he 
provided to some of the issues we raised during the second reading debate. He mentioned that there are between 
3 000 and 4 000 known victims in Western Australia. I would like him to clarify whether, when he used those 
figures, he was referring to all victims of child sexual abuse in institutions across Western Australia or whether he 
was specifically referring to those victims in institutions for which the state had responsibility. If it is the latter, 
does he have any indication of the number of victims beyond that number who reside in Western Australia to 
whom the scheme may apply? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am able to assist there. It was estimated by the royal commission that there are about 
60 000 victims across Australia. In Western Australia, as I said, we had fairly good vision from the earlier schemes. 
In direct answer to the question, approximately 2 400 victims are from state-run institutions and a further 
3 300 victims are from non-government institutions. There may be cases in which, as the member will see under 
the rules, there is shared responsibility because although a victim might have been in a non-government institution, 
the operator might find that the Western Australian government should contribute to the redress by reason of the 
fact that it was meant to supervise the child in that institution. To clear that up again, 2 400 is the estimated figure 
of victims from government institutions with a further 3 300 from non-government institutions. I have a made 
a little mistake in the summing up and the second reading speech to do with the amount of the money that will be 
paid for psychological services but we can deal with that later. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: When do you want to deal with that? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I can do it right now. I will clear up the error I made in my second reading speech about 
counselling and psychological services. It is a tiered sum for psychological services and the amount will be $1 250, 
$2 500 or $5 000 based on the severity of the abuse. The state-based counselling services will be done according 
to national service standards as detailed in the intergovernmental agreement. That will be the way that works. 
I think I said $7 000, which is an error. I have corrected that for the record. I am sorry about that. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 2: Commencement — 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The commencement clause is a very standard clause. The act will come into operation 
on the day on which it receives royal assent. The Attorney General indicated very clearly that he hopes that the scheme 
will be in place by 1 January 2019. We all share that aspiration. If royal assent is given before 1 January 2019, 
does it necessarily mean that the scheme will come into operation for Western Australia before that time? 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There are three elements to my response. Firstly, the commonwealth has indicated that it 
will already receive applications but the formal assessments will not made until after the act is assented to. It is 
already receiving some applications. Secondly, non-government institutions will be part of the scheme from the 
date of assent. If that date is 3 December or whenever the Council finishes with the bill—maybe early November—
non-government institutions will participate in this. The state has to attend to a number of things. We will 
commence formally from 1 January 2019 and assessments against the state can be made after 1 January. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Just to clarify, has the state’s aspect of the scheme been done with the agreement of 
the commonwealth? I know that it is likely to be only a small gap but is that part of the formal agreement between 
the state and the commonwealth? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It was. It was part of the negotiations. We assured the commonwealth back in June that if 
we get the rules through Parliament, we will start on 1 January. The commonwealth was very pleased with that. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 3:Terms used — 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: This is the definitions section or, as the drafters have called it, “Terms used”. The 
definition of “express amendment” reads — 

express amendment of the National Redress Act means the direct amendment of the text of that Act 
(whether by the insertion, omission, repeal, substitution or relocation of words by another Commonwealth 
Act or by an instrument under a Commonwealth Act, but does not include the enactment by 
a Commonwealth Act of a provision that has or will have substantive effect otherwise than as part of the 
text of the National Redress Act; 

I want to focus on the part that it does not include. I will repeat it — 

…does not include the enactment by a Commonwealth Act of a provision that has or will have substantive 
effect otherwise than as part of the text of the National Redress Act; 

If read strictly to the black letter of the law, this provision allows the commonwealth to unilaterally enact other 
provisions that may supersede or replace the provisions of the commonwealth’s National Redress Scheme for 
Institutional Child Sexual Abuse Act 2018. I seek clarification from the Attorney General about how this explanation 
marries with the provisions made in the bill about how the act can be amended. I am sure the Attorney General would 
agree that the act is one part of the entire process. It is the whole scheme that is most important. It is the ability of 
victims to access the redress rather than the act itself. I seek an explanation about how it all fits in to avoid any 
unilateral commonwealth government action that may not necessarily touch the text of the commonwealth act but 
may either render the scheme inoperative or fundamentally change the operation of the scheme.  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The primary legislative provision that prohibits the commonwealth from unilaterally altering 
the scheme is to be found in clause 8, which we will come to. The member will recall in my second reading speech 
that I said that most of the bill adopts the commonwealth scheme, but it includes an amendment reference. 
Clause 8 says — 

Requirements for agreement of the State 

The amendment reference does not include the matter of making a law to the extent that that law 
would substantively remove or override a provision of the National Redress Act that requires the 
agreement of the State. 

The commonwealth cannot go around introducing another law or amending this law so that it substantially alters 
the scheme.  

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 4: Adoption of the relevant version of the National Redress Act — 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Under clause 4, which is the commencement of part 2, the relevant version of the 
National Redress Act is adopted. It is fine that subclauses (1) and (2) appear to meet the generally understood 
requirements under section 51 of the commonwealth Constitution of states adopting acts and referring their powers. 
But subclause (3) says — 

Despite subsection (2), the adoption has effect for, and for no longer than, the period — 

(a) beginning when subsection (2) comes into operation; … 

That is fine and good. So far it indicates that the adoption will have a start point and a finishing point. The start 
point is when the act comes into operation, and paragraph (b) states — 

ending at the beginning of the day fixed under this Part as the day on which the adoption is 
to terminate. 



5854 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 September 2018] 

 

Paragraph (b) says that the adoption will end on a day that is fixed under this part. As far as I read it, there is no 
day fixed under this part; there are provisions for termination that may allow the Governor to fix a date. I seek 
clarification from the Attorney General about whether that interaction of the provisions or any other provisions 
meet the requirements of clause 4(3)(b) so that we are certain in what we are attempting to do. We will talk about 
clause 9 later—I raised it briefly in my second reading contribution—but does the Attorney General think that the 
wording in clause 4(3)(b) is sufficient to cover the operative provisions in clause 9?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: With the greatest respect for the member for Scarborough —  

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I am Hillarys. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Hillarys, I am so sorry. It was a slip—a misstep. With the greatest respect for the member 
for Hillarys, we have drifted on a little. What we had before the chamber was clause 3, and I take the points that 
the member was taking about clause 4 and its interaction with clause 9 and I will come to those, but the actual 
issue that the member for Hillarys raised was the definition of express amendment.  

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: No, we have moved on. We are on clause 4(3)(b).  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The day fixed for termination will be under clause 9, which we will come to, because we 
have not yet fixed the day upon which the adoption will terminate. There is a need to have flexibility with the 
termination because although the National Redress Act, the commonwealth legislation, contains a sunset 
section 193 that provides that the scheme will cease to have an effect at the end of the day that is the 
tenth anniversary of the scheme date, it also provides that before the tenth anniversary, the National Redress 
Scheme rules may prescribe a date that is after the tenth anniversary and the scheme will cease to operate on that 
date. That is in the commonwealth legislation. The commonwealth legislation provides that there can be an 
extension past the tenth anniversary. That would have to go through federal Parliament. What we are doing with 
the interaction of clauses 4 and 9 is making provision that subclause (3)(b), to which the member has referred, can 
end at the beginning of the day fixed under this part as the day upon which the adoption is to terminate. That is 
provided for in clause 9 so that we can mirror the end date of the commonwealth.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I do not mind whether we continue with it now, because it is the interaction between 
clause 4(3)(b) and clause 9, or we wait until clause 9, because that raises a number of issues. But when we look at 
the way the clauses interact, we see that clause 9 allows the Governor to do any of three things.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: With respect, I think we should deal with that discretely when we get to clause 9.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: All right, except that it does then apply to the paragraph that we are considering now. 
The issue there is that it contemplates one day. Subclause (3)(b) contemplates one day being fixed. The way that 
I read clause 9 is that there could be different dates for the adoption to be terminated or for the amendment 
reference to be terminated. Is the wording of clause 4(3)(b) wide enough to cover possibilities that there could be 
up to three—really, in practice two—different dates of termination? That is because it clearly says “the day.”  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The termination of the adoption date will be covered by clause 9. Clause 9 covers the 
adoption or amendment termination and clause 4(3)(b) deals with adoption only, so the adoption can be terminated 
on a day fixed under this part, and we go to clause 9. The amendment reference that we are making is dealt with 
under clause 5(3)(b) and the referral power can end at the beginning of the day fixed under this part as the day 
upon which the reference is to terminate. Clause 4 deals with the adoption termination and clause 5 deals with the 
reference termination. They can be proclaimed under clause 9. Clause 9 deals with termination of adoption or 
amendment reference, but clause 4 deals with the provisions for termination of adoption and clause 5 deals with 
termination of reference, so that we have covered it. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5 put and passed. 

Clause 6: Amendment of National Redress Act — 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: We have spent a bit of time talking about how the national act will be amended. At 
the heart of it, the Attorney General tells us that there are agreements with the states that effectively nothing will 
be amended without the agreement of the states. I read operative provisions (a) and (b) of clause 6, particularly 
paragraph (b), which states — 

by provisions of instruments made or issued under the National Redress Act or under provisions referred 
to in paragraph (a). 

That allows other instruments, including regulations, to be proclaimed by the commonwealth Parliament. Is it 
really the intention that every single regulatory change, including really minor ones, will need sign-off from all 
the states or is there some other provision in the agreement, which is not actually part of the bill but underpins the 
basis for this bill coming to our Parliament? Does the bill contain provisions that allow some minor amendments, 
particularly in regulations, to be made by the commonwealth Parliament? We do not want to get into that situation 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 September 2018] 5855 

 

that we sometimes do with some of the legislation that comes through this place relating to family law matters, 
such as the provision of child support, where we delay good outcomes by the need, in that case, for specific 
legislative amendment. In the case of the act and the scheme that relies on the commonwealth act, we do not want 
to be in a situation in which good outcomes are delayed by the need to get together all nine Attorneys General 
across Australia—the federal Attorney-General, six from the states and two from the territories—and sign off on that. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member refers to child support. We have had this discussion a couple of times in the 
Legislative Assembly, and the member will remember that the last time we went through adopting changes to the 
child support legislation, I also included a power of referral. 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: They have not gone through yet. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I know, because the other place does not like powers of referral. I also included in that bill 
powers of referral so we did not have to go back every time to update our child support provisions for children of 
ex-nuptial relationships. In this particular case, there is an intergovernmental agreement on the National Redress 
Scheme for institutional child sexual abuse. That agreement is between the commonwealth and each of the states 
and territories and is published online; it is a public document. The board members will have voting rights on the 
proposed amendments to primary legislation, the rules, policy guidelines and other matters defined in that term of 
reference. Unanimity will be required for changes culminating in increased participation costs to the states and 
territories and any major design decisions—for example, changes to the administration charge; changes to the 
maximum redress payment; changes to the assessment framework as set out in the scheme legislation which is 
used to work out the amount of redress payment and sharing of costs; changes to the funder of last resort policy; 
changes to the CPC model, which is the psychological support services; and changes to the scope of the redress 
covered by the scheme. Any of those changes that I have now outlined set out in the intergovernmental agreement 
will require unanimity between all the parties to the agreement, which I have previously stated. A two-stage voting 
process, as the intergovernmental agreement points out, will be required for changes to the key elements of the 
scheme unrelated to increased participation costs and major design decisions, where the subject matter does not 
require a unanimous vote. The following changes would require the two-stage vote: changes to the primary 
legislation, changes to the rule, changes to the government’s agreement, and the appointment of independent 
decision-makers. Such changes require agreement of two-thirds of the parties on the board plus jurisdictions 
representing 75 per cent of financial liability according to the estimated liability. For more minor changes, 
unanimity will not be required, but for anything that is changing the central elements of the scheme, those 
six matters to which I first referred will require unanimous consent because they will affect the state’s liability and 
institutions’ liability in terms of the sum. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: It seems that these matters have been contemplated, but this place is being asked to 
consider a bill adopting the federal scheme and referring our powers of amendment. It would be useful for the 
procedures of the house—not for me; I can find the intergovernmental agreement, it does not worry me—and for 
the full information of the Parliament if that intergovernmental agreement could be tabled and become part of 
debate in this place. I seek the Attorney General’s concurrence with that. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I table it. 

[See paper 1665.] 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 7: State redress mechanisms — 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: State redress mechanisms are defined both in relation to the Parliament or government 
of the state, being Western Australia, or an institution, whether governmental or non-governmental or other entity. 
Are there any currently operating state redress mechanisms that this clause would apply to in relation to both the 
government and non-government entities and have there been any in the past that have ceased? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I mention first clause 7(1)(a)(i), which refers to the Parliament or government of the state. 
We do not have a current redress scheme. Both of those are closed; there was the Country High School Hostels 
Authority and Redress WA. In relation to clause 7(1)(a)(ii), the Catholic Church had its own redress scheme that 
people could go to. I do not know whether it is still current. People were not generally happy with it, but it had one.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: If someone has accessed those redress schemes in the past, in particular those people 
who accessed them, as the Attorney General pointed out, not because they were happy with it—they were quite 
unhappy—but because it was the only thing available to them apart from instituting civil proceedings, and we have 
discussed in all our contributions how difficult and in some cases how impossible that may be, and people have 
accessed redress through those state mechanisms, how would that previous access, either through the closed 
government schemes or any schemes that institutions operated under, interact with the National Redress Scheme? 
Would individuals be able to apply or would they be precluded from applying? Would any payments made under 
those previous schemes be discounted against the award that they may get under the redress scheme? I would just 
like some clarity around how the rules of the scheme will operate in these matters. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I should have also said that under clause 7(1)(b) it also includes the jurisdiction of a court 
or tribunal to grant compensation. That would also include criminal injuries compensation. However, under the 
schemes of the prior payments policy, a victim might have received a prior payment. Those prior payments will 
be netted out when calculating the amount to be paid under redress. The prior relevant payments could include, 
but are not limited to—we are just thinking what payments there could be—the Redress WA payments, the 
Country High Schools Hostels Ex-Gratia Payment Scheme and out-of-court settlements. Even though there was 
a statute of limitations, a person might have settled out of court, and that will be deducted from the redress. 
Settlements by way of consent judgements will be netted out because the situation with the statute of limitations, 
or the Ellis defence in Trustees of the Roman Catholic Church for the Archdiocese of Sydney v Ellis & Anor in 
New South Wales, might have accepted a lesser sum, so that can be netted out. Criminal injuries compensation 
will be netted out. When the payment is broken down into components—that is, the previous payment is broken 
down into components comprising some for compensation generally and some for what we would call special 
damages for medical and legal expenses, for example—only the component paid in respect of the harm will be 
deducted. Medical expenses will not be deducted from the redress scheme, only prior payments made for the actual 
harm component. Some payments will not be deducted from the scheme. They are workers’ compensation 
payments that have been made for loss of income, Department of Veterans’ Affairs payments, and also payments 
that have been made for medical or dental expenses. They will not be netted out, but prior awards for compensation 
for the actual harm done will be deducted from the redress. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 8 put and passed. 
Clause 9: Termination of adoption or amendment reference — 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I have the same questions for clauses 9 and 10, and this is something that I alluded 
to in my second reading contribution. I think the clauses as drafted appear to be drafted correctly; I do not have an 
issue with the drafting. Essentially, we are adopting federal legislation and then referring an amendment power to 
the commonwealth. As I pointed out in my second reading contribution, I am not aware of any circumstance of 
that reference; the adoption is probably slightly different. I can accept that even the High Court would probably 
fall down on the side of saying that if a state adopts federal legislation, it can un-adopt it; that is, the state can 
terminate the adoption. I think it would be a complete and utter repudiation of our federal system of government 
if it was found otherwise. However, I am not sure whether a referral matter has ever been litigated and therefore if 
there is any definitive answer on whether a reference by a state once made can ever be terminated or brought back 
into a state’s jurisdiction. It does not apply only to this; it applies to many matters. I am not sure whether the 
Attorney General wants to express any commentary around this. The Western Australian state government recently 
attempted to clawback a reference to parts of the Corporations Act that may have assisted in an earlier settlement 
of the Bell litigation than would otherwise have been the case, but that did not go well at all. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: Don’t mention Bell. I am sliding under the table with depression! 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am sorry. Outside of this place, one day, perhaps down at the Marmion Angling and 
Aquatic Club we might have a discussion about that particular period of the Bell litigation. 
Focusing on clawing back a power referred to the federal government, I seek the Attorney General’s clarification 
on whether he is aware of any circumstance when it has happened not by agreement, but it has happened without 
the express consent or agreement of the commonwealth, because it may give rise to future litigation in these sorts 
of areas. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I think that the member has raised the situation regarding the Bell Group Companies 
(Finalisation of Matters and Distribution of Proceeds) Bill. Members of the chamber who were here in the last 
Parliament will recall that in the Bell finalisation bill the government of Western Australia sought to claw back 
distribution provisions in the Corporations Act. The litigation brought by the liquidators and joined by the 
commonwealth of Australia challenging the Bell finalisation bill found on a different point—a section 109 
inconsistency—involving issues around the Australian taxation legislation. I followed that transcript carefully. The 
argument in that particular case, as I recall, of the then commonwealth Solicitor-General, Mr Gleeson, QC, 
advocating on behalf of the commonwealth regarding the termination of the referral, did not turn upon whether 
the state could clawback or repeal a reference; that was taken as a given. That legislation sought to claw back the 
distribution reference for only one company—Bell. The member will remember that the government then had to 
race through an amendment. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: I remember it. Now I am going under the chair! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: They had to bring in an amendment during the hearing of the case to include JN Taylor, 
because that was also a vehicle of Bell Group that had not been included in the list of companies. It was common 
ground between all counsel that there could be a termination of the reference. The argument was: can it be done 
in relation to one particular entity? We will leave the reference with the commonwealth in respect of all other 
companies in Australia, except for Bell Group and its associated entities. Then Chief Justice French’s comments 
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seemed to indicate that the court would have a big problem with clawing the reference back, but only in relation 
to one entity; not clawing back that distribution clause—I think it is 574—generally, but only in relation to 
one entity. The court thought that was problematic, but did not have to decide even that point, so we are 
comfortable. Also, the Credit (Commonwealth Powers) Act 2010 has an amendment referral that can be clawed 
back. The state of Western Australia is comfortable that we give them the reference and we can take it back. I do 
not think we could take it back in relation to Bell. We could not say we are taking it back in relation to a particular 
named institution or in relation to a particular named victim but leave the reference in place for all other victims 
or all other institutions—in other words, breaking the reference down. I do not think that would be acceptable to 
the High Court, but we could certainly claw back the entire reference. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I would like that interpretation to be the case and I take the Attorney General’s 
commentary around the comments of then Chief Justice French, the respected jurist for whom I think all of us 
have great respect. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: It wasn’t a ruling. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: It was not a ruling; it was really more a commentary of where he was particularly 
aggrieved about the clawing back in relation to one company. I guess I probably come from the mindset of 
someone who has previously described himself as a states’ rights person—someone who truly believes in our 
federal system of government. I always have the concern that any jurisdictional matter before the High Court 
between a state and the commonwealth is far more likely to fall on the side of the commonwealth than the state. 
In this particular case, I am comforted by the fact that I simply do not see any issue around terminating the 
adoption. We adopt it, we can terminate it; that is up to us. Whether there is an existing, unterminated amendment 
reference is likely to be completely irrelevant to the people of Western Australia anyway, so I take a level of 
comfort from that. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 10 and 11 put and passed. 
Clause 12: Information sharing — 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The Attorney General mentioned earlier that there were some operators. When are 
we likely to know all the operators that will apply in Western Australia? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We have to turn now to section 6 of the commonwealth National Redress Scheme for 
Institutional Child Sexual Abuse (Commonwealth Powers) Act 2018, being number 45 of 2018. Section 6 defines 
“Operator” as — 

Operator (short for National Redress Scheme Operator) means the person who is the Secretary of the 
Department, in the person’s capacity as Operator of the scheme (as referred to in section 9). 

The department referred to is the Department of Social Services, so we know who the scheme’s operator is, from 
time to time: it is the secretary of the Department of Social Services. Under the commonwealth legislation, the 
operator—being the secretary of the Department of Social Services—may delegate his or her powers to 
independent decision-makers. The federal minister has not yet advised Western Australia of that list of independent 
decision-makers. If the bill before the chamber were to receive royal assent in November or December and an 
applicant went to Relationships Australia for some help with putting something in, at the moment, at the very 
minimum, the operator would make the decision, or would delegate the decision to a decision-maker. I am advised 
that some decision-makers have been delegated or appointed by the secretary of the Department of Social Services, 
but we have not yet been advised of a Western Australian person; we put our list in only in the last 10 or 14 days; 
maybe a bit longer. I can remember signing the letter, but it was not that long ago that we were invited. We have 
not had a decision-maker appointed from Western Australia yet. There is an operator, there are decision-makers, 
and we will soon have some Western Australian decision-makers appointed. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The operator is the CEO of a commonwealth government department. To use other 
commonwealth government departments as an example, the head of the Department of Home Affairs or of 
Australian Border Force delegates to individual officers the power to make decisions on that person’s behalf. That 
is how that system works. Is it likely that the delegates of the operator—the decision-makers with delegated 
authority—are going to be staff of that department, or is it envisaged that they would be individuals? Is it envisaged 
that they may be some other outside body of any type? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: There will be individuals appointed, not organisations. Individuals will be appointed as 
decision-makers who have mixed experience: some in law, some in social welfare and the like. They are given 
a delegated authority and are then under contract for payment. It is provided under the national legislation that 
they can act contrary to any direction by the operator—the department—so that there can be not just the perception 
of, but actual, independence from the government. Having said that, if the decision-maker makes a decision that 
the victim thinks is adverse, the victim can appeal to the operator. They can go back to the secretary and say that 
the decision-maker did not give them enough. But the decision-maker is not at the direction of the operator; they 
are truly independent.  
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: If there is an aggrieved applicant, will these decisions fall into the realm of 
administrative decisions that are then able to be taken to the federal Administrative Appeals Tribunal to seek 
redress, or is the only redress to apply back to the operator?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The decision of an independent decision-maker, who I have said are people WA has 
nominated—the Department of the Premier and Cabinet looked for people in the community—can be appealed to 
the operator. The commonwealth government’s legislation specifically outed the Australian Administrative 
Appeals Tribunal to make it a low-burden process. If the Administrative Appeals Tribunal was in there, an 
institution could appeal to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal against the operator’s decision. We could have 
a victim being given an award by a decision-maker and, thinking it is inadequate, appealing to the operator and 
the operator lifting that award. If that matter could be taken to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal, an institution 
could appeal and the poor old victim would then find himself before the Federal Court. We wanted to avoid that. 
It is a low-burden process. There will be no appeals to the Administrative Appeals Tribunal and only applicant 
victims, not an institution, have a right of appeal to the operator.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I think I smirked when the Attorney General talked about a low-burden jurisdiction, 
because I am certainly old enough to know, and the Attorney General, being around the same age as me, is probably 
old enough to know, that when the federal administrative appeals system was implemented, that was going to be 
the low burden–type of jurisdiction. Words such as “quick”, “legal”, “efficient” and “cheap” were used by several 
federal Attorneys-General over the course of time to describe those jurisdictions. I agree with the Attorney General 
that it has changed significantly over the last 40 or 50 years and it is no longer a low-cost and low-burden 
jurisdiction at all, which is probably quite a pity. Access to that system then opens up the doors for further appeals 
up the chain and into the Federal Court system, which is quite burdensome.  

In relation to the delegates, the Attorney General indicated that the state government has had some involvement in 
the nomination of appropriate persons to be considered for appointment. How many decision-makers is it 
envisaged there will be initially in Western Australia? Without naming the individuals, how many names has the 
state government put forward to the commonwealth in relation to appointing these decision-makers? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We have nominated eight and we expect those eight to be appointed. As the scheme grows 
and they get busy, we might have to nominate a few more.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: We are all burdened by our previous lives. I spent six years on two federal tribunals. 
I know how quickly work can escalate. With the potential for almost 6 000 applications to this scheme to be made 
from Western Australia and also with significant community recognition that this scheme is coming into effect, 
the likelihood is that the majority of those almost 6 000 applications could occur earlier rather than later. On what 
basis was eight determined to be the right number? So that we are not taking up too much time, I also ask: what 
would the Attorney General consider to be an appropriate time frame from application to initial determination of 
the application within this scheme?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: In relation to the number of decision-makers, there is an initial pool. All states were invited 
to nominate eight. That number could grow. I cannot tell the member how long the process will take, because there 
will be information gathering. As I said, there will be a matrix. They will have to say, “Was there a teacher at that 
school at that time?” yadda yadda yadda. I cannot give a time. No doubt questions will be asked on how that time 
line is going through questions without notice or questions on notice as the scheme progresses. The commonwealth 
invited us to nominate some people. It is its scheme. We have nominated.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The only reason I raise that is that, from experience, I know that people have applied 
to various decision-makers, particularly at the commonwealth level—this scheme is also being administered by 
the commonwealth—and have waited upwards of two to three years for a determination. A lot of them end up in 
our electorate offices with things such as spouse cases in what used to be the department of immigration but is 
now called something else. The applications may be sitting just with the initial decision-maker for over two years 
and sometimes up to three or three and a half years and the like. The resourcing of this scheme and the resourcing 
of decision-makers is critical to processing these applications in a timely manner, which is why I asked the 
Attorney General whether he would like to reflect on what he thinks would be an appropriate time frame. 
I recognise that each case is different and that they have to go through the matrix of proofs in order to get through 
that system. If an applicant got all their paperwork in, would the Attorney General envisage a determination within 
a month, three months or six months, or is it likely to be longer than that?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We do not know. Our expectation is that it will hopefully be within six months. As the 
member said, the number of applicants will affect that, but then we will appoint more decision-makers. This 
scheme started on 1 July in other states. In New South Wales or Victoria, there have already been a couple of 
payments made. That is within two months. It could slow down with the number of applicants. If that happens, we 
can get more decision-makers. These people have waited long enough. We do not want to see this going longer 
than 12 months at the outside. Hopefully, it will be more like six months. Sorry; I should have said that the ones 
in Victoria have received offers, but they have six months to accept that offer.  
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Like the Attorney General said, we do not want to see people waiting around for 
a long time in this matter. They have waited long enough. They deserve the redress and they deserve the process 
to be done as quickly as possible. My only other question in this area is: who will determine that more 
decision-makers are needed, and what input into the process will the state government of Western Australia have? 
We can see a situation down the track of cases unfortunately mounting up. It is quite clear that the best way to deal 
with that is to have more decision-makers. Is it a case that the commonwealth and the operator will be making the 
decisions on the actual number of decision-makers? They may decide, for many other operational reasons, that 
they do not want to put any on. I seek some clarification of that: what input will the state have in getting more 
decision-makers so that offers can go out in a more timely manner?  

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The intergovernmental agreement sets out the input the state will have in appointing the 
operators. It is a commonwealth scheme, so ultimately the commonwealth will control the process for the 
appointment of operators. There will also be a 12-month, a two-year and an eight-year report on how the scheme 
is going. Therefore, at the end of 12 months, after the first report, the member will have a very good idea about 
how the scheme is going, and then again one year later after the second report. That will give us all a pretty good 
vision of how this scheme is operating and we will be able to urge the commonwealth to appoint more 
decision-makers if that becomes necessary. 

Clause put and passed. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Would the Attorney General be happy to deal with part 4 of the bill, clauses 13 to 16, 
in totality? I think that would make more sense. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Absolutely. 

Leave granted for clauses 13 to 16 to be considered together. 

Clauses 13 to 16 — 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Part 4 of the bill deals with the interaction between the national redress act and the 
Criminal Injuries Compensation Act 2003. Essentially, it makes redress the primary way in which to seek financial 
payment for historic child sex abuse. I said during the second reading debate that I think it is appropriate in cases 
in which a non-government institution is a participant in the scheme and was responsible, either primarily or 
vicariously, or a combination of both, for the abuse, that it provide the financial payment. The taxpayers of this 
state should not have to bear the burden of paying the appropriate monetary sum through the redress scheme in 
those circumstances. It makes absolutely good sense to do that. However, the first question that arises is whether 
a person who is claiming more regular or systemic abuse can make an application to the National Redress Scheme 
in respect of some of the circumstances of that abuse and make another application to the criminal injuries 
compensation scheme. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is something that we have discussed, and I will discuss it again with the assessor. Do 
not forget that a claim for criminal injuries compensation is made not against an institution, but against an 
individual offender. If the person has a criminal injuries compensation application on foot and then makes an 
application under the redress scheme for payment for abuse within an institution, the criminal injuries 
compensation application will be suspended pending the outcome of that application. If the person accepts the 
redress payment, that is the end of the criminal injuries compensation application. However, if the application 
under redress is refused—in other words, the decision-maker refuses the application against the institution—the 
person can then enliven the application they had on foot before the criminal injuries compensation assessor. 

A person who obtains an award under redress will have six months within which to accept or reject that award. 
Under these provisions, if a person refuses an award made under redress, they can enliven their application before 
the assessor. The person will have the option of seeing the amount they are offered under redress, and they can 
decide, “No. Five different people abused me, and I want to make a criminal injuries compensation claim against 
each one of those five. There might be a higher standard there, so I will refuse redress.” That would then open the 
pathway to criminal injuries compensation and the person would run the gamut of that process. However, I believe 
it is unlikely that that will happen. If we look at historical sexual abuse claims, the criminal injuries compensation 
awarded was quite low. At the beginning of the operation of the Criminal Injuries Compensation Act, the amount 
awarded was about $2 000. It is unlikely that a person would knock back a claim under redress in order to enliven 
a $2 000 claim. However, the bill provides that if a person does not like what they are offered under redress, they 
can simply reject it, and the award will then be deemed to have been refused and the person can make an application 
for criminal injuries compensation. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I thank the Attorney General for that clarification. That is very helpful, and it has 
answered some questions that have been raised with me. In the ordinary course of events, the maximum amount 
awarded under criminal injuries compensation by an assessor is about half the maximum amount that can be 
awarded under redress. That is because the burden of proof for criminal injuries compensation is higher than it 
appears will be the case under the National Redress Scheme. Therefore, for most victims, the National Redress 
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Scheme pathway is likely to be simpler and, hopefully, also quicker, although I have to say that from my 
experience, the assessor of criminal injuries compensation is doing a good job in getting assessments out 
quickly. If a person takes the redress pathway, they will be able to access a higher rate of payment, and they 
will also have a lower burden of proof. I think that is good. However, to refer to the example raised by the 
Attorney General, a victim might be able to identify three or more individual perpetrators and may think that if 
they could get the maximum criminal injuries compensation payment in each of those cases, the payment would 
be higher than any payment they would receive under the National Redress Scheme. Would a person be able to 
completely opt out of redress, or would they have to go through the process of the redress scheme before they 
could make the decision to reject the redress payment that is offered and then enliven the criminal injuries 
compensation application? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No; the latter. The person has to tick the boxes on their redress application, reject whatever 
they are awarded, and then enliven their criminal injuries compensation application. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: That is where the issue we talked about a few moments ago around the  
timeliness of decisions in the redress scheme becomes critical. Effectively, a person who has a claim for child 
sex abuse that took place within an institution, whether state or non-state, and who wishes to pursue the criminal 
injuries compensation pathway, will need to make an application and then choose to reject any offer made under 
the National Redress Scheme. If the redress scheme takes months or even, unfortunately, years—we cannot 
predict what will happen in the future—it is a commonwealth scheme so we as a state government cannot 
resource it to make decisions quicker. People who want to make the right claim and believe in their hearts that 
the right claim for them will be under the criminal injuries compensation scheme could be unduly delayed for 
a long time. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I have two things to say in response to that. Right up until this point, nothing would have 
acted as a prohibition to those people already starting a criminal injuries compensation claim. Over these years, 
they could have already started a criminal injuries compensation claim. The advent of this legislation means that 
it will be suspended until this has happened. I take the member’s point, but if they have not made a claim over the 
years under the criminal injuries compensation scheme, which they have been quite eligible to do, it is hard in 
reality to envisage that this will present them with much of an impediment because they have not made a criminal 
injuries compensation claim to date. All they will be told is, “You want to start one now? We have the redress 
scheme, so go down that path first and then come to us.” With an aspirational time for redress decisions of six to 
12 months at the outside, we do not see that this will be much of an impediment to a criminal injuries compensation 
claim for historical offences that has not been made to date. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I accept that people could have made these applications at any time. However, a lot 
of victims are suffering in silence and have been for a long time. The publicity around the royal commission, its 
recommendations and subsequently the National Redress Scheme will alert people that some form of redress is 
available to them. It may well be that once they find out about the scheme, individuals might seek advice. It is only 
at that stage that it might crystallise for them that they could have made a claim under the criminal injuries 
compensation regime. We know that scheme exists and practitioners know that it exists, but if a poll were 
conducted in the Hay Street Mall or at Hillarys marina, I am not sure that more than about 10 per cent of the 
population would, unaided, be able to say that such a scheme exists or who may be eligible to apply for it. I take 
the Attorney General’s point and note his aspiration that the national scheme will determine these things quickly. 
For that small minority of people for whom criminal injuries compensation would clearly be a better pathway, the 
cumbersome nature of going through the National Redress Scheme as a tick-a-box exercise that adds no value to 
their process seems to be excessive. I ask whether an alternative was contemplated or whether it can be 
incorporated in the future. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We had to arrive at a policy decision on this. We did that with the assessor, who is with us 
at the ministerial table today. I will go back through some of the ceilings under the criminal injuries compensation 
scheme. When the scheme was introduced in 1971, the ceiling was only $2 000. For offences prior to 1971—there 
will certainly be people applying for redress for incidents prior to 1971—we did not have criminal injuries 
compensation. From 1971 to 1976, the ceiling was only $2 000 for an indictable offence and $300 for a simple 
offence. From 1976 to 1982, it was $7 500. We are talking about $150 000 under the redress scheme. From 1983 
to 1985, the ceiling was $15 000, which is one-tenth of what people get under the redress scheme. From 1986 to 
1991, it was $20 000. From 1991 to 2003, it was $50 000. Even as recently as 2003, it was $50 000, which is only 
one-third of what people could get under the redress scheme. In 2004, the ceiling went up to $75 000, and if 
a person could show multiples, it could be aggregated up to $150 000. 

We sat down with the assessor, whose main focus is on compensating victims of crime, and after trying to come 
up with a fair scheme, this is what we came up with. Having regard to those earlier limitations, we thought that 
everyone would go for redress over criminal injuries compensation. We wanted to put in the legislation that people 
would have to go there first for the very reason that the member enunciated when he first got to his feet; that is, 
for non-state institutions, why should the criminal injuries compensation scheme pay for it? 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I note all the intentions and aspirations and I support them. I am looking at a few 
people who may be unduly hindered. If this becomes an issue—I am not suggesting it will—can the state 
unilaterally amend part 4 or would it need the commonwealth’s agreement? That is a critical factor for me. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Part 4 is us. It is not interlaced with any commonwealth legislation. Part 4 is us and we can 
amend this at will. 
Clauses put and passed. 
Clause 17 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 
Bill read a third time, on motion by Mr J.R. Quigley (Attorney General), and transmitted to the Council. 

COURTS LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2017 
First Reading 

Bill read a first time, on motion by Mr J.R. Quigley (Attorney General). 
Explanatory memorandum presented by the Attorney General. 

Second Reading 
MR J.R. QUIGLEY (Butler — Attorney General) [12.09 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 
The Courts Legislation Amendment Bill 2017 makes amendments to the Civil Judgments Enforcement Act 2004, 
the Western Australian Magistrates Court Act 2004 and the Western Australian Supreme Court Act 1935. The bill 
seeks to increase the mandatory retirement age for magistrates from 65 to 70 years of age. Currently, magistrates 
are required to retire when they reach 65 years of age. Western Australia and South Australia are the only 
jurisdictions to place this limit on magistrates, with the retirement age across Australia otherwise being 70 or 72. 
The only mechanism to extend a magistrate’s period of service to 70 years is if he or she is appointed as an acting 
magistrate upon retiring from a tenured position. To some extent, this has been regarded as a demeaning title for 
an experienced magistrate, and the break in tenure has detrimental consequences for accrued annual leave, sick 
leave, and superannuation entitlements. The abolition of the retirement age disparity between magistrates and 
judges would acknowledge and reflect the changed nature of the office of magistrates as part of the independent 
judiciary. Increasing the retirement age for magistrates will bring the Magistrates Court Act 2004 in line with the 
District Court of Western Australia Act 1969 and the Judges’ Retirement Act 1937, which require judges of the 
District and Supreme Courts to retire at the age of 70.  
The bill as first introduced provided that a qualified person may be appointed as an acting magistrate for any 
duration but not beyond the proposed new retirement age of 70. The bill was introduced in the other place and 
passed that place with amendments to the commencement clause and to the provisions that provide for the 
appointment of acting magistrates. The acting magistrate provisions as contained in the current version of the bill 
provide that a qualified person may be appointed as an acting magistrate for a period of no more than 12 months, 
but this can be extended in blocks of no more than 12 months at a time. The current bill also provides that any 
person who meets the qualifications for appointment as a magistrate can be appointed as an acting magistrate if 
they are a retired magistrate under 70, or are beyond the retirement age of 70 but are otherwise qualified. 
I note that the amendments to the acting magistrate provisions were opposed by the government in the other place. 
Despite this, given that it was the will of the other place that the amendment be included, the government accepted 
the policy intention of amended clause 8 of the bill. However, advice from Parliamentary Counsel’s Office is that 
clause 8 is at risk of not achieving the policy intention. With that advice in mind, I foreshadow that I will seek to 
move an amendment to clause 8 during the consideration in detail stage. 
The bill also seeks to makes amendments in regard to two technical matters. It amends the Civil Judgments 
Enforcement Act 2004 to explicitly state that the power under the act to make regulations includes the power to 
prescribe fees in respect of the registration of judgments under the commonwealth’s Service and Execution of 
Process Act 1992. The Service and Execution of Process Act 1992 provides at section 105(1) that upon lodgement 
of a sealed copy of a judgment with the registrar of a court in a state other than the place of rendition, the judgment 
must be registered. A registered judgment has the same force and effect as if the judgment had been made by the 
court in which it is registered. In such circumstances in Western Australia, enforcement of a civil judgment is 
governed by provisions of the Civil Judgments Enforcement Act 2004. The Civil Judgments Enforcement 
Regulations 2005 prescribe a fee for registering judgments from other jurisdictions pursuant to section 105(1) of 
the Service and Execution of Process Act 1992, but an anomaly has been identified where the Civil Judgments 
Enforcement Act 2004 does not specifically authorise the imposition of a fee for registering a judgment in a court 
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under section 105(1) of the Service and Execution of Process Act 1992. Part 2 of the bill corrects that anomaly by 
adding explicit conferral for registering a judgment under the Service and Execution of Process Act 1992. For the 
information of honourable members, I confirm that the provision also provides for the retrospective validation for 
such fees already demanded and paid prior to this explicit authorisation. 
Finally, the bill amends the Supreme Court Act 1935 to remove an outdated and unnecessary provision. Section 31 
of that act is deleted by clause 11 of the bill because there is no longer any need for a specific distinction between 
interest for the loan of money or other contracts and interest in other proceedings for debts and damages. 
I commend the bill to the house. 
Debate adjourned, on motion by Ms L. Mettam. 

TRANSPORT (ROAD PASSENGER SERVICES) BILL 2018 
TRANSPORT (ROAD PASSENGER SERVICES) AMENDMENT BILL 2018 

Cognate Debate 
Leave granted for the Transport (Road Passenger Services) Bill 2018 and the Transport (Road Passenger Services) 
Amendment Bill 2018 to be considered cognately, and for the Transport (Road Passenger Services) Bill 2018 to 
be the principal bill. 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from 22 August. 
MRS L.M. HARVEY (Scarborough — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [12.15 pm]: I rise to make 
a contribution to the debate on the Transport (Road Passenger Services) Bill 2018 on behalf of the Liberal 
opposition. The Liberal opposition has formed the position that it will not oppose this legislation; however, we 
will point out some of its anomalies. We arrived at that decision over fairly lengthy debate over a long period after 
the taxi plate buyback scheme was first proposed. 
The Minister for Transport took the somewhat unusual step of sending a letter to all taxi plate owners who will be 
a beneficiary of the buyback scheme, basically declaring — 

The State Labor Government and I have been very clear with regard to the buyback. The issue will not 
be revisited should the Liberal Party and other minor parties defeat the proposed legislation in the 
Legislative Council, and no further financial payments or assistance to the industry will be considered. 

That puts the Liberal opposition, crossbenchers and other members of Parliament in a really difficult position. The 
letter implies, “It’s my way or the highway; if you don’t agree with what I have proposed, any offer of financial 
assistance is off the table.” It puts members of Parliament in a very difficult position and means that we have to 
swallow what the government has served up or else individual plate owners who are facing financial difficulty will 
get diddly squat. I do not think I have heard of a minister using the tactic of contacting individuals in financial 
distress. The Minister for Transport has pointed the finger at the Liberal opposition and said, “They’re the ones 
standing between you and your bucket of money” regardless of whether the proposed buyback scheme or levy is 
the best way to get the job of accumulating funds done. We will ask some serious questions during consideration 
in detail, not because we want to delay the bill—I said that we are not going to oppose it—but so that we do our 
job and challenge some of the assumptions behind this legislation. 
I am still absolutely flabbergasted about the letter. I put on the record for Hansard that a lot of plate owners out 
there are hurting. We acknowledge that, and we acknowledge that we did not solve this problem when we were in 
government. However, sending a letter like this to people who have their backs against the wall—their financial 
investment has not worked out, they have mortgages on their houses and the banks are knocking on their door 
because they cannot afford to make their repayments—results in those people behaving in particular ways. I can 
tell this chamber that as a result of this letter, electorate officers, those in the frontline in the offices of those 
Legislative Council and Assembly members, have been getting phone calls with barrages of abuse hurled down 
the phone. It is completely and utterly unnecessary. People on very medium incomes doing their job trying to 
service a member of Parliament’s office are, as a result of this letter, getting attacked by angry taxi plate owners—
aggrieved people in financial distress. That is what that letter has done. I call that a dog act. If that is the way the 
minister is playing this, the Liberal opposition feels that in the face of bullying tactics like that we need to be very 
careful with how we manage this legislation. We will interrogate the legislation very carefully.  
The minister is now finding out what it is like to be in government and to try to solve difficult problems. When we 
were in government we did not solve this problem and there are a range of reasons for that. A lot of people in the 
industry traded plates. A lot of them had not purchased those plates from the government, they had purchased them 
from other investors over time, and depending on the market conditions at the time, the value of that asset would 
go up or down. Unfortunately for our taxi plate owners and investors in the industry, they were caught in a perfect 
storm. Many disruptors came into the system—Uber and others. They came in using a disruptive mechanism that 
had been successful in other countries and made it very difficult in regulated taxi environments for governments 
to respond effectively and efficiently. In addition, Western Australia had been on a wave of economic prosperity 
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that came to an abrupt halt. Construction had ramped up in the mining sector and drew to a close and record 
numbers of people left the state because the construction work that had drawn them here was taking them back 
from whence they came, so a lot of the work that taxidrivers used to get fell out of the space because people were 
not here catching taxis. That happened at the same time as a disrupter came into the economy and so the taxi 
industry was caught in a perfect storm that was difficult to solve.  

One of the considerations that we discussed when we were looking at whether we could have a buyback scheme 
and how we could fund it was funding a buyback scheme from the partial sale of Western Power, using the 
proceeds of that partial privatisation to go towards compensating a buyback of taxi plates in order to restructure 
an industry that had a structure that was completely untenable in a modern economy. However, 17 March saw that 
that was not to be. One of the difficulties this government had was that while we were trying to negotiate a position 
with the various groups that had formed within the taxi industry, every time we would arrive at a position or 
a negotiation point those plate owners and investors would then take that position to the opposition and the 
opposition would up the ante. In the lead-up to an election environment it was impossible to negotiate and try to 
settle on a sensible outcome. It is not a good environment to try to be negotiating the value or otherwise of 
a buyback scheme for investors in any kind of industry when we have an opposition willing to promise much, 
much more in order to achieve government. That was the situation we were in.  

One of the considerations that we took on board when we were in government was to ask what sort of precedent 
a buyback scheme sets. The world is full of disruptive technology and disrupters; that is a fact of life and the reality 
of doing business in 2018. The next wave of issues that the government will now face, now that it has set 
a precedent with a buyback scheme for plate owners, is what do we do when the TAB is privatised? Where do all 
those mum and dad owners of TAB shops fall when the TAB is privatised? Will the government, as part of that 
privatisation, buy back those businesses and compensate those mum and dad investors who derive their income 
from managing a TAB? What happens to them? Will the sale be contingent upon those individuals being given 
a value for their investment? How will the government determine what that value will be? Lotterywest kiosk 
owners are all mum and dad investors. I think the lotteries have probably one of the biggest disruptors that any of 
us have seen with online gambling. How do we manage that? Lotteries are a 100 per cent government regulated 
system, similar to taxis, yet there is a great difficulty in trying to manage online gambling activity. Speak to any 
of the Lotterywest kiosk owners and they will tell you that it is very challenging for them to try to maintain their 
business in the current environment because of the disruptors that are involved. Governments find it really difficult 
to deal with disruptive technology. It is not geared up and innovative like the disruptors are. It sets a really 
interesting precedent.  

As part of this legislation there are some significant changes to the industry. The minister has said that she believes 
that the costs in the sector will come down and that fares will be reduced because there will be less of an 
administrative burden, but all I can see in this legislation is a significant increase in administrative burden. There 
are new reporting requirements. Regional operators will have to cough up and pay for a dispatch system for their 
vehicles. I am advised that will cost them $24 000 because they need to participate in this scheme. Some 
assumptions sit behind it. In the briefing that opposition members were given, we were told that an estimated 
$29.5 million would be collected a year from the tax that will be imposed on consumers to pay for the buyback. 
In addition, once the value of the total buyback is determined, there will be an estimated $1.2 million of 
administrative costs for the public servants administering the scheme. That will need explaining. I do not know 
what the government is intending, and we will ask the minister to explain why we need an additional $1.2 million 
if no new full-time equivalents are going to be employed by the Department of Transport to administrator the 
scheme. People are in there dealing with the taxi industry at the moment who will be administering this scheme, 
one would presume. If they are not new employees, why are consumers going to be paying for their wages as part 
of this new tax? That will need to be explained. We need to have some clarification around that.  

I accept this was a difficult issue to settle and we are never going to keep everybody happy, but this is when the 
promises made in the hurly-burly of an election campaign come back to haunt people. I have had delegations of 
taxi plate owners visit my office. Two of the most vocal people in this area, Athan Tsirigotis and Lindsay Hill, are 
my constituents and they are regular visitors to my office. Both of those individuals and a number of other plate 
owners have said to me that this buyback scheme has fallen well short of their expectations and of the promises 
that were made to them in the lead-up to the election. A number of those individuals—Athan Tsirigotis and others 
who are behind the Micro Business Party during the last election campaign—have said to me that they sat in 
a meeting with the now minister when she was in opposition and they were promised that they would get upwards 
of $200 000 as part of a buyback. I have heard that from half a dozen people who said they were in that meeting. 
We had those individuals come to us when we were in government. They asked whether we would match it. The 
Treasurer at the time was privy to those conversations and he advised that no, we would not. The Micro Business 
Party ran candidates in every seat at the last election and directed those preferences against the Liberal Party and 
towards the Labor Party because it had been promised upwards of $200 000 a plate. They have all told me that. 
I had separate meetings with half a dozen disparate parties—they were not meeting me together—who have all 
said the same thing.  
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The other expectation they had was that they would at least get $162 500. When this matter was discussed in 
this chamber on 8 September 2016 in debate on the taxi hardship grants scheme that the then minister put 
forward, the Minister for Transport, then in opposition, moved to change the compensation amount for financial 
assistance from $20 000 to $162 500. Most of the taxi plate owners, many of whom were sitting in the gallery 
upstairs during those debates, were really heartened by that. They expected to be getting at least that, and then 
subsequent to that they were promised a much bigger amount. For many of those plate owners, particularly 
those who have been in the industry for a long time, this scheme will deliver a minimum of $100 000. Some of 
them will get more. There is no doubt about that, but that is not what they were promised. Many of those plate 
owners have said to me that they were not expecting this. They think it is entirely inappropriate that this is 
funded by consumers. They were not expecting to have an extra tax put on their customers to pay for the 
buyback. A large number of plate owners have come to see me outraged that they have to charge their customers 
10 per cent to pay for the plate buyback scheme because in their view—there are very different views within 
the taxi industry—this was an issue of the department’s making and the department should fund the buyback 
scheme. There are strong views out there among taxi plate owners that their customers should not be forced to 
pay for this buyback scheme. Those are some of the issues.  

There are some questions over the operation of the scheme. Many taxi plate owners have been in financial 
hardship for some time and I do not understand why the government has not funded this from the consolidated 
account with a view to reimburse the buyback from the tax over time. As I understand it, the way it is going to 
work is that the tax will come into play and applications will go out to all of the plate owners to apply for the 
compensation and to surrender their plates. Once all of those applications have been collected and assessed and 
an amount settled on, the tax will keep collecting, along with the cost of the additional or existing public servants 
for administering the scheme, and then once that value has been collected, at that point the scheme expires and 
the payment goes out to the plate owners. That is what was explained to us in the briefing as to how it was going 
to operate. I see the member for Armadale shaking his head, but that is what we were advised. If that is not how 
it is going to operate — 

Dr A.D. Buti: You are completely incorrect.  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: How is it going to operate? That is what the public servant said. 

Dr A.D. Buti: We will respond. You are just wrong; you are completely wrong.  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: We come back to the position where it is “my way or the highway”. Members on this side 
were there. Members, is that what we were told in the briefing? 

Dr A.D. Buti: You would have received the same briefing as the member for North West Central and I can assure 
you that the member for North West Central has a very different understanding of it. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: If I have got that wrong and people can receive payments sooner, before all the money has 
been collected, I will happily withdraw those comments, because that seemed like a daft way to run the scheme. 
If I have got that wrong, I will take it back.  

Going back to the 10 per cent tax, I do not know why Western Australia has decided that we need to do it 
differently from other states. Other states have a simple tax collection method of $1 a fare. The minister will 
need to explain why a 10 per cent tax has been arrived at as the best collection method, and also why charter 
operators, limousine operators and others are included. It seems to me that they do not have the opportunity to 
participate as part of the voluntary buyback scheme, so I question why their consumers are going to have to 
contribute towards the cost. That 10 per cent tax means that people on longer on-demand transport trips will 
pay up to $10 in tax. For those lucky enough to live in the CBD and inner suburbs, they will pay much less 
every time they use on-demand transport. I know that there is probably an argument that $1 a fare would 
disproportionately affect pensioners and seniors who often take shorter trips, but surely an exemption for them 
would be appropriate rather than charging people who live in the outer metropolitan areas $10 extra to pay for 
a plate buyback scheme. If consumers were asked whether they wanted to contribute $5 to $10 every time they 
hopped in a taxi or an Uber to help buy back taxi plates that were investments of other individuals, I think we 
might find that they were pretty upset about that. Perhaps they would like to spend their money elsewhere. 
However, that is what the government has chosen to do, so the government needs to explain to those consumers 
why it has made that decision.  

The minister said that the costs in the industry would come down. We need it explained how they are going to 
come down. From what I can see, new safety requirements are built in, for both on-demand dispatch providers 
as well as all on-demand drivers. There is still a licensing arrangement for vehicles and drivers and a new 
licensing arrangement for the on-demand dispatch operators, and a tax that needs to be collected by those 
mechanisms. I cannot see how there is less regulation in that, because there are additional things to do. There is 
also a safety requirement that far exceeds the safety requirements in any other jurisdiction for the on-demand 
operators and drivers, the providers of the service, and providers of the booking services as well. It is a very 
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strong test. We will ask a few questions about that during the committee stage. Sometimes those sorts of 
requirements have can unintended consequences. I am thinking about the state of some of the people who use 
on-demand transport, particularly after a big night out. Do those new safety requirements mean that the driver 
of a vehicle will need to make sure that they get an inebriated passenger in the back of their vehicle to 
somewhere that ensures their personal safety is considered? If a driver has an inebriated passenger and they 
must ensure their personal safety, could that then extend to a liability issue for the on-demand transport driver 
if they deposit that individual into Northbridge when they are inebriated and they then find themselves getting 
into some sort of mischief or personal distress? Will a driver need to ensure that as passengers get out of their 
vehicle, they do not fall over? If they fall over and hit their head, is that the responsibility of the driver who 
deposited them out of the vehicle? I hope it would be the responsibility of the person who is inebriated or 
otherwise affected by some substance, but that is not often the way that these things work. It will be interesting 
to see some of the scenarios tested when the legislation gets through, because the wording of that safety 
legislation—it is the toughest test of any jurisdiction—is that the on-demand transport operator, both the 
dispatch operator and the driver, have that duty of care. The dispatch operator has the duty of care towards the 
driver and passenger, which begs the question: if a passenger is being aggressive towards a driver and causes 
some injury, where does that responsibility rest? We will examine some different scenarios around that. 
Obviously, safety needs to be of paramount concern because on-demand transport is part of our public transport 
mix, but we need to make sure that we get the tension right with these sorts of things. As I said, the opposition 
is not be going to be mooting any amendments. We have a gun to our head that is telling us if we do not pass 
this legislation, plate owners will get nothing, so we will just test this and the government can do its job of being 
in government and iron out problems that might arise out of deficient legislation as they occur.  

I note also that this legislation removes the ownership limit of five plates. One of the scenarios I can see coming 
out of that is larger companies owning lots of vehicles and responsibility being pushed down on to drivers more 
and more. There is the responsibility for maintenance of the vehicle. Drivers are often the meat in the sandwich in 
the on-demand transport industry. They are the ones who pay the leasing and licensing costs and are responsible 
for the management of the vehicle. They deal with the customers. At the end of the day, the drivers are the ones 
who get squeezed out when it comes to making an income from the industry. I can see large corporations taking 
the opportunity to buy up fleets of vehicles and then having the responsibility for the management of those vehicles 
tied up in leasing arrangements with the drivers. The drivers will then have to push themselves to work longer 
hours so they can pay for all those costs and make a living out of the industry. We will see whether that happens, 
but I can certainly see that as an outcome of this legislation.  

It will be interesting to see whether the minister envisages a new compliance regime. This legislation provides 
entry provisions and quite strong powers for not only police officers, but also officers appointed by the CEO of 
the Department of Transport to enter office space to take documents, photograph documents, enter vehicles, take 
photographs of vehicles, inspect records and do all sorts of things. They are wideranging powers, and, yes, we 
need to ensure that there is enforcement and compliance in an industry in which people could potentially be at 
personal risk, but we also need to make sure that we get the tension right when giving powers to certain officers. 
One question not answered in the briefing was how long the records of individuals would need to be kept. 
Obviously, records will need to be kept for taxation purposes. The legislation contains a record-keeping 
requirement that, for example, all records of all bookings that dispatch operators have allocated to drivers will 
need to be kept, but it does not say for how long. With data storage these days, organisations have to control a large 
amount of data. Private information is held in that data—there are the names, addresses and phone numbers of 
individuals who may have been a part of a booking service. Some international privacy laws govern how long 
private information on individuals is kept, so it will be interesting to see whether some of those companies that 
operate under different countries’ privacy laws are required to destroy the personal data that is held by those 
organisations and whether the legislation has contemplated the private data rules of other countries. I note that 
particularly in some European countries, for example, there is a requirement that if a company stores data 
containing names, email addresses, phone numbers and personal details of individuals with whom they do not deal 
on a daily or regular basis as part of a business transaction or relationship, they are not permitted to hold on to that 
data; they are required to delete it. As I said, the public servants who gave us the briefing could not advise whether 
there was a time-limit requirement for holding onto those records. Obviously, companies need to hold on to records 
to make sure that if audits are done, tax has been levied and collected appropriately from consumers. But the 
question remains how long that data needs to be held. That imposes a cost on businesses, because data storage and 
maintaining the integrity of data is an ongoing cost these days.  

There are other issues with this legislation, particularly in regional areas. It is our understanding from the briefing 
that if a fare terminates in the regions in, say, Peel, Murray, Mandurah or Perth, it will be subject to a 10 per cent 
tax. If a limo or charter operator takes half a dozen people to Optus Stadium for the footy, the fare they pay from 
Bunbury, for example, will be subject to a 10 per cent tax.  

Dr A.D. Buti: You are misleading, aren’t you, because you know there’s a $10 maximum?  
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Mrs L.M. HARVEY: Member for Armadale, I am not misleading. I am saying that it is a 10 per cent tax. Yes, it 
is capped at $10, but if the fare originates in Bunbury and terminates at Optus Stadium, they will still have to pay 
the 10 bucks.  

Dr A.D. Buti: It’s not 10 per cent; there’s a big difference.  

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: It will depend on what fare people manage to barter. They may pay only $9 if it is a $90 fare.  

Dr A.D. Buti: There you go; even better. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: But the fact remains they are subject to the tax, and the member for Armadale is not denying that.  

Dr A.D. Buti: No; what I am saying is that you misled when you said it was 10 per cent. It’s not. It’s $10 if it’s 
more than $10—max.  

Ms L. Mettam: He answers some questions. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: It is beaut, is it not?  

Dr A.D. Buti: I think from Bunbury the fare would be more than $100. 

Mrs L.M. HARVEY: The member for Armadale appears to be confirming that if a person is catching a limo or 
using a charter operation in Bunbury, Dunsborough, Busselton or somewhere like that and they are driving into 
the city to go to the footy, they will be charged probably $10 to pay for the buyback scheme even though there is 
no buyback option for regional operators.  

The member for Vasse will be raising some issues about some regional operators, because she has been dealing 
very closely with them. I note that back in January the minister mentioned a regional support package, but we have 
not heard anything about what that regional support package will look like. I know one concern in regional areas 
is that on-demand transport is an integral part of the public transport mix because there are no bus services in most 
regional towns, but it is a very thin market. As I understand it, the existing taxi operators in regional centres have 
some requirements put on them. For example, they need to be available to take doctors and nurses out to meet the 
Royal Flying Doctor Service in the middle of the night, and those sorts of things. However, that is not really 
a money-making venture when we are looking at penalty wages for the operators who might be doing the driving. 
There is a public service requirement, if you like. 

Those regional operators will now have competition around events or at weekends. After the legislation is passed, 
basically any driver will be able to go to a regional area and operate. Friday and Saturday nights are probably the 
busy nights, when those operators get to make some money, but during the day it might be more of a thin market. 
The member for Vasse will interrogate that in more detail. 

With that I will conclude my remarks by saying that the opposition does not oppose the bill, but we will interrogate 
it very closely because we have some considerable concerns about some aspects of it. That said, we know we 
cannot govern from opposition. The government has its hands on the steering wheel and is in control now. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 5888.] 

MITCHELL MERRITT 

Statement by Member for Darling Range 

MRS A.K. HAYDEN (Darling Range) [12.50 pm]: I would like to take this opportunity to congratulate an 
inspiring young man who lives in my electorate. His name is Mitchell Merritt and later this month he will represent 
Australia in the qualifiers for the world championships for floorball. Fifteen players across Australia, five of whom 
are from WA, will be flying over to New Zealand for the qualifiers. Over there they will play two qualifying 
matches: one against New Zealand and one against Japan. 

Team sports play an important role in our society, especially with our children and young adults. Sport has an 
amazing and unique way of connecting individuals; it breaks down barriers and encourages friendships and mutual 
respect for talent and achievement. It creates opportunities that may never have been available through other 
avenues. Sports provide a platform for people to come together with friends and their local community and, in this 
case, the opportunity to represent their country. 

International events create national pride and unity, and I have no doubt that Mitchell will represent our state and 
our nation admirably. I want to congratulate Mitchell on making it onto the qualifying team. As I stated, he is one 
of only fifteen across Australia and only five from WA, so it is no mean feat, and an achievement of which he can 
be extremely proud. 

I wish Mitchell and the Australian team every success in New Zealand and I look forward to hearing about them 
qualifying and getting into the 2019 world championships. 
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SOUTHERN ART AND CRAFT TRAIL 
Statement by Member for Warren–Blackwood 

MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [12.52 pm]: The sixteenth Southern Art and Craft Trail starts this 
Saturday, 15 September, continuing through to Sunday, 30 September. This free art and craft trail is the largest 
annual event organised by the not-for-profit group artsouthWA Inc and covers venues throughout the great 
southern and south west. Towns include Albany, Torbay, Denmark, Walpole, Manjimup, Lake Grace, Kojonup, 
Cranbrook, Katanning, Gnowangerup, Hopetoun and more. 

I commend the commitment and dedication of the many volunteers. The organising and running of the 
Southern Art and Craft Trail over such a wide geographical area is a huge undertaking. artsouthWA Inc has 
coordinated artists, galleries, local businesses, community halls, libraries, wineries, studios, cafes, and special 
pop-up spaces, resulting in a massive 93 venues opening to the public over the two-week trail. The art trail will 
feature textiles, painting, sculpture, jewellery, printmaking, photography, pottery, woodcraft and glasswork. 

As always, funding is critical to the success of these types of events, so thanks to the sponsors, including the City of 
Albany, Bendigo Bank, Eventscorp and the Shire of Plantagenet. The creativity, imagination and diversity of the 
arts and crafts on offer means everyone will find something of interest. The Southern Art and Craft Trail showcases 
the incredible talent in the region and brings social and economic benefits to our towns, as visitors explore the 
natural beauty of the area, view the art, eat at local cafes and taste award-winning wines. I encourage members to 
visit the region, and maybe at the same time find a gem to add to their personal art collections. 

GAP RIDGE WASTE TREATMENT PLANT 
Statement by Member for Pilbara 

MR K.J.J. MICHEL (Pilbara) [12.53 pm]: On 26 July I had the pleasure of attending the opening of the new 
Contract Resources waste treatment plant at the Gap Ridge facility in Karratha. The $20 million mercury waste 
treatment plant, which is the largest in the southern hemisphere, is a vital facility for the Australian environment, 
the economy, and my electorate of the Pilbara. The Gap Ridge facility is capable of handling all of the mercury 
contaminated waste product produced by the Australian oil and gas sector both now and into the future. This is 
significant, because it effectively eliminates the need for Australia to export mercury contaminated waste and will 
fulfil our federal obligations under both the Basel and Minamata conventions. The facility will reduce the risk not 
only of spillage during transportation, but also to human health and of environmental exposure because of its 
closed system of decontamination and disposal.  

It makes a lot of logistical sense to have this project in the Pilbara, the national hub and powerhouse of the oil and 
gas industries. Around 50 staff are employed at the plant on an ongoing basis, with the ability to grow to 
500 subject to demand on the services. This is a local project employing local people that will ensure that 
Australia’s mercury waste does not need to risk transportation to treatment facilities in places like Europe. These 
local jobs for the local Pilbara community will directly benefit Australia’s economy and natural environment. 
I congratulate everyone involved with the Gap Ridge facility, including Woodside, which was a key founding 
customer. I put on the record what an important step forward this is at both the national and local level. 

ST ANTHONY’S SCHOOL 
Statement by Member for Wanneroo 

MS S.E. WINTON (Wanneroo) [12.55 pm]: I have special visitors from St Anthony’s School in Wanneroo, who 
join us in the Speaker’s gallery today. It gives me great pleasure to welcome acting principal John Topliss and 
student teacher John Haydon, together with the year 6 student leaders—head boy Koby Ratajczak, deputy head 
boy Jae Forde, head girl Hannah Matta, and deputy head girl Anya Vincent. I am enjoying hosting you today and 
congratulate you on your thoughtful questions and conversation over lunch. 

Earlier this term I was delighted to welcome all the year 6 students from the school when they visited this place—
my new classroom—to learn about the state Parliament and how laws are made. As a former teacher, I was even 
more thrilled to visit the year 6 students in their classroom back at St Anthony’s School recently, where we were 
able to explore concepts around civics and citizenship, the three levels of government, community service and 
leadership. I very much enjoyed teaching them. Of course, in between I also had the pleasure of joining students 
on the school oval for the school’s colour run. I send a big thank you and congratulations to the parents who 
organised such a successful fundraiser. 

St Anthony’s School has a long and proud history. It was opened in 1935, staffed by the Sisters of Mercy. Over 
those 80 years it has had a long tradition of providing a first-class education to many generations of Wanneroo 
families. Getting to know the year 6 students this year reminds me that St Anthony’s is still developing fine young 
people. I congratulate principal Mark Marando, teachers and support staff. I look forward to celebrating the  
year 6 graduation at St Anthony’s later this year. Wanneroo’s future is in good hands. Now, let us go and have 
some dessert! 
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WHITFORD CATHOLIC PRIMARY SCHOOL 
Statement by Member for Hillarys 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [12.57 pm]: On Wednesday, 5 September I had the pleasure of attending the 
fortieth anniversary mass at Whitford Catholic Primary School, located in Craigie in my electorate. The mass was 
also the blessing of stages 7 and 8 of the school’s building project. The school was founded by the Sisters of Mercy 
in 1978. Over those 40 years it has become a wonderful asset to our local area. It is a great school with a fantastic 
school community. The school provides strong support and pastoral care, particularly in its interaction with the 
adjoining local parish church, Our Lady of the Mission. The latest building project was driven by demand from 
local parents who choose to send their children to Whitford Catholic Primary School. The building project received 
funding from the federal government and through the state government’s low interest loans scheme, but was 
primarily funded by the Catholic Education Office of Western Australia and the local school community itself. 
Parents support the school and choose it for their children for its values-based environment, strong academic 
performance and excellent pastoral care. I congratulate principal Tamara McGougan, the very active parents and 
friends association, local parish priests Father Cyprian and Father Truc, and the whole school community. I wish 
Whitford Catholic Primary School continued success in the future. It was also a pleasure to see the former 
long-term parish priest, Father Joseph Tran, at the mass. The love and respect that Father Joseph Tran is held in 
by the community goes to show what a wonderful community school this is. 

KING’S COLLEGE, WELLARD — WHITBY THE THERAPY DOG 
Statement by Member for Baldivis 

MR R.R. WHITBY (Baldivis — Parliamentary Secretary) [12.58 pm]: I rise to acknowledge the amazing 
contribution being made in my electorate by a nine-month-old Beagle–King Charles Cavalier cross puppy. This very 
cute pup is training to become a therapy dog at The King’s College school in Wellard. Some in public office are 
honoured with buildings, bridges or monuments named after them; I, on the other hand, have a therapy dog as my 
namesake. I have been asked whether there are any similarities between the two Whitbys. Well, you be the judge. 
Whitby is a highly valued member of the community. His official role is to bring joy and peace into the lives of 
those around him. He laps up affection, he has a healthy shiny coat and he is mainly toilet trained. Patting a therapy 
dog like Whitby releases an automatic relaxation response, lowers anxiety, provides comfort, reduces loneliness 
and increases mental stimulation. The benefits of therapy dogs in aged-care homes and hospitals and helping 
veterans with post-traumatic stress and children with autism are already well known. Principal Aaron Guppy says 
he was sceptical at first, but now admits Whitby has been an overwhelming success. Whitby has rock star status 
at King’s, his own Facebook page and a cartoon strip, and he will soon co-host a radio show with me. I believe the 
working title is Whitba and Whitba. I congratulate King’s for giving Whitby a go and reaping the benefits. 

Sitting suspended from 1.00 to 2.00 pm  
DISTINGUISHED VISITORS — CONSUL GENERAL OF INDIA AND SPOUSE 

Statement by Speaker 
THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): We have the Consul General of India and his wife in the Speaker’s gallery 
today, so we would like to welcome them to Parliament. 
[Applause.] 

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
MCGOWAN GOVERNMENT — KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 

647. Dr M.D. NAHAN to the Premier: 
Before I ask my question, I welcome the staff and students from St Damien’s Catholic Primary School from the 
member for Dawesville’s electorate who are in the Speaker’s gallery. 
I refer to a keynote speech the now Premier made on 8 December 2016, in which he said that he would introduce 
key performance indicators for his government, if elected, and that these KPIs would include, and I quote — 

… reducing the use of methamphetamines; reducing the incidence of family and domestic violence; or 
attracting more overseas tourists and students … 

Also, and I quote — 
These KPIs will not only measure the effectiveness of government, it will define my success as Premier … 

Why, after 545 days in office, two budgets and his machinery-of-government changes, has the Premier not 
developed any KPIs so that Western Australians can measure his effectiveness? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
Every day I prepare for question time, and admittedly I spend 15 or so minutes thinking about the questions the 
opposition might ask me. Again, I did not pick that one. 
Several members interjected. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: I just cannot pick it! Yesterday, one of them was about the book Call of the Reed Warbler: 
A New Agriculture, A New Earth—I could not pick that one. I cannot predict what the Leader of the Opposition is 
going to ask; he is very unpredictable. 
The work on this issue is ongoing. Obviously, it involves KPIs for the directors general of government 
departments, and the work surrounding that is an ongoing process. We have been in office for 18 months, and we 
cannot do everything at once, admittedly. Getting the state back on track was one of our principal focuses, and 
I think most of the evidence is there that that is occurring over the term of this government. Members will see each 
and every minister doing an enormous number of things in each of their portfolios, and that all takes time. But that 
is one of the things we will work on. 
One of the issues the member mentioned in his question was methamphetamine. Obviously, dealing with meth has 
been an important priority of this government. Considering the Leader of the Opposition mentioned it, I will take 
him through it. We have two new drug rehabilitation centres being put in place—two prisons devoted to 
methamphetamine treatment for men and women. That is the first time that has ever happened. And the — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough, your leader has asked a question — 
Mr M. McGOWAN: He asks the question; I provide the answer. 
The SPEAKER: — he is giving him an answer. Listen. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Exactly. 
We also have a range of programs around the state, the meth border force, life sentences for meth traffickers and 
more powers for the Corruption and Crime Commission to tackle organised crime. All those things have happened 
in the methamphetamine area, when for eight and a half years under the former government, we saw headline after 
headline about Perth being “Meth City”—I recall that one a few years ago. This government is putting in place all 
sorts of initiatives in a whole range of areas. But we obviously have to work through our commitments over the 
course of the four-year term, and that is what we are doing. 

MCGOWAN GOVERNMENT — KEY PERFORMANCE INDICATORS 
648. Dr M.D. NAHAN to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Can the Premier explain to the Western Australian public why meth use is 
increasing significantly and the number of overseas tourists and students is falling, and whose pay will be cut by 
20 per cent for failing to meet these KPIs, as the Premier promised? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
We saw a peaking, or an enormous amount, of methamphetamine usage over the term of the former government. 
The general view out there is that the peak in use was a few years ago. It was not just in the city; it was also in 
regional Western Australia. We have put in place a whole range of initiatives to deal with that. Recently, I was at 
Wandoo Rehabilitation Prison—the women’s prison—with the Minister for Corrective Services, opening the new 
women’s facility. That basically means that if those women who are incarcerated and have a drug or alcohol issue 
apply and are deemed to be a person who wants to get off their addiction, they can go into that prison and receive 
intensive treatment for their drug usage, particularly methamphetamine. It has never been done before. The 
government is taking a whole range of initiatives when it comes to methamphetamine to improve the situation. 
Members might note that the Minister for Tourism has been extremely proactive in addressing the issue of tourism 
in Western Australia, including Broome harbour and removing that rock! 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: That rock in the channel there! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse, this is not a shouting contest. You lose—I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We are working to get rid of those rocks in the channel there to make sure that cruise ships 
can get into Broome harbour. It was never done under the previous government! 
Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Carnival Cruise Line has never home ported a ship here in Western Australia! It was never 
done under the former government. The minister has been — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I cannot hear the Premier’s answer. I am sure you want to hear it, members. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: We are removing the rocks in the channel in Broome. For the entirety of every Liberal 
government in the history of Western Australia, that rock has been in that channel, and under this Labor 
government, that rock will be removed. 

METRONET — ALKIMOS PRECINCT 
649. Ms S.E. WINTON to the Minister for Transport: 
On behalf of the member for Kalamunda, I acknowledge and welcome the year 6 leadership group from 
Darlington Primary School and their teachers, who are in the Speaker’s gallery. On behalf of the member for 
Bunbury, I welcome and acknowledge the students and staff from Bunbury Catholic College. 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s massive job-creating agenda, which includes building Metronet and 
the Yanchep rail extension. Can the minister outline to the house how the first Metronet precinct in Alkimos will 
support employment and drive economic growth in the northern suburbs; and, how will precincts like this deliver 
liveable, integrated and sustainable communities? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI replied: 
I thank the member for Wanneroo for that question. We know there has been enormous growth in the outer suburbs 
of Perth, particularly in that corridor. I remember going for a drive with the member for Butler—I remember going 
for a drive because it was probably the scariest time I have ever had in my life, member for Butler! I remember 
the member for Butler driving us around, showing us Alkimos and the growth of those suburbs. When the member 
for Butler was driving me around, I thought, “We need public transport! We need a rail line!” 
There is enormous growth in those outer suburbs, and of course much of this land was zoned urban back in the 
1990s under the then planning minister, Richard Lewis. It was a plan for the future. As a result, we have an 
obligation to make sure that we build infrastructure when we are building those houses. Alkimos has given us the 
opportunity to design the station and the precinct simultaneously, so we get the full integration of the train station 
with that suburb. What does that do? It creates better and greater connectivity between the new precinct and the 
station. It will encourage people to use public transport and make those decisions very early on about how many 
cars they need; they can make their lifestyle choices up-front. Of course, having active, vibrant precincts creates 
more active and, I think, socially healthier communities. It also allows for new education facilities and new 
job-creating precincts. It is about integrating our land-use planning with our transport planning. Work for that 
precinct will be underway next year. I know that is something supported by the many thousands of people already 
living in that area and the many thousands who will continue to move into that corridor. It is a great project for 
WA and a great project for the northern suburbs. 

HEALTH SYSTEM — AUSTRALIAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION — COMMENTS 
650. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Minister for Health: 
Before I ask my question, I welcome the boys and teachers of Hale School, who are about to exit the chamber. It 
is lovely to have the boys from Hale School in my electorate at Parliament House today. 
I refer to the media statement by the Australian Medical Association of Western Australia, released today, and 
I quote — 

The government must immediately convene an independent investigation into the operation and 
management of the health system. 

(1) Does the minister accept the concerns raised by this peak medical body? 
(2) Will he immediately commit to an independent investigation into the culture, performance, accountability 

and transparency issues impacting the health portfolio, as requested by the AMA? 
Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
Before I answer, on behalf of the member for Forrestfield, I welcome the students from Darling Range Sports 
College here today. It is good to have them with us. 
(1)–(2) I do not accept the assertion or the request proposed by the AMA. As the member well knows, we have 

taken a range of deliberate and purposeful steps to ensure that we are on top of this issue. That has ranged 
from me requesting from the system manager, the director general of Health, what each of the health 
service providers have put in place since they came into being in June 2016 and what safeguards are in 
place to ensure that these things do not happen again. In addition to that, as the house knows, we have 
asked the Public Sector Commissioner to do an inquiry into the procurement arrangements to ensure that 
she is satisfied that we have all the necessary systems in place to ensure that we have procurement and 
other issues within the department under control. Of course, it is important that we do that, because I, like 
everyone else, was disturbed to see the level of corruption uncovered by the Corruption and Crime 
Commission in relation to the work at North Metropolitan Health Service. It was disappointing and 
disturbing. We think it is important to get on top of these issues, which is the reason that we have taken 



 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 September 2018] 5871 

 

the steps. These will be important steps to ensure that we are on top of it, we have the systems in place 
and we have the culture in place. What I will do is to promise to take action. We will see from these steps 
just how seriously we take this. 
This stands in stark contrast to when the Liberal Party was in office, when Hon Kim Hames was presented 
with a report from the CCC. That was about some corruption that took place in the south metropolitan 
part of the system. In June 2014 he said — 

We think we are doing a pretty good job, to be honest, in the way we manage procurement in 
this state. 

This is in June 2014, when we were at the height of the activities that were going on at that time. Clearly, 
Hon Kim Hames thought the former government was doing the job, but just as we see with this other mob 
when it is in government, they are like the Betty Crockers of government—they are in the set and forget 
phase. They made assurances and we just had to assume that they would look after these things. This was 
during the time, which the CCC has now pointed out, when the corruption was at its highest. Yet here we 
had the Minister for Health in the previous government providing assurances that it was not going to 
happen again. He said — 

… it is absolutely critical that we have good systems in place to make sure that what happened 
under a Labor government’s watch does not happen under ours. 

As we all now know, the very opposite was taking place; that is, the former government did not learn the 
lessons from that particular case, it did not put the measures in place, it did not investigate properly and 
it did not get on top of it. We will; we will take care of this issue, because we have the department and 
each of the health service providers absolutely focused on this issue. We now also have the Public Sector 
Commissioner looking into the matter to ensure that we have the systems and the culture in place to 
protect taxpayers’ funds. 

HEALTH SYSTEM — AUSTRALIAN MEDICAL ASSOCIATION — COMMENTS 
651. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Minister for Health: 
I have a supplementary question. The AMA’s concerns go beyond procurement and beyond the North Metropolitan 
Health Service. We understand that the minister has the Public Sector Commissioner looking into this, but the 
AMA’s specific request, and its concern, is: why is the minister ignoring its calls for a truly independent inquiry? 
Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
We have truly independent boards that are responsible for implementing and managing these health systems 
properly. Quite frankly, one of the good things that the former government did in the health system was to set up 
the health service providers under the new Public Health Act. Under each of these boards, there is an audit and 
risk management subcommittee that looks into all these issues and has significantly boosted the oversight of these 
matters. I understand the concerns of the AMA. Our doctors and nurses have been told on many occasions that we 
have to do better to be more efficient and to save money in the health system, yet here we have these other public 
servants so desperately letting us down and breaching that article of faith and trust. I can understand their 
disappointment. It is a disappointment that we all share, but I believe we have ample systems in place to make sure 
we get on top of this, both through the inquiry by the Public Sector Commission and the oversight of the boards. 

SHARKS — HAZARD MITIGATION 
652. Mr M.J. FOLKARD to the Minister for Fisheries: 
Before I start, I would like to welcome the politics and law students from Peter Moyes Anglican Community 
School in my electorate of Burns Beach. 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s comprehensive shark mitigation strategy. Can the minister outline to 
the house how this government — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: I will hear the question in silence. Start again. 
Mr M.J. FOLKARD: I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s comprehensive shark mitigation strategy. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M.J. FOLKARD: Can the minister outline to the house how this government continues to investigate 
measures that will keep Western Australians safe, including aerial patrols by Surf Life Saving WA? 
Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse! 
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Mr D.J. KELLY replied: 
I thank the member for his question and I thank him for the service that he provides as a hardworking member of 
Surf Life Saving WA. I know he is going through the process to requalify for another year in the surf, protecting 
people at the beaches. I thank the member for his hard work. Before I answer that question, I want to acknowledge 
the hardworking members of the West Beechboro Primary School P&C, who are also in the gallery today. I hope 
they have a good time; they are listening intently! 
I just want to update the house on what we are doing in the area of shark mitigation. It is an issue that the opposition 
has taken a considerable amount of interest in. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Today we began the public consultation for the SMART drum lines trial that was announced 
in Gracetown. We now have an online survey for people to complete. They can comment on two options we are 
putting forward for a trial to be conducted in the Gracetown area. 
Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse, I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I will come to the member for Vasse in a minute, so she might want to listen to this! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr D.J. KELLY: I have a lot to go through here so members opposite might want to let me finish. 

Point of Order 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Mr Speaker, the minister said he has a lot to get through. This is not brief ministerial 
statements; this is question time. 
The SPEAKER: That is not a point of order. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr D.J. KELLY: We have announced the beginning of the public consultation on the trial. We are giving people 
the option to comment on two proposals for the trial. We are also giving people the option to comment on proposed 
locations for new satellite receivers in the capes region. Along with the Shark-Management-Alert-in-Real-Time drum 
lines trial, we have committed to extending the shark monitoring network to the capes region. The previous 
government never did that. For all their interest in this issue, members opposite never extended the shark monitoring 
network to the capes region or the Esperance region when they were in government. We are doing both. As part of 
the SMART drum lines trial, members of the public can also comment on our proposal to extend the shark monitoring 
network to the capes region. This measure complements the other things that we have implemented in recent weeks. 
The Premier and I announced the beginning of aerial patrols for Surf Life Saving WA. Again, they will start three 
weeks earlier than they have in previous years. The funding is in excess of $3 million. The funding was not in the 
budget that we inherited from the previous government. Again, for all their interest in this area, members opposite 
did not go to the last election with secure funding for Surf Life Saving’s aerial patrols. With the Deputy Premier, 
I also launched the first BEN—beach emergency number—located in Kwinana. The Deputy Premier and I unveiled 
the signs that will uniquely number beaches in Western Australia, so in the event of a shark attack or a heart attack, 
people will be able to contact emergency services rapidly. We are doing a range of things in this area. 
I want to point out some comments made by the member for Vasse. So far, over 2 000 Western Australians have 
availed themselves of the subsidy we have provided for personal shark deterrents that have been universally tested 
to show that they are effective. Unfortunately, the member for Vasse and other members of the opposition are still 
out there discouraging people from purchasing personal shark deterrents. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr D.J. KELLY: On 31 August — 
Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse, I call you to order for the third time. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: On 31 August, the member for Vasse tweeted — 

The State Govt must stop wasting taxpayers $ on subsidising a personal deterrent … & leave it to the ind 
to invest in personal safety. 

What is her problem with us encouraging members of the public to purchase a personal shark deterrent that has 
been proven to be effective? 
Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 
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The SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I do not know whether you have noticed I am on my feet. I call the member for Darling Range, 
the Minister for Women’s Interests and the minister for — 
Mr F.M. Logan: Housing. 

The SPEAKER: Not housing, no—the Minister for Emergency Services. 

Mr P.C. Tinley interjected. 
The SPEAKER: And the Minister for Housing! 

Mr D.J. KELLY: On the same day as that little tirade on Twitter, the member for Vasse said that taxpayers do 
not subsidise bike helmets, so why should they subsidise a commercial product? The member for Vasse does not 
realise that we mandate bicycle helmets, so they do not have to be subsidised. We do not subsidise seatbelts because 
we mandate them. In a whole range of areas, the member for Vasse is completely wrong in the way that she deals 
with this issue. Research done under the member’s government — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, I am on my feet; I call you to order for the first time. 
Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, I thought this was a serious issue, but obviously you want to joke about it. 

Mr D.J. KELLY: If the next person who is attacked by a shark is not wearing a personal shark deterrent, members 
opposite will have to ask themselves whether their position did anything to discourage them from taking up those 
devices. Ever since we introduced the subsidy — 

Mrs A.K. Hayden interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Darling Range, I call you to order for the second time. 
Mr D.J. KELLY: Ever since we introduced the subsidy, members opposite have been out there criticising it. The 
member for Vasse said that personal shark deterrents — 

Ms L. Mettam interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Vasse, you are on three calls. Do you want to go home early? Is the surf up? 

Mr D.J. KELLY: I heard the member for Vasse say on radio that personal shark deterrents are like waving 
a toothpick. Member for Vasse and Leader of the Opposition, over 2 000 Western Australians have taken up 
personal shark deterrents because of the subsidy that we introduced. The people who have bought those devices 
have a much higher level of protection than they did previously when they go into the water. I urge members 
opposite that whatever else they advocate for, do not discourage people from purchasing those devices, because 
they have been shown to work. If members opposite care about human life—that is what they say is most important 
around this issue—they should stop discouraging people from buying those devices. 

CAMP SCHOOLS — LEASING 

653. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Premier: 
I refer to the Labor government’s decision to privatise six of Western Australia’s camp schools. 

(1) Will performance evaluations be undertaken; and, if so, how often? 
(2) What key performance indicators and fee structures for camp schools have been incorporated into the 

contract agreements that underpin the performance evaluations? 

(3) Will the Premier commit to tabling in Parliament the results of any performance evaluation? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
(1)–(3) What is clear is that the National Party hates Fairbridge WA; it hates Fairbridge! 

Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is running a campaign against a respected non-government organisation that has decided 
to step up and take over the operations of the camps. National Party members have been doing it all week. For 
some reason, they are wildly angry with Fairbridge—a well-respected organisation. I have every confidence that 
it will run a good operation. We are currently in the process of negotiating a lease operation with the Fairbridge 
organisation, and that process will run on until such a time as it is signed. I do not know what members opposite 
are going on about, but, for some reason, they will suspend standing orders after question time in their wild 
angriness at the organisation Fairbridge. 
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CAMP SCHOOLS — LEASING 
654. Mr R.S. LOVE to the Premier: 
I have a supplementary question. Given that the Premier has refused to provide these details, how can Parliament 
and Western Australians have any confidence that this deal is a good one for Western Australian kids? 
Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 
As I explained yesterday, Colin — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Premier, you will call the member by his correct title, please. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I will, member for Moore. I also have here a copy of Call of the 
Reed Warbler, so I have been getting myself — 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I have; there it is! 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: There are all sorts of references in here to you, member for Moore, but I will not go into 
them; there are too many to count. What was your question again? 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I do not know whether the member was here yesterday, but most of the camps out there that 
look after schoolchildren who go on camps during school time or perhaps during school holidays are operated by 
non-government organisations. Some are operated by the Department of Sport and Recreation. They are not all 
operated by the Department of Education. The Department of Education was operating seven, and it will continue 
to operate one. I explained the reason for that the other day. More than 20 are not government-operated. At Nanga, 
near Dwellingup, there is one of many—I have a list of them here, but I will not read them out; I have been too 
deeply engrossed in Call of the Reed Warbler to read them out. A range of camps are operated by non-government 
organisations. It is quite normal across Australia for these camps to be run in this manner. I know the opposition 
is trying to create some huge fear and disruption across regional Western Australia, but the reality is that a good 
agreement will be signed with Fairbridge, and these camps will operate effectively. 
I hear the words of the deputy Liberal leader talking about privatisation. We all know that the Liberal Party is 
committed to privatising Western Power. That is the opposition’s position. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: Is that your position? You are going to have to answer the question. 
Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough, I call you to order for the first time. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: We have seen nationally, the Prime Minister, or the former Prime Minister—I lose track of 
prime ministers these days—railing against the privatised electricity networks and operators in the eastern states. 
The Liberals and the Nationals are committed to privatising the electricity network and the electricity operators in 
Western Australia. It is about time the opposition came clean on its secret plans to privatise our electricity network, 
because that is exactly what members opposite stand for. 

COTTESLOE FORESHORE REDEVELOPMENT 
655. Mr D.T. PUNCH to the Treasurer: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to reducing the significant budget deficits left behind 
by the previous Liberal–National government. Can the Treasurer advise the house as to whether the government 
is awash with cash, as claimed by the member for Cottesloe; and can the Treasurer advise the house whether the 
member for Cottesloe’s proposal for a $100 million redevelopment of Cottesloe Beach and its toilets is in line with 
this government’s strict adherence to budget repair? 
Mr B.S. WYATT replied: 
I thank the member for Bunbury for that very good question. I begin by congratulating the Western Australian 
National Party for coming across a new-fangled technology to help with its parliamentary debates, called a book. 
It is something I think the WA National Party is new to, so I congratulate some of them for starting their 
educational journey. I was away last week — 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order for the first time. 
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Mr B.S. WYATT: I was away last week and, as I do when I am away, I came back and tried to catch up on issues 
that have been of some import over the course of the week. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I will come to that. 
One that caught my attention was a headline reading, “Honey calls for toilet money”. I was surprised by that 
headline, because I thought the member for Cottesloe was stuck for some issues and was obviously looking for 
something small. Then I went and read the story. Not only was it not small, it made two interesting claims: first, 
that the state government is awash with money and, second, that we should come out and do a development on the 
Cottesloe foreshore on a similar scale to the redevelopment further north at Scarborough. I would like to point out 
a couple of things. Every time a local government is so constipated with an issue, I do not want to be the Treasurer 
who then throws $100 million at it to ease its burden. I am surprised that the member for Cottesloe is apparently 
advertising the fact that we are awash with money, despite the fact that we still have a large operating deficit that 
the previous government left us to deal with, and also that he wants the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority, 
I assume, to take over the foreshore of Cottesloe and do a not insignificant development, as he advocates on the 
ABC, on a similar scale to the redevelopment further north at Scarborough. I am surprised by that, because every 
time there has been a proposal to do anything, let alone relieve oneself, anywhere near Cottesloe, there has been 
nothing but objections from local Cottesloe residents. I am surprised and pleased by the progressive approach that 
the member for Cottesloe has taken, but I assure members that it will not be funded by $100 million from the 
currently debt-laden state government. 
What was even more interesting was that the very next article after Mr Honey’s issues with his toilet was 
“ACCC launches investigation into fake honey”. 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Mr Speaker, that is the incorrect term of reference to me as the member for Cottesloe. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I am not sure that I referred to you. 
Dr D.J. HONEY: He referred to me by my name, Mr Speaker. 
The SPEAKER: I did not hear what he said. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 
Mr B.S. WYATT: Member for Cottesloe, I was surprised at the very next story—“ACCC launches investigation 
into fake honey”. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: I kid you not—it is the very next story on ABC Online! It is starting to make me think that, 
despite the grand hopes and aspirations of the member for Cottesloe, he may be becoming the sugar syrup of the 
Liberal Party—not quite the real deal that we are all expecting. I can assure all members here that, despite a clear 
consistent theme from members for Cottesloe—that is, apparently always being awash with money, despite not 
a cent being around, which is very consistent with the former member for Cottesloe—we will not be pursuing 
a $100 million redevelopment of the Cottesloe foreshore. 

MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEM 

656. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Minister for Mental Health: 
The state’s Chief Psychiatrist, Dr Nathan Gibson, highlights in his annual report that there are significant gaps in 
the mental health system for individuals with mental illness and challenging behaviours. Will the minister please 
outline to the house the significant gaps and his priorities for addressing them? 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The Chief Psychiatrist is referring, in his annual report, to his concerns about 
a small cohort of patients who have severe and complex mental illness, and too often end up in our prison system. 
That is a sad reality of the present situation. We all know that mental health is a complex area and presents a broad 
range of multilayered and interlinked problems, varying in severity. As the member knows, the government has 
a plan for mental health, around prevention and reducing the incidence of suicide, and particularly around investing 
heavily in subacute, step up, step down facilities. We have an ambitious program that will see the development of 
step up, step down facilities in your town, Mr Speaker—the City of Albany—and Kalgoorlie, Geraldton, Karratha 
and Broome. We have made significant investment to make sure that we can intervene early in people’s mental 
health journeys to make sure we get the proper services to them on time. 
It is true to say that there are still some people who suffer from very acute levels of mental illness, and we have to 
do better for them as well. One thing we are doing, as part of our election commitment, is investing in acute mental 
health services at the Geraldton Regional Hospital site, as well as a project that I would hope both sides of 
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Parliament would be committed to—the renewal and redevelopment of Graylands, and the adoption of a new 
model of care in the community for patients at Graylands. In addition to that, we are investing in excess of 
$11 million to put a mental health observation area in Royal Perth Hospital, just like at Joondalup Health Campus, 
Sir Charles Gairdner Hospital, and Fiona Stanley Hospital, because we understand that patients coming into our 
emergency departments nowadays are presenting with a much higher incidence of mental illness. 

We will continue to be confronted with the growing issues of mental illness in our community, and we will 
continue to invest heavily in it. In the 2017–18 financial year we have invested $917 million, and that will go up 
to almost $1 billion by 2020–21. We are seeing growth in our mental health budget.   

We are seeing an increasing effort to make sure that we have better services in the regions and in communities to 
provide subacute mental health services. We will continue to work hard to ensure that we support all families and 
individuals impacted by mental health issues.  

MENTAL HEALTH SYSTEM 

657. Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE to the Minister for Health: 
I have a supplementary question. I note in the minister’s answer he said that spending would go to $1 billion by 
2021. With regard to the Chief Psychiatrist calling for the need to address these significant gaps, will the minister 
outline to us where this additional funding will be allocated for these significant gaps and the priority of that new 
allocation? 

Mr R.H. COOK replied: 
We will continue to increase investment in mental health because we understand that unless those services are out 
there in the community, we will not be able to get on top of this issue. The Chief Psychiatrist, often in conjunction 
with the Mental Health Advocacy Service, has identified that some patients with very complex and acute mental 
health illnesses are not well catered for under our system, and, to be perfectly frank, there are more patients out 
there who struggle to get the mental health care that they do. From that point of view, I encourage the 
Chief Psychiatrist to undertake this review. He will come back to us with more advice about how he thinks the 
system can work better, and that is his role. 

EVENTS — TICKET RESALE 

658. Mrs L.M. O’MALLEY to the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
(1) Can the minister advise the house how people attending events at WA’s sporting and entertainment 

venues are being stung by ticket scalpers? 

(2) With the AFL finals underway, can the minister advise what is the message of both VenuesWest and this 
government to those who do not purchase their tickets directly from an authorised primary seller? 

Mr M.P. MURRAY replied: 
(1)–(2) I thank the member for this question on this very important issue that affects many, many people. To 

highlight that, I will read out a few snapshots of what has happened in the last year. In 14 events last financial 
year, 354 unsuspecting fans were turned away from RAC Arena due to the presentation of invalid tickets 
at the box office. I am sure that the shock that those 354 people got is still insurmountable. We saw that 
very sad story the other day about visitors to our town who were also turned away from the footy. 

Of those refusals, 245, or 69 per cent, were for tickets purchased from Viagogo, a Geneva-based ticket 
reseller that the state does not have powers over. Those tickets were sold from outside the country, back 
into the country, and people then can be scammed. We do not have power over that. Of the 354 refusals, 
98 were for tickets purchased from Ticketmaster Resale, amounting to 27 per cent of the refusals. 
Ticketmaster Resale is also a problem. There is not a great deal of comfort for people buying resales from 
some of these websites. On top of the high risk of these tickets being invalid, tickets to Jerry Seinfeld, for 
example, were priced three and a half times higher than the average original ticket price—that is, 
$518 versus $145.30 on the Ticketmaster Resale site. Three times as much is just beyond the pale. I know 
some people are desperate to go, but when they turn up and their tickets are refused, it is just terrible. We 
need to work with all the departments to make sure that, with the finals coming up, we do not have people 
out there buying tickets and then being refused at the gate. It is a bit different from days gone by when 
the member for South Perth used to get in under the fence and then sit in someone else’s seat! 

The price increase on Viagogo was even higher, at 3.7 times that of the original ticket price—that is, 
$538 versus $145. That is a really big mark-up. I understand the desperation at times when people want 
to see a particular event. At any given RAC Arena event, around 300 to 500 tickets have been scalped; 
that is, at any event, 300 to 500 people have been turned away. It is widespread. People take the risk when 
they buy those tickets. There comes a time when we have to do something about it. VenuesWest has zero 
tolerance on scalped tickets and so do many promoters and primary ticket sellers, so there is a movement. 
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VenuesWest pleads with the public not to be scammed and not to grab tickets that may be dishonoured 
at the gate. There would be nothing worse than for someone to get to the gate with their bride and some 
friends and then be turned away. Not only would they not have enough money for a beer, but also they 
would not see the show! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! He cannot hear you anyway. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: So when tickets are dishonoured, fans miss out and, as we know, if someone purchases 
a ticket from a secondary ticket seller, they risk being ripped off and refused entry to the event. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M.P. MURRAY: I will say that again. I am trying to. I understand why it is very important with the finals 
coming up. Tickets for the next final in Western Australia will be flying around and I know that many Eagles fans 
will be desperate to be at their last game—at Optus Stadium, I must say; it might not be their last game. We are 
working very closely with the consumer areas on making sure that people do not get ripped off in the future. It is 
a problem at the moment. I am bringing this to the attention of the house to make sure that we do not have the 
same report that was in The West Australian last week about those visitors to Australia who went away with a very 
sour taste in their mouth. 

CAMP SCHOOLS — NON-GOVERNMENT OPERATOR 

659. Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Premier: 

I refer to the privatisation of six camp schools. 

(1) How many Department of Education staff will be impacted by the government’s decision to privatise the 
six camp schools? 

(2) Have all staff been offered redundancies? 

(3) If yes to (2), how many have been accepted to date? 

(4) Have the costs associated with all the redundancies been accounted for in the $3 million of savings that 
the government says will be generated? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

I thank the Leader of the Nationals for the question. 

(1)–(4) Obviously, we are organising for a non-government organisation, Fairbridge, to run the six camp schools, 
including one at Point Peron in my electorate. When the Leader of the National Party says that it is not 
impacting any Labor electorates, which I have heard her allege, it is in my electorate. Just on that matter, 
I do not think she was here, but the National Party was also saying that the works to be conducted at 
Moora Residential College would cost only $500 000. Does the Leader of the National Party remember 
saying that it would cost only $500 000? The National Party was out there with signs saying it. The federal 
government thinks it is $8.7 million—just so members know. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: They were wrong there by a factor of only about 17. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: The National Party and all the yelling remind me of Call of the Reed Warbler. I have found 
a quote here that reminds me of the National Party. I quote from page 275 — 

Mist rose off the rehydrated lower country, but most impressive of all was a cacophony of birdsong. It 
was dominated by the loudest combined chorusing of magpies that I had ever heard: all seemingly 
competing with one another. 

Point of Order 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: I have a point of order, Mr Speaker. 

Mr P.J. Rundle interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Roe, your own leader is on her feet. 

Ms M.J. DAVIES: What relevance does the book that the Premier is referring to have to the question that I asked 
on camp schools? 

The SPEAKER: I know Collingwood is playing at the weekend, but it just sounded like a flock of magpies! 
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I should have done this yesterday. If someone brings a book into the chamber and quotes from it, they have to seek 
the permission of the Speaker. The member for Moore and the Premier brought in that book. In the future, I will 
adhere to that rule. I am sure that the Premier is going to get on to the answer. 

Questions without Notice Resumed 

Mr M. McGOWAN: I will. The relevance was that the Leader of the National Party’s member asked me about it 
yesterday. The Leader of the National Party was not here, but her member asked me about that. 

The staff at the camps were offered an arrangement under the voluntary targeted separation scheme, so they were 
offered that. I understand, although I would probably have to check this, that there is the opportunity for further 
redundancies for those staff and, of course, because they work for the education department, they can be offered 
a transfer to another location. 

CAMP SCHOOLS — NON-GOVERNMENT OPERATOR 

660. Ms M.J. DAVIES to the Premier: 

I have a supplementary question. What, if any, consultation or support has been offered to these staff who have 
now endured nine months of uncertainty, as this government chopped and changed its mind about the future of 
these camps? 

Mr M. McGOWAN replied: 

I remember when the Leader of the National Party was the Minister for Water. There were hundreds of employees 
out there that she was dismissing and making redundant and she showed no interest in them whatsoever. 
Remember, there were 400 or so out there! She did not care! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There were 400 of them out there and the Leader of the National Party could not have cared less! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members for North West Central and Warren–Blackwood, I call you to order. This is not 
a shouting match. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: She could not have cared less about those Water Corporation employees. As I said, these 
staff were offered redundancy opportunities if they like, and they are offered a transfer in accordance with the 
ordinary business of government. 

STUART PHILLIP BUGEJA 

661. Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS to the Attorney General: 

I refer to the case of Stuart Phillip Bugeja, 36, who was convicted yesterday of four counts of indecently dealing 
with two girls aged 11 and 12 at a Baldivis park. The incident happened in January 2017. He was sentenced to 
a suspended 15-month jail term even though the sentencing judge, Judge Sweeney, considered him at risk of 
reoffending. Given the Premier’s repeated claims that the Attorney General is an activist who would appeal 
unsatisfactory sentences, is the Attorney General satisfied with the sentence imposed in this case; or, if not, will 
he immediately take all steps necessary to initiate an appeal? 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY replied: 

Thank you for drawing this case to my attention. The matter of the sentence is open for appeal for 21 days. I will 
be taking advice from the Director of Public Prosecutions, who will consider all of the relevant circumstances of 
the case and advise me accordingly, and I will let the member know. 

STUART PHILLIP BUGEJA 

662. Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS to the Attorney General: 

I have a supplementary question. Given the Attorney General’s political grandstanding in opposition, calling on 
the government of the day — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Given the Attorney General’s political grandstanding in opposition, when he 
continually kept calling on the government of the day to appeal similar court decisions, why has he become so 
weak and ineffective now that he actually has the power and responsibility? 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY replied: 
That is a curious proposition to come to me with given that the shadow Attorney General, when he was 
Attorney General, said that there was no reserve power in the Attorney General; so the member disagrees with 
Hon Michael Mischin, does he? 

Mr P.A. Katsambanis: You said there was, continually. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I am sure members will agree that as far as grandstanding goes, no-one does it better than me! 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Carine, I call you to order for the second time. 

CHILD PROTECTION — ABORIGINAL IN-HOME SUPPORT SERVICES 

663. Ms J. FARRER to the Minister for Child Protection: 
I refer to the McGowan Labor government’s commitment to supporting vulnerable children and families before 
they come into contact with the child protection system. Can the minister outline what new services are available 
for these families? 

Ms S.F. McGURK replied: 
I thank the member very much for the question and for her commitment to her community and this particular 
challenging area of work. As members know, we work in child protection to keep children safe. Unfortunately we 
have a number of children who are not able to stay with their birth families and whose safety is at risk, but wherever 
we can keep children safe, we keep them with their families. A big part of our work—in fact, part of the work we 
have done since coming to government—with the Department of Communities is to provide wraparound services 
to work with families to ensure that children do not end up in the child protection system. Our priority is to keep 
families together when it is safe to do so. 

As part of our reform in the new Department of Communities, we have undertaken procurement as part of 
a series of areas where we work with early intervention and supporting families. Those early intervention 
services include Aboriginal in-home support services. That is where Aboriginal-led organisations provide 
support to families in their home for practical support. It also includes family support networks—this is helping 
broker, with vulnerable families or individuals in those families, access to other services through their 
networks—and intensive family support. That is where an agency will go in and work really intensively with 
families and individuals within those families. 

A priority of this government has been to work alongside Aboriginal-controlled organisations when we are 
working with Aboriginal families. In order to put this strategy together, we worked through a number of  
workshops and stakeholder engagements across the state. As a result, last year we announced the Aboriginal 
in-home support services for the metropolitan area. It is led by Wungening Moort Consortium, which comprises 
four Aboriginal-controlled organisations. That has now been rolled out around the state. I am pleased to report that 
as of the start of September, the full family support networks and intensive family support services are up and 
running across the state. These are either run by Aboriginal-controlled organisations or in partnership with other 
not-for-profit organisations. 

As I said, in the metropolitan area Wungening Moort Consortium is working with other Aboriginal-controlled 
organisations and, in part, partnering with UnitingCare West. In the Pilbara, local Aboriginal community-controlled 
organisations Wirraka Maya Health Service Aboriginal Corporation and Mawarnkarra Health Service are working 
with MacKillop Family Services to provide intensive family support services. In the goldfields and great southern, 
Yorgum Aboriginal Corporation and Anglicare WA are working together. In the East Kimberley, Key Assets is 
working with the Wunan Foundation and the Ngnowar-Aerwah Aboriginal Corporation. In the West Kimberley, 
Derby Aboriginal Health Service and Broome Regional Aboriginal Medical Service are working with 
Centacare Kimberley as well as MercyCare. A number of Aboriginal-controlled organisations are working with 
not-for-profit organisations to provide practical, intensive support for families at risk of going into the child 
protection system. 

So far, we have had very positive feedback from engagement and work being done with those families; so much 
so that Aboriginal in-home support services are currently working with over 40 Aboriginal families. These families 
are some of the most at risk of their children entering care. Members across the chamber and other regional 
members, might be interested in knowing that more than 10 towns now, representing over 60 per cent of the 
regional population in WA, have access to in-home intensive support as part of the Department of Communities’ 
reforms for child protection. I think we all agree that if these programs are successful, we will all be better off as 
a state as well as communities and families affected. 

The SPEAKER: That is the end of question time. 
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ECONOMICS AND INDUSTRY STANDING COMMITTEE —  
INQUIRY INTO MICROGRIDS AND ASSOCIATED TECHNOLOGIES IN WA 

Extension of Reporting Date — Statement by Speaker 
THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Members, I have received a letter dated 12 September 2018 from the 
Economics and Industry Standing Committee advising that the committee has resolved to extend the reporting date 
on its inquiry into microgrids and associated technologies in WA to 28 March 2019. 

JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON AUDIT 
Review of the Treasurer’s “Review of the Financial Management Act (2006)”— Statement by Speaker 

THE SPEAKER (Mr P.B. Watson): Members, I have received a letter dated 12 September 2018 from the Chair 
of the Joint Standing Committee on Audit advising that the committee will carry out a review of the Treasurer’s 
“Review of the Financial Management Act (2006)”, which was tabled in December 2017.  

CAMP SCHOOLS — FAIRBRIDGE WA CONTRACT 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion 

MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Nationals WA) [3.00 pm] — without notice: I move — 
That so much of standing orders be suspended as is necessary to enable the following motion to be moved 
forthwith — 

That in the interests of transparency and accountability, this House calls on the McGowan 
government to reveal contract arrangements entered into with Fairbridge WA, including agreed 
key performance indicators for the operation of six camp schools, and seeks a guarantee the 
facilities will remain affordable for all Western Australian schools and families. 

Standing Orders Suspension — Amendment to Motion 
MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland — Minister for Police) [3.01 pm]: The government will accept the suspension 
on the basis of the following amendment. I move — 

To insert after “forthwith” — 
, subject to the debate being limited to 15 minutes for government members and 15 minutes for 
non-government members 

Amendment put and passed. 
Standing Orders Suspension — Motion, as Amended 

The SPEAKER: Members, as this is a motion without notice to suspend standing orders, it will need the support 
of an absolute majority for it to proceed. If I hear a dissentient voice, I will be required to divide the Assembly. 
Question put and passed with an absolute majority. 

Motion 
MS M.J. DAVIES (Central Wheatbelt — Leader of the Nationals WA) [3.01 pm]: I move the motion. We 
thank the government for accepting the debate this afternoon on this very important issue. The question put relates 
to a number of camp schools around the state. Although the Premier continues to make a mockery of the questions 
that members in this house and in the Legislative Council have asked over a number of weeks, preferring to quote 
from books that have no reference to the issue, this is a serious issue for those services, the people who work in 
them, the communities that rely on them and our students, who have had a wonderful opportunity until this point 
and considered that camp schools were an extension of the Department of Education and their schooling 
experience. That is clearly not what the government believes. 
There has been question after question—18 questions by the National Party and we have totalled 13 from 
opposition and cross-bench members of Parliament. All this time, from the very beginning, the Minister for 
Education and Training has been evasive and unclear on the fate of these camps. The first statement issued by the 
minister on 13 December 2017 stated that six camp schools would close—albeit, of seven, the Broome camp 
school appeared never to be included. Then there was a letter to the stakeholders in January 2018 and a letter from 
the minister herself to Outdoors WA, I believe, with a reference to the decision announced in December 2017 
saying that one decision that would not be reversed was the one taken to close five camp schools. Some time 
in January 2018, a decision was made to shift from this position to tender out the camp schools. That decision was 
communicated some time in January, with still no clarity and no formal announcement. The tender for the camp 
schools just appeared in The West Australian on 7 April. 
In that period, we have gone from closing six to five, and from closing to tendering out and to camp operations 
being run by a third party. There was absolutely no consultation with the camp operators or staff during this time. 
Consultation has been very limited to this point. We saw another botched effort to make an announcement over 
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the weekend. There was certainly no consultation with any of the communities involved, all of which have a strong 
stake in the future of those camp sites and the importance they hold with the service they offer. There has been no 
transparency or living up to the statements that this Premier and this government have made time and again about 
meeting the rolled-gold standard of transparency. 
We have sought advice about the contract that has been signed, which was apparently emailed over the weekend. 
On Friday, the operators of the camp were told by email that an announcement would be made over the weekend, 
but a media statement was sent to major media outlets. No announcement was made, but when it was made, all 
operators found out via the media. This has been a shambles from the very beginning. We are still none the wiser 
whether the statement the government is making will come good as a result of the contract it is signing with 
Fairbridge. The Premier tries to make out that we are saying that Fairbridge is not up to the task and that we seem 
to have a huge disagreement with it. Nothing could be further from the truth; it is a highly respected organisation. 
What we do not believe in and have no faith in is this government, because over the last nine months, there has 
been a shambles of decision-making and no clear answers to questions about how this will go forward to make 
sure we have a sustainable and affordable service for all kids who use these services. 
I think the minister has tried to make the announcement over the weekend to thwart what would happen on Tuesday 
on the front steps of Parliament House. She did not want to come out and front the public again with no answer. 
So for political expediency, she has tried to make the announcement, with no luck, and again botched consultation 
and advice to the people running the camps, whose jobs are at risk and who have no clarity about their future. She 
has made a politically expedient announcement, and we find out through questions on Tuesday in the 
Legislative Council that the contract has not even been signed—that it is still being negotiated. How can anyone 
with any confidence say that it will be an affordable and sustainable service when the government has not finished 
negotiating the services or the contracts or the key performance indicators. None of the questions we asked today 
shed any further clarity on this issue. It is not good enough. These are important places for our students. They are 
part of our education system and we think our kids deserve more. 
MR D.T. REDMAN (Warren–Blackwood) [3.06 pm]: This is the government for backflips and in the other 
place is the minister for backflips; she has the gold medal in this exercise. I can accept one or two backflips under 
the argument, “We stuffed up and, yes, we’ve listened to the people and remade a decision to wind it back.” I can 
accept that. But I cannot accept 10 or a dozen backflips that the minister and this government have made since 
bringing out the education cuts in December last year. As the Leader of the Nationals WA rightly highlighted, the 
letter the Premier puts out to the people who have asked questions said, “We’re going to backflip on some decisions 
we made in December, but we will definitely not backflip on the five camp schools.” They got the number wrong. 
That shows how well they looked over the letters and how well their staff are working behind them. 
“We’re definitely not going to backflip on that.” Give it another six months and what happens? They backflipped 
on that as well. How the hell can the people of Western Australia, let alone people in the education system who 
want to get benefit from these schools, possibly have confidence that this government will get it right this time. 
There is not a hope in hell it can make a decision like that. 
The confidence is not there. The National Party is raising this issue so the government will put on the table exactly 
what the negotiating arrangements and the key performance indicators are so we know the starting point. It starts 
today. The Premier’s integrity is sitting on this. The minister for backflips in the other place definitely has her 
integrity sitting on it, and we want to know exactly the starting point. What has the government negotiated? Put it 
out there for all to see and for the people of Western Australia. The Premier has told us that he has done his due 
diligence, but he did not do due diligence on about a dozen backflips that he has made over the last 12 months on 
decisions his minister has made. 
We all know the value of camp schools and how they enrich the educational process, and that they create 
opportunities for kids who might not otherwise get them, particularly in remote parts of the state. One of the 
arguments the Premier put forward was about opportunities and why the decision was made to hang onto the 
Broome camp and keep it under the government system. It is a subsidised school, which means it is affordable. 
Anyone who has any understanding of the educational process at all would have really shallow thinking if they 
did not understand how camp schools enrich that educational process. 
What did we get from the Premier? In January we got from the Premier that they are camp sites—they are not 
camp schools—and the running of camp sites is not the core business of Education. He went on to say — 

The running of campsites is not the core business of education. Their occupancy rates have declined over 
time, and there are other recreation camps operated by the Department of Local Government, Sport … 

He said “other recreational camps”. In January, as far as he was concerned, these were recreational camps. They 
are not camp schools. That was his position in January this year. This is a Premier who is out of touch with not 
only the educational process, but also what this value-adds to the educational system. 
I will move on to what was said yesterday. The Premier said they are camp sites—he is out of touch—and yesterday 
he said, when talking about the new group that is looking at taking over and Fairbridge — 

They are trained in mentoring outdoor education, providing training opportunities … 
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Yesterday, Fairbridge had moved on to providing training opportunities and mentoring outdoor education—all the 
things that probably sound like what camp schools actually do. So he has moved from camp sites being not worth 
a bumper as far as he was concerned, in terms of value-adding to the educational system, to now saying that they 
actually have some sort of educational value and trying to run an argument that the move that the government is 
making will enhance that outcome. 
I want to talk about the numbers here. We put up questions on notice about it, and these camp schools right now 
are running at a deficit. It costs money to provide that education. Across the six sites there is a deficit of 
$3.8 million. They are moving from being government owned and government operated to being privately 
operated by a not-for-profit group, and the government is taking away $3.8 million and putting back $250 000. So, 
what is the proposition? The proposition is that we will go from six camp sites—not camp schools, using the 
Premier’s own words—that cost $3.8 million, to an educational provider, and, presumably, in the Premier’s words, 
an “enhanced educational process” to what he says exists now, for only $250 000 a year. That does not add up. 
There is no way in the world that the kids who use these sites will get an outcome that is anything like positive. 
The Premier needs to table the expectations of the deal. He needs to come to the party on the starting point for this, 
because this government has made a bad decision, not to mention the impact on staff. The staff in one of the camp 
schools down in my electorate found out about the announcement on the Save Moora College Facebook site. That 
is how they got the information. They found out who was going to be the new provider on the Save Moora College 
Facebook site. That is not good enough. This government is out of touch. It is the government of backflips. 
MR P.J. RUNDLE (Roe) [3.12 pm]: This mean McGowan government will go down in history as the wrecker of 
regional education. For some reason, when I came into this place I thought that the policy—the mantra—was that 
every child in Western Australia gets a reasonable education, regardless of where they live. But we have just seen 
a massive number of backflips and there has been a total loss of confidence. The other day I saw the passion of the 
people affected, who were on the front steps of Parliament House. The likes of John Lally—a respected member 
of Pilbara camp school—was out there saying that this decision-making should be evidence based. This is just 
a money grab. The mantra of this government and the minister in the other place is “cut first, consult later”. That 
has flowed through every element of the education policy. I certainly back what our leader and the member for 
Warren–Blackwood said. 
On 13 December last year, the Minister for Education and Training announced — 

These are not the core business of education and there are other government and commercial providers 
of similar services. 

That was the first step. Then there was the April announcement of the tender process, when the employees of camp 
schools found out that their jobs in the running of camp schools were advertised in The West Australian. There 
was no consultation. Then, finally, there was this weekend’s botched media release. That is the modus operandi 
of the government when it makes changes; there is no methodology about it. With all due respect to the Premier, 
he spoke in question time today about how we are creating fear and have no respect for Fairbridge Farm. I have 
a lot of respect for Fairbridge, but I cannot see how it can operate when there is a $3.8 million deficit over those 
six camp schools, and this government will give it $250 000 to cover maintenance for three schools. I just cannot 
see how it can be done. There is no maintenance for the Goldfields Camp School. There is a $900 000 annual 
operating deficit, and somehow Fairbridge is meant to make that work. On 18 February, Pat Byrne from the 
State School Teachers’ Union of WA was quoted as saying — 

This is privatisation by stealth and once the control is gone, it will be very hard to get back, … 
I am really disappointed. As far as I am concerned, this government and this minister have created so much 
confusion that, as our leader said, the Liberal Party and the Nationals WA have had to ask over 30 questions just 
to try to get some clarity on what is happening. There has been no consultation and no transparency; it is make it 
up as you go. There is a mess of announcements and non-announcements, no assurances on the leasing 
arrangements, and no key performance indicators on the operation of the camps. The government has absolutely 
no idea and is just making up policy as it goes. I feel sorry for those employees, some of whom found out about 
the scenario of the camp schools on the Moora Residential College Facebook page. Their destiny did not come to 
them through any consultation; they had to find out from Facebook. I cannot believe that the fees will not go up. 
I worry for the kids of Western Australia. As I said, the mantra of this government, when it came in, was that every 
child in Western Australia deserves a decent education, regardless of where they live. To be honest, the list of 
backflips just goes on and on. 
MR M. McGOWAN (Rockingham — Premier) [3.16 pm]: It is interesting that the National Party member says he 
worries about the future of the kids of WA. You were not worried about the future of the kids of WA when you were 
racking up $40 billion of debt that they have to pay off! You were not worried about them then! You could not have 
cared less! And the mock outrage of people like the member for Warren–Blackwood, doing his stand up, scream 
and yell, show how tough he is so that he can get rid of the leader in due course—show off to his colleagues — 
Several members interjected. 
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Mr M. McGOWAN: That is all that is about! You admit to it! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: And time will tell, and we will see over the course of the next two years! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price): Members! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Leader of the Nationals, I am talking about him, not you! While you are talking about me, 
I am talking about him! You should be on my side! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Can we hear the Premier’s contribution in silence, please. 

Mr M. McGOWAN: This is a complete mock outrage. We have a well-respected Western Australian organisation 
in Fairbridge Farm that has decided to take over the camps that are out there—of which there are six around 
Western Australia—and operate them. That is what has happened. The National Party has come in here, yelling 
and screaming like it is Armageddon. I mean, seriously. 

Fairbridge Farm—I have been there on a number of occasions—is a well-respected organisation that carries out 
mentoring and operates camps and the like for students across Western Australia, as do a range of other 
organisations that run these types of facilities around the state. Therefore, we think it is a worthwhile organisation 
to undertake this role. 

The argument from the National Party, and presumably the Liberal Party, is that we have somehow let down all 
the staff and the like in these camps. We said at the beginning that we would seek to find an operator. Obviously, 
if those staff want to seek employment with Fairbridge, they can. As I said in question time, they can seek 
a redundancy or a transfer. The public sector of Western Australia is a good employer, and those opportunities 
are there for those staff. We said from the beginning—back in January, December or whenever it was—that that 
was the arrangement that would be entered into. It is not any great shock or amazement that we have entered 
into an arrangement, or are in the process of entering into an arrangement, to deliver exactly what we said we 
would back in December last year. Yet the National Party goes out there with its yelling and screaming and all 
the rest of it—its hatred of Fairbridge—to try to run this arrangement down. When the National Party carries 
on about these sorts of issues, it brings to mind this press release from the then government on 7 August 2015 
about how a range of schools were going to be privatised, and they were. There was a public–private  
partnership to build eight new public schools. That was the former government. It was with a company, not 
a non-government organisation. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Listen to the press release. It states that the company finances, designs and builds 
eight schools and maintains them for a minimum of 25 years. 

Mr R.S. Love interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: There is the opposition screaming outrage about a camp, but when it was in government, it 
was building schools with private sector companies—not NGOs. Does the National Party not think that there is 
a bit of hypocrisy in its argument? No, it would not. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Member for Moore! 

Mr M. McGOWAN: Does the National Party not think that there is a bit of hypocrisy in its argument when it 
calls for transparency and accountability and it is hiding the report into Barnaby Joyce? Does the National Party 
not think that that is a bit hypocritical? Does it not think that that lacks transparency? There is this report into 
Barnaby Joyce done by the National Party that it is hiding. Why does the National Party not release that? 

Point of Order 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: Clearly, the Premier has walked away from the actual motion. The motion is about camp 
schools, not about Barnaby Joyce. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price): Member for North West Central, there is no point of order. 
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Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is about transparency and accountability. A Western Australian has made a complaint 
against the National Party and the National Party is covering it up. That is what has occurred. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: National Party members are saying rubbish; so they are on Barnaby’s side, are they? Whose 
side are they on? Are they on Barnaby’s side? 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party! 

Point of Order 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: What has that got to do with the suspension of standing orders? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, there is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: It is about transparency and accountability. 
Ms M.J. Davies interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the National Party! 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The National Party is covering whatever Barnaby Joyce has got up to. It is hiding it and it 
will not reveal it. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central! 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members of the National Party, we heard your contributions in relative silence. Can 
you please let the Premier carry on with the same regard. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The motion says “transparency and accountability”. I want to see a little bit of transparency 
and accountability from the National Party. It should be demanding that this report be released, rather than covering 
it up. There is a Western Australian involved here; why is the National Party hiding the report? Why does the 
National Party not answer questions in relation to that—there is an issue—rather than coming in here? The 
coalition privatised actual schools for 25 years when it was in government. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr M. McGOWAN: I know; it was a consortium. Was it Fairbridge farm? No, it was Macquarie Bank. That is 
who the former government did it with. 
Dr M.D. Nahan: They built it; they didn’t run it, you idiot! 

Withdrawal of Remark 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Leader of the Opposition, that is unparliamentary. Please withdraw. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: I withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr M. McGOWAN: The West Australian has got the Leader of the Opposition right; it has him right. He is not 
up to it. 
That is the mock outrage by the National Party. Presumably, the Liberal Party will vote for this silliness. The 
government is not supporting it. 
MR P. PAPALIA (Warnbro — Minister for Tourism) [3.22 pm]: In respect of this issue and any issue around 
education at the moment, the National Party reminds me of a character from recent history—Second Lieutenant 
Hirō Onoda. He was notorious for being the sole Japanese hold-out after World War II. The war ended in August 
1945 or thereabouts, but Second Lieutenant Onoda fought on in the jungles of the Philippines. He held out until 
1974. He failed to recognise that the war had actually ended. The truth is that the Nationals are not outraged about 
campsites or any of the matters they raise in here or on the steps of Parliament when they stand in the crowd to 
make it look bigger; they are upset — 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central! 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Nationals in general! 
Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood, I call you to order the second time. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I think I have stung them. I think I have nailed them. They are upset not because of any issue 
regarding decisions around campsites. They are upset about — 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Carine! 
Mr P. PAPALIA: National Party members are upset because they have been deprived of their only reason for 
existence. Their reason for existence is turning the country against the city. The only weapon they had has been 
removed. The federal government has acknowledged that there was a serious issue with the cost of rectifying 
Moora Residential College and making it habitable. It will cost $8.7 million and the federal government has said 
that it would contribute. The state always said that it was $8.7 million and we had to make a decision, because 
unlike the federal National Party or the federal Liberals, we did not have the flexibility to throw taxpayers’ money 
around in Western Australia. 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore! I have warned you numerous times. I call you for the first time. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: In Western Australia we inherited $40 billion of debt from our predecessors and we are being 
responsible. We are not about to go out to the public and suggest that we can just keep on spending like there is 
no tomorrow and keep throwing money around regardless of the consequences, unlike our predecessors. We are 
fixing the mess. Everywhere I go in the state they commend us for sticking to the hard task—for being responsible 
and taking on the hard task of fixing the mess that we inherited. 
Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central! 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Everywhere we go that is what people say. They acknowledge that there are things that they 
do not necessarily like, and they prefer that we did not have to do them, but they acknowledge that we are making 
hard decisions, and that was one of them. The decision was that we could not afford to spend — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr P. PAPALIA: The decision was that we could not afford to spend $8.7 million of Western Australian 
taxpayers’ money on fixing the problems at Moora Residential College that we inherited because the member for 
Moore was incapable of getting his own government to spend the money when it was willing to throw money all 
over the place. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr P. PAPALIA: What did we hear from the National Party over and again in here, outside and on social media? 
We heard: “It is only going to cost $500 000; why don’t you do it, you cheapskates?” That is what we heard over 
and again. Why, then, did the Deputy Prime Minister — 

Point of Order 
Dr A.D. BUTI: Mr Acting Speaker, the National Party brought on the matter. The minister is trying to respond 
and I cannot even hear him because of the constant interjections by members of the National Party. Can you please 
bring them to order? 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price): There is no point of order. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Further to that point of order, the Minister for Tourism is clearly attacking the National Party 
and seeking, inviting, interjections in his outrageous, ill-conceived speech. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central, there is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Why, then, did the federal government, via the Deputy Prime Minister, the Leader of the 
National Party at the national level, give the state $8.7 million to fix Moora Residential College? 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore! 
Mr P. PAPALIA: If it was meant to cost only $500 000, as the frauds across the chamber continued to claim, why 
did the federal government give us $8.7 million? The sum of $8.7 million is what it would cost — 
Mr R.S. Love interjected. 



5886 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 September 2018] 

 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore! Members on the left, can we hear the minister in silence, please? 

Mr P. PAPALIA: The sum of $8.7 million is what it was always going to cost. The federal government would 
not give $8.7 million to the Treasurer of Western Australia if it was not convinced that the cost of repairs at Moora 
college was $8.7 million; it would not have done that. The Leader of the of the National Party at the national level 
would not have given $8.7 million to the Treasurer of Western Australia to fix the mess at Moora Residential 
College that we inherited from the previous government were the cost not $8.7 million. That would never have 
happened, so who lacked transparency? Who was dishonest in this debate? It was the National Party in 
Western Australia. That was who it was. The National Party of Western Australia deceived the people of regional 
Western Australia; it told them it was only $500 000 for months and months, and then had to concede that it was 
actually $8.7 million, and that is why the federal government has paid $8.7 million. 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for North West Central! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: That aside, with respect to the camp sites, as one of the very few members of this chamber who 
grew up in the country, went to state schools and attended a camp site as a child, they were never camp “schools”. 
They never have been, never will be and never were. It is a fact that they are camp sites. Anyone who claims that 
they are camp schools is seeking to deceive the public. Teachers from the schools where the children come from 
attend the camp sites. They do the curriculum development and the education delivery. The camp site is managed 
as a site where children go to camp. 

Mr R.S. Love: It shows your level of misunderstanding! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: As a person who grew up in Queensland, I do not think you went to a camp site in Western Australia. 

Mr R.S. Love: I did go to a camp site! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: In Western Australia? You did not go to a camp site in Western Australia. Do not mislead the 
Parliament. 

Mr R.S. Love: I did. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Moore! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: As a child, you did not go to a camp site in Western Australia. 

Mr R.S. Love interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: You did not go to a camp site in Western Australia as a child; you grew up in Queensland. 

Mr R.S. Love: I did go to a camp site; I went to the Pemberton one. It was very cold. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: I went to Point Peron. As a Burekup boy—a lad from the country—I appreciated the 
opportunity to go to the Point Peron camp site. I have told the story how I got to see Alvin Purple at an early age 
as a consequence of the progressive attitudes of the physical education teacher who took us to that site. That aside, 
it is wonderful news that Fairbridge WA, a respected not-for-profit institution, has stepped up to run the camp sites 
across Western Australia, with the exception of the one in Broome. I actually met some kids at that camp site 
yesterday. They were at Willie Creek, accompanied by a teacher and a parent. They were out there as part of an 
excursion associated with their camp. They would go back to their camp site post that excursion, but it was not 
a camp school. Their school was Roebuck Primary School. It is wonderful to see that Fairbridge is running the 
other camp sites. It is fantastic. 

Mr D.T. Redman interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: It is lamentable that Second Lieutenant Onoda over there from Warren–Blackwood is incapable 
of recognising that the war is over! 

Mr V.A. Catania interjected. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: The war is over. All the reasons that members opposite chose to be angry about have gone. Try 
not to be so angry! Let go of the anger; it is not good for you. 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr P. PAPALIA: It is lamentable that members opposite continue to encourage people in the country to be angry 
about things that have gone. There are no reasons to be angry. The camp sites are open. They will be operated by 
Fairbridge. That is a good thing. All the things that members opposite have been complaining about have been 
addressed. Moora Residential College has $8.7 million. All is well with the world! Members opposite have to let 
go because the war is well and truly over. Of course we are not going to support this silly motion. We will oppose 
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it because we have a wonderful Minister for Education and Training who makes mincemeat of the opposition in 
the other chamber, despite the fact that there are so many of them! Despite the fact that there are so many members 
of the opposition, she makes mincemeat of them up there! 
Several members interjected. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: They have not realised that they lost the last war as well! They lost the last war. They are the 
holdouts up that side. Maybe Second Lieutenant Onoda is up in the other chamber; maybe that is the problem! 
They have not realised they lost that war! 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Mr S.J. Price) casting his vote with the noes, with the 
following result — 

Ayes (17) 

Mr V.A. Catania Mr P. Katsambanis Mr W.R. Marmion Mr P.J. Rundle 
Ms M.J. Davies Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup Mr J.E. McGrath Ms L. Mettam (Teller) 
Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr A. Krsticevic Dr M.D. Nahan  
Mrs A.K. Hayden Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.C. Nalder  
Dr D.J. Honey Mr R.S. Love Mr D.T. Redman  

 

Noes (32) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr M. Hughes Mrs L.M. O’Malley Ms R. Saffioti 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Mr P. Papalia Ms J.J. Shaw 
Mr J.N. Carey Mr M. McGowan Mr S.J. Price Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski 
Mr R.H. Cook Ms S.F. McGurk Mr D.T. Punch Mr C.J. Tallentire 
Ms J. Farrer Mr K.J.J. Michel Mr J.R. Quigley Mr R.R. Whitby 
Mr M.J. Folkard Mr S.A. Millman Ms M.M. Quirk Ms S.E. Winton 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr Y. Mubarakai Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Mr T.J. Healy Mr M.P. Murray Ms C.M. Rowe Mr D.R. Michael (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

Mr K. O’Donnell Mr D.A. Templeman 
Mr I.C. Blayney Mr W.J. Johnston 

Question thus negatived. 
JOINT STANDING COMMITTEE ON THE COMMISSIONER FOR CHILDREN 

AND YOUNG PEOPLE 
Second Report — “Talking to the Experts: Responding to recommendations made by the Commissioner for 

Children and Young People in the School and Learning Consultation: Technical Report” — Tabling 
MRS J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI (Kingsley) [3.38 pm]: I present for tabling the second report of the Joint Standing 
Committee on the Commissioner for Children and Young People entitled “Talking to the Experts: Responding to 
recommendations made by the Commissioner for Children and Young People in the School and Learning 
Consultation: Technical Report”. 
[See paper 1666.] 
Mrs J.M.C. STOJKOVSKI: The Western Australian Commissioner for Children and Young People, 
Mr Colin Pettit, plays a critical role in advocating for children and young people to ensure they are heard, valued, 
healthy and safe, and to safeguard and promote their overall wellbeing now and into the future. On 
29 January 2018, the commissioner published his “School and Learning Consultation: Technical Report”, which 
makes a series of recommendations aimed at enhancing student engagement in Western Australia. These 
recommendations were based on evidence gathered through consultations between his office and 1 812 students 
from years 3 to 12 between July and November 2016. This was the largest consultation of students ever undertaken 
by the commissioner’s office and, on behalf of the committee, I can say that we view the technical report as an 
important document for enhancing education policy and practice into the future. 
The commissioner’s recommendations have addressed identified problems and, although it is likely that relevant 
government agencies will take positive action to address these recommendations, there is no statutory requirement 
for response from government. This is where the committee stepped in. In June of this year, we held a series of 
consultative hearings with representatives from key education and parent stakeholder groups, including the 
Association of Independent Schools of Western Australia, Catholic Education Western Australia, the Department 
of Education, the Western Australian Council of State School Organisations, and the Parents and Friends 
Federation of Western Australia. The purpose of these public hearings was to gain an understanding of how the 
report was received and to seek responses from these key stakeholders to the commissioner’s seven findings and 
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14 recommendations. Overall, we found there was general support and even enthusiasm for these findings and 
recommendations. The report provided a good tool for the organisations to reflect on what they do well, and not 
so well, and what they can improve upon to ensure our students remain engaged with schooling and their wider 
communities. Something that came through strongly from the hearings was the support for teachers in the 
important work they do, but also a desire to see pre-service teachers supported with more thorough training and 
development to assist them in managing parent and community engagement within their schools. Often schools 
are the hub and heart of the community and teachers are an integral part of that hub. We should be providing them 
with the skills and tools to deal with all aspects of modern-day teaching. 
To promote the work of the commissioner on his consultation and report we also hosted a briefing for members 
here at Parliament that allowed the commissioner and his colleague an opportunity to provide insight into what 
was learnt during the consultation process. I was pleased and proud that this briefing was attended by many of my 
parliamentary colleagues and included a slideshow presentation that, for those who missed it, is included in our 
report at appendix 2. 
The experts in children’s engagement in schooling are the schools, the parent bodies and, of course, the students 
themselves. For me one of the most important findings of the report was that the students valued the role that 
parents and guardians and their broader families played in their learning. In our modern, fast-paced world, it can 
sometimes be hard for parents to engage fully with their children’s learning. The finding also highlights that 
although students may behave as if they do not want their parents involved or interested in their lives, and many 
teenagers push their parents away as they search for their own independence and autonomy moving towards 
adulthood, students actually do value parental interest and involvement and this supports them during their school 
journey and engagement. 
The report I am tabling on behalf of the committee today, “Talking to the Experts”, includes eight findings and 
two recommendations. As for the recommendations, we believe that the government of Western Australia should 
examine what changes to policy and practice can arise from the commissioner’s findings and recommendations 
and explore the most effective way to implement these changes. We also recommend that the government work 
with the commissioner to determine how best to enable the school and learning consultation process to be repeated 
with appropriate frequency for producing useful research-based insights into the future. The committee was also 
very interested in the comments made by many of the representatives at the hearings about the opt-in versus opt-out 
methods of research, and the possible impact of not capturing the voices of the most vulnerable and disengaged 
students in our communities. 
On behalf of the committee, I would like to thank the Commissioner for Children and Young People, 
Mr Colin Pettit, and his hardworking staff for their dedication to the children and young people in our state, for 
providing vehicles such as the school and learning consultation technical report in which children’s voices are 
heard and promoted as experts on what is working and not working for them. Finally, I would like to thank the 
committee staff, Ms Renée Gould and Mr Michael Burton for organising the many hearings we have held so far 
in this Parliament, Mr Michael Burton for the assistance in compiling this report and also Ms Michele Chiasson 
for the finalisation is this report. 

TRANSPORT (ROAD PASSENGER SERVICES) BILL 2018 
TRANSPORT (ROAD PASSENGER SERVICES) AMENDMENT BILL 2018 

Second Reading — Cognate Debate 
Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [3.44 pm]: I will not speak for long on this; I will 
just make a few comments. First, this is one of the longest standing difficult issues governments around the world 
face; that is, to restructure taxi industries that have been based, in most places, on a certain model under which, 
with government regulatory support, the number of taxis is restricted. That restriction had caused scarcity, which 
has led to a very high appreciation in the value of plates. In some places, they are valued at over $500 000. The 
value of the plates has to be recovered somehow, and that is effectively a tax on the users of taxis. Often it becomes 
excessive. Structural adjustment programs for the taxi industry have been attempted numerous times in the past, 
when either too many taxis were perceived, or the cost of the taxis and their impost on taxi users was too high. 
Over the past four years, we have seen the introduction of ridesharing, which has effectively allowed competition 
to the taxi industry, and has led to the taxi industry struggling to get an adequate rate of return to remunerate the 
drivers and the owners of the taxi plates. That is the problem that we have been dealing with, and it has not been 
easy. It is not unique to Western Australia; it exists around the world. The issue we faced was whether, to protect 
the industry longer, we could, for instance, ban Uber. We, in government, chose not to do that, as did every other 
government around the world. This legislation actually enshrines Uber in the long term into the ridesharing 
industry, and the public transport industry in Western Australia. Uber, or similar operations—there are many of 
them and there will probably be more in the future, and they will probably morph into different dimensions—are 
here to stay. That is what this legislation says to everyone. Uber ridesharing is here to stay, and it is here forever, 
as long as it is competitive. 
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In government, my colleague, the member for Bateman, was the transport minister who started leading in these 
changes and took on a range of policy changes. He will discuss his experience with this, but I can say that he, I and 
others asked whether, with the structural change in the taxi industry, some form of compensation would be 
necessary. It is a really debatable issue, but I always thought there should be some form of compensation. The 
issues are: What are we compensating for? Is it the exercise of the licence? Is it for just a limited time? How is it 
funded? Those were the typical questions we had to answer. A range of other issues have to be dealt with in this 
industry, about limiting red tape, making sure that the rideshares have some sort of regulatory oversight greater 
than they have now, and making them equal in the regulatory field, without imposing too much regulation. When 
we were in these discussions, in the last stages of our government, trying to deal with this, the real problem we 
had was members opposite, and the minister, then in opposition, going to the taxi industry and promising 
$200 000 in compensation. It was not clear to us — 

Mr P. Papalia: That is not true; it is a blatant mistruth. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: That is true. The member was not there. When I was in meeting after meeting with the taxi 
industry, who came and told me to match their offer? When we were discussing compensation in this place, the 
then shadow minister wrote that $162 500 should be the level of compensation. That is what her stand was, and 
she went out to industry and promised more. People in the industry came to us and demanded we match that, and 
we, responsibly, refused. We had to work through a mechanism to determine not only the appropriate level of 
compensation but also how to fund it. As part of that campaign, the shadow minister facilitated the development 
of a business micro-party that campaigned against us in all our electorates and gave its preferences to Labor. That 
was part of the political deal. 

 Labor went out there and promised a $200 000 payment in exchange for campaigning against the Liberals and 
giving Labor its preferences. Do you know what? It worked. What is the evidence of that? When this bill was read 
into this house, a range of taxidrivers was in the public gallery booing the minister. Why? It is because they know 
they were dudded. That is why some went excessively and abused the Minister for Transport and others — 

Mr P. Papalia: Are you excusing that? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, I did not say that. 

Mr P. Papalia: Are you excusing that? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Minister, be quiet. The minister is just a gasbag. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yeah, right. 

Point of Order 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I am trying to listen to the Leader of the Opposition and we get interjections from the 
other side. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price): There is no point of order, but let the Leader of the Opposition carry 
on in silence, please, minister. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The previous government was confronting a major issue: how do we structurally adjust the 
taxi industry? That is always difficult, but it became more difficult when ridesharing came in. Then the question 
is how to fund it. Labor went out there and, in its usual method, played politics and promised excessive payments 
that it could not meet and we would not match. In exchange for that offer, it got the taxi industry to create the 
Microbusiness Party to campaign against us and give it preferences. That is what happened. Meeting with one 
group after another and collectively and individually with the taxicab industry, Labor made it clear that the offer 
was there—and it has reneged on it. Labor has reneged on the offer that it made to the taxi industry and it will pay 
the consequences for that. 

Of course, in that letter that the minister sent out to the taxi industry, she was blaming us and threatening that they 
would get nothing if the Liberal Party complained about this or tried to stop it. She said that they would get nothing 
and again tried to incite political action against us, but Labor is in government. This is Labor’s bill. Labor promised 
to address this issue. This is how Labor addresses it and it is dudding the people relative to what it promised. Also, 
in that little offer, Labor did not say how it would fund it. When taxidrivers came to me and demanded 
$200 000 and I said, no, they said, “All right. Pay the consequences. Labor is offering $200 000. If you don’t, 
we’ll campaign against you.” That is what Labor did. 

Dr A.D. Buti: Prove it. Where’s the $200 000 from? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: You bluffed. Where did you get the $200 000? That is what the taxi industry told me. 

Several members interjected. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. That is what they are saying. That is what Labor told them. 

Several members interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yeah; right! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Tourism! Member for Nedlands! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: What Labor did not say — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! Come on. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Labor did not say how it would fund it. The Premier went out and said that there would be no 
new taxes or tax increases on his watch. Why? It is because they destroy jobs. Labor did not say how it would fund 
it and now it has come up with this concoction of a 10 per cent tax maxed out at $10 a ride on all ridesharing, all 
taxis and everyone in the Perth–Peel area. It is a giant new tax on people using ridesharing, taxis and other similar 
transport mechanisms in the Perth–Peel area to fund half what Labor offered at the last election. 

Labor’s problem is that it dudded taxidrivers on the payment fee, and it is dudding their clients, and therefore them, 
on the tax. That is Labor’s baby. That is Labor’s responsibility. When Labor in opposition plays base politics and 
tries to get votes by misleading, it wears the consequences in government. This bill, which will please no-one, 
because it should not, is Labor’s bill. It is Labor’s faults payment. It is Labor’s tax. We are not going to support it, 
but we are going to let it go through and hold Labor to account for the mess it has created. The expectation out 
there was that Labor would give them a minimum $162 000, $500 000 or $200 000, because that is what it said, 
that it would not hit them with a 10 per cent tax; now that is what Labor is doing. This is Labor’s tax and Labor’s 
bill. It is Labor’s responsibility. Labor also said that the Liberals brought on Uber and has not banned it. This bill 
solidifies Uber, and similar ride-sharing services, as an essential ongoing part of the ride-sharing industry forever. 
Labor is solidifying Uber to compete forever with taxis. This is Labor’s doing and it is its responsibility. The 
problem is that there are consequences — 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There are consequences — 

Dr A.D. Buti: You’re weak. You’re a coward. 

Point of Order 

Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: That is an unparliamentary interjection when the member, under your instructions, has 
been told not to interject. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr S.J. Price): Thank you. There is no point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: There are consequences for going out there and misleading people. 

Withdrawal of Remark 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I ask the member for Armadale to withdraw his comment that he directed at the 
Leader of the Opposition. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Yes. Please withdraw. 

Dr A.D. Buti: “Coward”—I’m not withdrawing. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: I will take a bit of advice on that. In the past, that has been ruled unparliamentary, so 
please withdraw. 

Dr A.D. BUTI: I will have to apologise and I will withdraw. 

Debate Resumed 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: There are consequences for going out and promising payments but not delivering on them. 
There are consequences for using people’s livelihoods and their future for political gain and failing to deliver on 
it. There are consequences for going out and promising not to introduce a new tax, but then doing it, as Labor is 
doing here. This is Labor’s bill and it will be held accountable for it. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [3.57 pm]: I rise on behalf of the Nationals WA as the transport 
spokesman to comment on the Transport (Road Passenger Services) Bill 2018 and the Transport (Road Passenger 
Services) Amendment Bill 2018. I have been working with the Minister for Transport and the member for Armadale 
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to ring-fence regional Western Australia and get the best deal for taxis in regional Western Australia. This bill 
introduces a levy on bookings for certain on-demand transport services in connection with the proposed buyback 
of owner taxi plates under the Taxi Act 1994 of Western Australia. 
This levy was going to be imposed on all taxis and ride-sharing services such as Uber and Ola right across 
Western Australia, including regional Western Australia. Back on 4 April 2018, I wrote to the minister — 
Ms L. Mettam: I wrote to the minister in January. 
Several members interjected. 
Mr V.A. CATANIA: Everyone gets a chance to speak at some point on this bill. That is the beauty of Parliament, 
especially on this side of the fence. 
After having discussions with taxi owners and operators and the community right across Western Australia, I wrote 
to the minister to try to work out how we can resolve this issue that has been festering and causing quite a bit of 
pain to not only taxis but also Uber and other ride-sharing services. We will not get everyone to agree on a way 
forward, because it is quite an emotive and complicated area in which to try to get that resolution. However, 
one thing for sure is that the resolution that the National Party was looking for was the best deal that we could 
strike to ensure that our taxis and, more importantly, our constituents do not bear the brunt of a 10 per cent tax on 
regional users, because regional taxis will not be part of that buyback system.  
It was a pretty fair deal to try to get rid of that 10 per cent being imposed on regional Western Australians. That was, 
obviously, one of the main points that the National Party wrote to the Minister for Transport about. We said that 
we are happy to negotiate a good outcome but here are our terms. I will go through those terms that were in my 
letter dated 4 April. This is after we had a briefing from the member for Armadale. Can I just say that the member 
has been very accessible throughout this time, as well as the minister, in allowing her department to brief us to try 
to make sure that we fully understood this vital piece of legislation. Taxis in regional Western Australia are often 
the lifeline of people trying to get around. They are absolutely critical for those people who want to go shopping, 
and for tourists and so forth. They are vital to the people of regional Western Australia. My points stated — 

• Regional taxi, charter and accredited tourism operators must be excluded from the proposed 
10 per cent fare levy; 

• offering a transitional financial assistance package to regional operators to offset increased 
operational and regulatory costs associated with equipping and licensing taxis, as well as loss of 
regional taxi plate asset value; 

• ensuring regional customers can utilise Country Age Pension Fuel Cards for taxi fares and digitising 
the Taxi Users Subsidy Scheme; 

• increased compliance monitoring of rank and hail arrangements, usage of Charter Vehicle License 
plates and improved policing of rogue operators; 

• measures protecting existing regional operators from deregulated and anti-competitive market 
entrants, such as a temporary capping of taxi plates; 

• implementing a minimum level of service standards, specifically hours of operation, so public safety 
is not put at risk; 

• a separate review and reform package for Mandurah area operators being impacted by proximity to 
the metropolitan area. 

They are the conditions we outlined that we would like to see in the bill. Obviously, the bill has come back. I also 
got a letter confirming that the government was willing to support a lot of those issues that we raised. It was willing 
to support what the National Party had raised in terms of ensuring that the 345 taxis in regional Western Australia 
get the best possible outcome. Given the fact that we do not have the numbers in Parliament and given the fact that 
the Liberal Party is not supportive of the bill but does not oppose it, the bill was always going to get through. We 
needed to ensure that we could ring-fence regional taxis and regional constituents who were to be subjected to the 
10 per cent “mean” tax, as I call it. I have to have a dig at the government because it is a tax. It was a tax that was 
going to be imposed on regional taxi operators but we were able to get that 10 per cent off. 
We had a briefing the other day to discuss the finer details of the legislation. The member for Moore’s electorate 
in the northern fringes of the metropolitan area is an area where a lot of people catch taxis, whether it be from the 
airport to Muchea or somewhere else. Remember, it applies to only one vehicle; it does not matter how many 
people are in it. We asked whether that vehicle will be subject to a 10 per cent levy and the answer was yes. I ask 
the Minister for Transport and the member for Armadale whether that could be changed. In order to garner the full 
support of the National Party to support this legislation, could that be changed to ensure that a person travelling 
from the airport, for argument’s sake, to Muchea, or from the airport to Bunbury, using the taxi service or using 
Uber or some other  ride-share company, is not subject to that 10 per cent levy? People are travelling from the city 
to the regions or the regions to the city. If travelling from Bunbury to the airport, that would be good. I think it is 
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critical to knock that 10 per cent off so that there is no tax on that person travelling to the regions or that person 
travelling from the regions to the city. I ask the government to bear that in mind. I know that is something that the 
member for Moore raised yesterday because it affects his electorate and it affects other regional electorates. If we 
could knock that on the head, I am sure the government will get the full support of the National Party, particularly 
when this bill goes to the other place, where the votes can be a little questionable sometimes. 

This levy will obviously raise quite a considerable amount of money—$120 million over four years. There has 
been discussion in this house about whether the former opposition made commitments that they would fulfil what 
the industry was asking for. I cannot comment on that. I was not party to those negotiations back then when we 
were in government and the Labor Party was in opposition. That is something I am sure the industry will hold this 
government to account for if that were the case. Ten per cent is also quite controversial; that is, is 10 per cent too 
much on the consumer who is using a taxi or a ride-sharing company like Uber? Should it be less? Should it have 
been over a five-year period? That is something the government needs to work out and something the government 
will own over the years to come on this issue. 

From a regional point of view, the National Party has not been able to fix all regional issues but what we have 
been able to do, member for Vasse, is ensure that that 10 per cent levy is not imposed on regional people. 

Ms L. Mettam interjected. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: We have ensured that that 10 per cent is not passed on to regional people. Another issue 
that we are often confronted with with taxi services—we are confronting it at the moment in Carnarvon—is that 
we do not have taxi services after a certain time. At the moment a taxi licence requires a taxi to operate 24/7 but 
in reality that is not occurring. It puts pressure on those taxi companies to provide services at all hours of the day. 
This legislation also allows the freeing up of those taxi operators so that they do not have that burden; but to have 
those taxis operating 24/7. In saying that, that has an effect on customers who want to catch a taxi, such as after 
the pub closes at 10, 11 or 12 o’clock at night. I think there will be a bit of an issue there, but we also need to 
understand that that allows some reality to be attached to the licence that exists for taxis in regional 
Western Australia. 

This legislation also means that regional taxis now have to have a camera placed in them. That is at a cost of $500. 
It has actually gone down. The criteria has changed and has meant it will cost $2 500 instead of $500. I actually 
think it is a good thing. In this day and age, I would say that cameras need to go in all vehicles for safety. I think 
it is needed. 

Ms L. Mettam: It is an additional cost. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: It is an additional cost; yes, it is. But do members know what? It is also about the safety  
of people. 

Mr P. Papalia: He is a very reasonable man! 

Ms L. Mettam: Whose side are you on? 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I am on the side of making sure that regional Western Australia gets the best deal possible.  

Members will all get a chance to get up and speak. I might take my whole 30 minutes! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I think $500 for driver safety among regional people is a good thing. 

One of the other issues I have brought up is that places in my electorate such as Exmouth and Onslow do not have 
taxi services; they use charter services, which double as taxis. One of the problems is that a lot of seniors have the 
royalties for regions Country Age Pension Fuel Card worth $575, which we introduced in government given 
transport in Perth is subsidised by a hell of a lot. 

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: As I said, the Country Age Pension Fuel Card worth $575, brought in by the previous 
government under royalties for regions, is a very valuable tool that our seniors can use to get around regional 
Western Australia. It is very important, given that we subsidise Perth transport to the tune of $1 billion a year, that 
we give our seniors a leg up in regional Western Australia to help with the cost of fuel and taxis. 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for South Perth! 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: One of the problems with that fuel card is that it cannot be used on charter vehicles or on 
Uber, which will slowly go into regional Western Australia. But I cannot see Uber going to smaller towns such as 
Exmouth and Onslow because it is simply not economical for companies like that to exist in a lot of regional towns. 
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However, I brought up the issue of Exmouth and Onslow with the minister, her advisers and the member for 
Armadale to see how seniors in regional Western Australia can utilise the fuel card on charter vehicles. If the 
minister can negotiate that with commerce or whoever controls the fuel card these days, it will be a great outcome 
for regional Western Australia. 
As I said, charter vehicles in the regions will be exempt from paying the 10 per cent tax. Buses taking school 
children from Carnarvon to Perth or perhaps to a camp school—whether they be kids from Perth travelling to 
Geraldton to a camp school—were to be subject to that 10 per cent levy. That will now not be the case; they are 
exempt from the 10 per cent levy. That is a great outcome because, as we know, children travel around to camp 
schools across the state and to metropolitan Perth and Perth students travel up to the regions. That was another 
agreement we were able to strike with the Minister for Transport to get the best outcome. The legislation is not 
perfect. I do not know that this legislation can be perfect. I have spoken to a lot of taxi operators not only in regional 
Western Australia but also in Perth who have concerns about the impact this legislation will have on their business. 
There is still a long way to go. 
We will scrutinise the legislation and confirm what the Minister for Transport has said in her reply to my letter 
and in the briefings, as well as what the member for Armadale has said. We want to make sure that when we go 
through consideration in detail on this legislation, the majority of agreements in place are clear and accurate and 
the people of regional Western Australia will not be worse off. 
Thank you, member for Armadale, for providing your time and effort to ensure we have a full understanding of 
this legislation. We have been able to negotiate a good outcome for regional Western Australia and ring-fence it 
from this 10 per cent mean tax that the government will impose on the people of Perth. 
MR D.C. NALDER (Bateman) [4.15 pm]: I stand to make my contribution to this discussion. I will say from the 
outset that this has been a long journey and not an easy one. I was the Minister for Transport at the time Uber 
commenced operations in Western Australia. I suppose the most disappointing aspect for me personally over this 
journey was the degree politics were played while we were trying to work through this. When we look across 
Australia it was faced in every jurisdiction. I had multiple meetings with the respective transport ministers in every 
jurisdiction in Australia where Uber had already entered prior to entering Western Australia. Irrespective of 
whether governments were Labor or Liberal, we all faced a common challenge. The disappointing thing was that 
the then opposition, the current government, chose to play serious politics with the issue in this chamber. Some of 
the allegations directed at me and the government were totally unfair. 
We did care for the people in the industry. It was an industry that was perceived to not deliver a very good service 
by the broader community and people were looking for change. I believe there needed to be change. However, 
people’s lives were involved. The emotions drummed up by the opposition meant all sorts of actions were 
undertaken. As the then minister, I received death threats; I received bullets in the mail; and threats were made to 
my family. One Tuesday night at 10.30 I was bailed up at the back of Parliament. That was before there was police 
security at Parliament House. I spent 45 minutes sitting outside the back door talking down a taxidriver. He was 
suicidal. I understand the difficulties that were being faced out there. But we had to work through the situation and 
we did not have any law that forbade a dispatch service from coming into the market place. All our laws centred 
around drivers and vehicle operators. That was what posed some of the challenges with Uber entering the market. 
We tried, first, to learn from the other jurisdictions how they were progressing. From our perspective they were 
not progressing fast enough. Second, we had to think through how to tackle this. We tried to restrict Uber. Before 
Uber even launched, I had meetings with it to try to encourage it to work with the government and not just launch 
here, yet it chose to launch without advising me. I had no idea. It was a surprise when Uber launched because 
I thought we had quite productive discussions in the lead-up to its launching to try to get it to work with government 
so that we could work through a proper process. I was pretty disappointed with Uber as an organisation. As such, 
I personally have never caught an Uber vehicle because I have little trust in it. 
That said, I believe the old taxi system was like a cartel. People ridiculed the then Liberal government for allowing 
a multinational ride-share business into Australia. The reality is that Swan Taxis controlled 90 per cent of the taxi 
market in Western Australia and the parent of Swan Taxis is a company called ComfortDelGro, a large 
multinational based in Singapore. In fact, I believe it is the largest taxi company in the world, and it controlled 
90 per cent of the market here.  
Between the dispatch of the taxis and the plate owners, they operated like a quasi-cartel. I do not believe that 
enough of the value was flowing through the system to the operators of vehicles and the drivers. I think they were 
taking too much out. From my perspective, the quality of the vehicles was not up to scratch, and the processes for 
the drivers were not up to scratch. I therefore supported the need for change, but it just happened in a manner that 
was very difficult to try to work through to find a solution.  
In working through that, I had the department assess the impact on the industry. In the first 12 months of Uber 
operating, we saw a flatline reduction of the number of fares caught in the taxi system of 15 per cent. For 12 months 
it stayed flat, and there was a reduction of 15 per cent in the number of fares caught. To try to counter that and 
looking at what other jurisdictions were doing, we removed taxis from the system. We had an opportunity that 
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other states did not have in that 50 per cent of all taxis in Western Australia were owned by the state government—
it was a bit more than 50 per cent. We pulled out 40 per cent of the leased taxis, or 20 per cent of the overall 
market, to counter the reduction in total fares of 15 per cent to ensure that number of rides available to the industry 
was commensurate with what was there prior to Uber coming into the system.  

Additionally, we utilised some internal funds to make a payment of $20 000, consistent with what other 
jurisdictions were doing, although in some of those states they were limiting it to two licences. In 
Western Australia, plate owners could own up to a maximum of only five taxi licences, and we did not put any 
restrictions on that. For owners with five licences there was an immediate payment of $100 000. But in making 
that offer we committed to continue to watch the market to see what changes there were. We were cognisant of 
people who had recently purchased taxi plates, but we were also cognisant that some had had them for multiple 
years. What is really fascinating is that the rate of return taxidrivers were getting in a government-controlled 
operation was way too high when we looked at what a risk-free rate of return is. So putting money in the bank or 
wherever people may put money was risk free. So with government regulations to protect the industry—create that 
protected environment—for them to continue to generate 10 per cent returns or thereabouts seemed way too high 
a return for that risk-free situation. I believe that taxi plate owners were getting generous returns for their 
investment over a long period of time. However, there were those who bought at later times, and those who were 
encouraged to transfer from leases off the state government during our first term, when we encouraged them to 
take them up and purchase them, and I felt we had a responsibility to those licensees. I believe that is where the 
concerns of the member for South Perth come in, and members on both sides have been concerned about the 
genuine cases that need to be looked at.  

We committed to monitor, so we were buying ourselves time. We had seen that the market had come down 15 per cent, 
we had taken 20 per cent of the plates out of the marketplace, believing we had left a bit of room such that they 
could continue to operate their businesses. We gave them a small amount of money, being a $20 000 grant, because 
we also believed they needed to change their business model. We believed that they needed to start thinking about 
customer proposition. Under the old system, taxis were all branded the same. So if there was a bad taxidriver, they 
were all lumbered with the same rating or perception by the community. I believed that it was important that they 
started to brand and identify themselves and establish themselves in the market. We needed to encourage those 
who could to get in and brand themselves as providing a superior service, so that people would want to seek them 
out. We wanted to encourage the taxi service to start adopting some of the practices like phone apps and so forth 
by which people could contact them, prepaid services on the cards, and giving people the ability to rate drivers 
and customers and things like that that Uber had brought into the system because we saw that as positive for the 
industry. We wanted the industry to start adopting these things.  

In January of the second year there was another 15 per cent drop in the number of taxi fares; in one month it 
dropped straight down another 15 per cent. We wondered whether it was an aberration or whether it was going to 
be sustained, so we sat on it and watched for the next two to three months to understand where this was going. 
By April of that year—the second year Uber had been in play—we became convinced that this was now down 
30 per cent on previous fares. We knew we needed to do something else. I made public in this house that we had 
initiated further reviews, announced the total fares going into the taxi industry and committed to a second review 
to further explore because we knew that the levels Uber had operated at in the first year were not sustainable. There 
was a responsibility for us to do further things.  

I became disappointed while we were trying to work through this to try to find a reasonable landing for the industry 
and work with the industry. It was very difficult because the industry was quite fractured in how it approached it. 
I know the current government has found the same thing. That is a difficult thing to work through. At the same 
time, while we were trying to find this soft landing my disappointment was the degree to which politics was played 
in attacking us. I understand the opposition is there to critique and so forth, but I was disappointed in the degree 
to which politics were played. When we were talking about what we were doing offers were made that were far 
greater than what we were looking at, and that only created greater tensions within the taxi industry.  

Ms R. Saffioti: Do you really believe that? 

Mr D.C. NALDER: You are on Hansard. Minister, you are on Hansard. 

Several members interjected.  

Mr D.C. NALDER: Minister — 

Ms R. Saffioti: Do you know what they said about you guys? They said that you guys were offering $160 000. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Madam Acting Speaker, I seek your support.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Minister, the member said he is not inviting interjections. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: It is on Hansard. 

Mr P. Papalia: What page? What date? 
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Mr D.C. NALDER: When we brought in the $20 000 grant — 
Mrs L.M. Harvey: September 2016. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: September 2016, if you would like to look it up, minister.  
Dr A.D. Buti: What page? I’ve got it right here. What page? 
Mr D.C. NALDER: You have it right there—tell me.  
Dr A.D. Buti: Well, there’s none. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members, you will have your chance.  
Mr D.C. NALDER: So when we brought in the $20 000 grant, the opposition then made a counter-amendment to 
try to have it increased to $160 000. And it did that. The opposition was playing politics, because if it was not, it 
would be consistent with that offer now. That is where the government has lost some of the taxi industry. 
Dr A.D. Buti: You said that the minister promised that. The minister has never promised that. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, you will have you chance. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: So the then opposition moved an amendment to try to get it changed to $160 000. 
Ms R. Saffioti: Do you agree that our offer has some people getting $250 000? Do you understand that? 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, the member has indicated he will not take interjections. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: So the now minister moved an amendment to change it to $160 000. Now we are not seeing 
that. In fact, what is fascinating about the government’s offering is that it is remarkably similar to what the 
department was working on at the time I resigned from cabinet—remarkably similar.  
Mr P. Papalia: You do-nothing, useless minister, you.  
Mr D.C. NALDER: That is really rich coming from junior. The worst tourism minister I have ever seen. Someone 
who has to spend time — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, you have said you are not inviting interjections. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Thank you. I will not invite interjections — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: If you provoke the other side, you will get — 
Mr D.C. NALDER: — particularly — 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Right; well, do not provoke them. Thank you. 
Mr D.C. NALDER: Okay. I agree with Madam Acting Speaker. I will not invite interjections particularly from 
a minister who speaks in third person on his Twitter account, talking about how good he is.  
Mr P. Papalia: That was actually a quote from Rob Broadfield.  
Mr D.C. NALDER: What is fascinating—have a look at his Twitter account. I encourage everybody in this house 
to have a look at the minister’s Twitter account. He wants to promote himself. 
Mr P. Papalia: I will read it into Hansard. It was Rob Broadfield who said it—a brilliant quote! 
Mr D.C. NALDER: So the minister is self-promoting on his Twitter account. You are acknowledging it—thank you.  
So when in opposition the now government was offering a lot more money. It went to an election committing a lot 
more money to the taxi industry. What it has done is fall back to what the department’s recommendation was on 
what it was working on when we were in government.  
But there are a couple of modifications. One of the things we were looking at was a flat fee, like a $1 or $2 fee, 
consistent with what the east coast was looking at.  
Mr P. Papalia: “Gonna this, gonna that”! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Tourism! 
Mr D.C. NALDER: The department was working through it. Anyway, what is fascinating is that what the now 
government was promising during the election and what it is now undertaking are completely different. That is 
where we think it is disappointing that the Labor Party is not delivering on the promises that it made to the industry, 
and we believe it needs to be consistent.  
The other thing that was of concern for the department was that the cost of administering any process to try to recoup 
the payment we were going to make to the industry would be greater than the revenue it generates. That is the advice 
I received from the department at the time. Admittedly, that was around the $1 or $2 fee. The department was really 
concerned about how that would be done. In consideration in detail I will explore what this will cost the state to 
administer. If this charge is going to be administered, it will need to be far greater than the revenue it generates.  
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Dr A.D. Buti: I have just been through Hansard and the member of the opposition did not promise $160 000; 
there is just no promise there. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: Madam Acting Speaker, I seek your support. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale. 

Mr D.C. NALDER: We also want to see a response to the fact that the owner of the largest number of plates in 
the state of Western Australia is the state government. I am keen to understand whether this charge is to reimburse 
the state government for the plates it owns. Is this becoming additional tax revenue? Given that roughly 50 per cent 
of plates are owned by Western Australia, something that does not happen in any other jurisdiction, the government 
is establishing a fee recovery. Is this a revenue-generating opportunity for the state government? If it is not, the 
biggest loser is the state government, given the number of plates it owns. That is a question about whether the 
government is looking at this as a revenue opportunity. I would like assurance that it is not, because it should not 
be. I will seek that assurance during consideration in detail.  

I wanted to provide a bit of background. This has been a difficult exercise. This situation has had consequences 
for individuals in our community. It is something that every jurisdiction that has had this problem in Australia 
wanted to see a quick resolution on, and there was not a quick resolution to be found.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr D.C. NALDER: No jurisdiction has been able to find a solution or achieve an outcome in a short space of 
time that keeps everybody happy in all parts of our community. If anything, I am pleased that we are getting to 
a point at which we are moving forward. As I said, I am disappointed that the state government has not followed 
up on the commitments and promises made during the election, and it is now trying to suggest that there were no 
such promises made. I think this has rightfully created a situation in which taxi plate owners will continue to be 
disappointed. That need not have been the case if the Labor Party had not politicised the issue as much as it did at 
the outset. I am hopeful that the industry can find a way to move forward.  

It is still important for the industry to continue to rebrand and identify opportunities. There is still a big marketplace 
out there. In Perth we have around 2 000 taxis for a population of 2.5 million. In Singapore we are talking 
29 000 taxis for a population of around five million people. I think there is an opportunity for this industry to be 
able to handle a lot more vehicles and open up more markets. I think the way it existed in the past was too 
restrictive, and I like the flexibility of a new direction with rideshare services. That is just to give a bit of 
background from the experiences I have had. As I said, I hope we can all move forward and that the industry can 
find a way to move forward and prosper. 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [4.34 pm]: I would like to also say a few words on the Transport (Road Passenger 
Services) Bill 2018 and the Transport (Road Passenger Services) Amendment Bill 2018. As we all know, this issue 
has been debated both in this Parliament and in the community since 2014, when Uber first arrived in the market. 
Prior to that, there was one major player and one minor player in the taxi industry. Swan Taxis pretty much 
controlled 90 per cent of the market and there was Black and White Cabs, with a few little bits and pieces hanging 
off that. As we know, Swan Taxis was owned, run and controlled by Kevin Foley, and I do not think anything in 
the taxi industry under any government was ever going to change unless it was with the agreement of Kevin Foley 
and Swan Taxis. That is obviously why we had the industry we had.  

We have to remember, as we have heard many times now, that the industry has been fractured for a long time. 
There was the dispatch service, the management companies, the plate owners and the drivers, and all of them have 
had different priorities and focuses in terms of where they saw the industry going, what they were going to get out 
of it and how it was going to evolve over time. It was a dinosaur that was eventually going to run into trouble, and 
it did run into trouble in 2014. Let us also not forget that Swan Taxis was eventually sold to ComfortDelGro. For 
those who do not know, last month Black and White Cabs was bought by P2P Transport. They both have been 
swallowed up by big companies now and they are looking to hopefully evolve in this new market.  

As we all know, in 2014 when Uber came into the market, it originally came in under chauffeur vehicle registration, 
with fares having to be over $60. That is how it started; that is how Uber crept in. From there, it very quickly came 
back that Uber did not think it was an issue for it to worry about that; it was more an issue between drivers and the 
government whether they should or should not be doing the work they were doing and charging the fares that they 
were charging. Straight away, things became very complicated and confusing. As we know, the public warmed to 
Uber very quickly. It was offering a great service for a cheaper price, and therefore it became very difficult to 
manage that process. Uber appeared throughout the world—it started popping up in every country in every state 
and disrupting the systems that were in place. I think we all got caught a little bit unawares in terms of what these 
disruptive technologies were capable of, but I think we have very quickly learnt in this space.  

When the now Minister for Transport was shadow minister, she said we needed to work together to come up with 
a solution by involving both government and the opposition to try to work through this. That is what we needed to 
do, rather than trying to score political points against each other and dividing the sector. I know there has been 
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some debate about the figures that were being offered by the then opposition to the plate owners, but do members 
know what? It does not really matter whether we agree or disagree with the figures that are bandied about in this 
Parliament. What matters is what the taxi industry thinks was offered to it—what it thinks were the offers on the 
table. It knows what was on the table and that is what is important. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: We will get back to the $162 500 and where it is in Hansard. 

Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: There are continual interjections. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Minister for Transport, I call you for the first time. 

Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough, that is the second time for you. 

Dr D.J. HONEY: My point of order was that there are continued interjections from the other side. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, member for Cottesloe. 

Debate Resumed 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Like I said, in the previous government I was — 

Mrs L.M. Harvey interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Scarborough, your contribution is not very valuable to the debate, so you 
might want to cease and desist as well. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: As members on both sides of the house would be aware, I, as well as many other people, 
was very passionate to get involved in this discussion on this issue because, at the end of the day, people’s 
livelihoods, their families and their futures were at stake. I did a lot and I think we need to start taking a bit more 
responsibility for how we deal with this issue. We need to make sure that we understand that people’s livelihoods 
were at stake and we were too busy arguing the politics of who was going to give them more, rather than saying, 
“You know what? We need to do something to fix this, sooner rather than later.” 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I, too, got the letter. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: People came to my office and said they received a letter from the minister saying, 
basically, that they needed to take the offer and go to the Legislative Council — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, you have to quote directly. You cannot say, “saying, basically”; it is one or 
the other. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Okay, I will quote it then. The letter states — 

If you want the opportunity to take part in the taxi plate buyback scheme, I would encourage you to 
contact Members of the Legislative Council in your region to ensure the State Government’s proposed 
legislation is passed. 

Can I tell members that the way the people — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member, for the purposes of Hansard, you might like to identify a date for the letter. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Unfortunately, as I have noticed with a couple of letters from this minister, there is no date. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: All right; fine. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: This is a letter with no date. It is from the Minister for Transport; Planning; and Lands 
and it was sent to a constituent. Effectively, a constituent came to see me and said, “What does this mean? Are 
they telling us we have to take what they’re offering or we’ll get nothing?” It does not matter how much we 
argue in this chamber. It is what they think out there; it is what the plate owners think. They know in their own 
heads what is going on, or what they were told. We can argue the semantics here but, at the end of the day, that 
is all that matters. 

Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski interjected. 
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The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Kingsley! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: They know what we did, they know what government members promised them and they 
know what members opposite are delivering. A conga line of plate owners came to see me. They said, “Tony, we 
don’t want you to support this legislation. We’re getting ripped off.” 

Mrs J.M.C. Stojkovski: How much did you promise them? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Nothing; I did not say anything, I just said that this is not enough. They are not being treated 
fairly. That is what plate owners said. I told them, “Obviously, we don’t want people to miss out completely.” 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Tourism! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I want to quickly read from the explanatory memorandum when debate on the 
Taxi Amendment Bill 2005 came through this Parliament when the Labor Party was in power — 

Under the present industry structure, the cost of plates and the cost of running a Multi-Purpose Taxi have 
made it economically tough for operators. The owners of the 56 transferable MPT plates approached 
Government, asking to have their plates bought back. 

Further down, it states — 

The plate owners are to be offered the option of selling their plates at market price based on the average 
price paid in the preceding 12-month period. 

That is what the Labor Party did in 2005 when it bought back the multipurpose taxi plates. That is what is says there. 

I will now go to the explanatory memorandum for the Taxi Amendment Bill 2007, when the Labor Party was still 
in government. I quote — 

The proposed amendments will change the permitted percentage of the fleet that can be leased plates. The 
cap will now apply only to conventional or fulltime non-restricted cabs and will be set at 40%. This will 
allow the Government to more quickly respond to increases in taxi demand as well as offering more taxi 
operators a low-cost option for participating in the taxi industry. At the same time it will ensure that the 
owners of transferable plates do not lose the value of their investment. 

Those two bills came in under the previous Labor government to deal with the taxi industry, which involved plates, 
and guess what? Everybody got market value. Everybody said, “Your investment will not be hurt, because it is 
a regulated market.” I am saying that is what members opposite said. I am just reading what members opposite 
said about that. Whereas now, most plate owners are getting $100 000. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you to order for the first time. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Most plate owners are now getting $100 000. That is pretty much the level I have seen. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, I call you to order for the second time. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is interesting to look at the letter that went out, offering $100 000. I am looking at one 
letter in particular, which talks about people who bought plates in 1991. Actually, they bought the plates in 1968. 
In another one, it states they bought plates in 1994, but it was actually 1977. They said the department has the 
wrong information on its records. However, it does not really matter because the bottom paragraph of the letter 
states that if the purchase date of the taxi plate was prior to electronic records being kept by the Department of 
Transport, a purchase price will be recorded at roughly $68 800. That is the value the department put on plates 
purchased prior to records being available. In 1968, three houses could be bought for $68 800 in most suburbs; 
I know you could in Bassendean—a house and land. 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I am talking about back in 1968. Three homes could have been bought then, and today, 
although the department was saying a plate was worth roughly $68 800 back then, now it will give plate owners 
$100 000. That is interesting, considering the super profits that have been allocated. 

There has been some debate about what the government—then opposition—offered. In Hansard of 8 September 
2016, the now Minister for Transport said — 

One of their ideas was a compensation package of up to $162 000. That relates to the amendment that 
I would like to move. The impact of Uber on the taxi industry has been to the tune of about 50 to 
55 per cent. That means that the value of those plates has been significantly impacted. I seek leave to 
move my two amendments together. 
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Leave was granted and the current minister moved an amendment to delete “$20 000,” which was the hardship 
package we were offering, and insert “$162 500”. Back in 2016, the Labor Party was happy to offer plate owners 
$162 500 as a hardship payment and they would have kept their plates, because this was not a buyback scheme; 
it was just a hardship payment. Members opposite were offering them $162 500 in 2016 and they could keep 
their plates. 

Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Members opposite moved that amendment so they sent a signal in 2016 through the 
Parliament of Western Australia to people in the taxi industry who were sitting in the public gallery. On 
8 September 2016, the Labor Party said, “Right here, right now, we will put on the table $162 500. We also want 
you to keep your plates.” It is important to note that, from Hansard. The member for Armadale spoke on that as 
well. He was very supportive of it at the time, recorded in Hansard as well. If members want to see it, the member 
for Armadale’s speech is on page 1. 

On 21 June 2016 in Hansard, what did the Premier say? I will not quote the whole lot, because he says a whole 
lot of things about it, but he says — 

They are heavily mortgaged and heavily leveraged, and they have used all their savings to enter into this 
business based upon the law as it stood. It is a matter of fairness how these investors—these people—are 
treated based upon the situation that now exists. 

He went on to say — 

In 2008, the then Labor government proposed to deregulate the taxi industry and offered a significant 
compensation package … That package would have provided compensation of $225 000 per plate. The 
government has spent years delaying and dillydallying on this issue. It has now come out with a package 
that is clearly unfair and does not reflect the investment decisions that people have made … These people 
are not billionaire or multimillionaire property or mining investors. These are small business people … 

Down the bottom, he states — 

In my view, the Taxi Amendment Bill 2016 is clearly not sufficient. We need to look at how we can 
compensate people who will be adversely affected because they had based their investment decision on 
the fact that the taxi industry was a government-regulated service. 

Back in 2016, the now Premier was quoting a figure of $225 000 from back in 2008. He strongly said that we 
needed to do the right thing and treat people fairly by giving them a fair and equitable package. Obviously, what 
was being offered at the time was not enough. Also in Hansard on Tuesday, 21 June 2016, the now minister said — 

I ask the minister to sit down with some of the backbench or, if he wants to, with some opposition 
members—maybe not me if he does not like me, but with other people on my side of the chamber. 
Minister, sit down and let us get an approach to this issue that works for the community for the longer 
term. We owe that to the public, to the drivers and to the plate owners. 

Did the minister do that when she became the minister? Did she come to the opposition and say, “Guess what, 
member for Carine, and member for South Perth, you guys are passionate about this—do you want to come on 
this committee that we have set up? Do you want to get involved in the discussion? Do you want to be part of the 
solution? Do you want to try to make sure that we can look after the best interests of the plate owners?” Let us 
also not forget that the government is introducing a levy. A lot of the plate owners call it a tax, but it is a levy. 
Every other state has a $1 levy, but the government has gone for 10 per cent.  

Let us think about how seriously this government has taken this issue. The minister set up a committee. Did the 
minister take this issue seriously, and chair that committee herself? No, she did not chair the committee. Did she 
think this was a serious issue and get her parliamentary secretary to chair the committee? No, she did not. She 
asked a backbencher, the member for Armadale, to chair the committee. The minister did not do it. The captain of 
the ship asked the Professor, instead of Gilligan, to chair the committee. That is what happened. 

Point of Order 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Much as I like Gilligan’s Island—I have always been a fan of Gilligan’s Island and I can sing 
the whole theme song—I think the member used unparliamentary terms to describe the member for Armadale and 
the member for Perth. 

Mr D.C. Nalder: You called me Gilligan a month ago. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I like Gilligan, but not in an official way. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): There is certainly an imputation there, but we will proceed, 
minister. There is no point of order. 
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Debate Resumed 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I apologise. As far as I am aware the member for Armadale is a professor. Is that true? 
Dr A.D. Buti: Not professor, doctor. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Doctor. I have every respect for the member for Armadale, and he knows my views. He 
should be on the front bench. In fact, he should replace the minister, because he was obviously the one who was 
put in charge of the committee to drive this agenda. Of course, I do not believe that he had free rein to do what he 
wanted to, because I know that if he had, he would have done something different. I know that he is going to get 
up and start quoting people left, right and centre and make all these assertions — 
Dr A.D. Buti: That’s what you’ve just done. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I am stating a fact. I am very supportive. I was very supportive of us looking for a solution 
for this particular industry. The government has come up with a 10 per cent levy. That means it is putting the 
impost back onto the consumers—the users of the industry. It is not costing the government a red cent. The 
consumers are paying for it. For something that is not costing the government a red cent, the government is giving 
the industry not very much, compared with what it offered previously. When it was coming out of government 
coffers, the then opposition was happy to offer $162 500 in 2016, when we were in government, and wanted the 
government to give them the money and not buy back any plates. Now the consumers are paying for it, and the 
government is saying it is only giving $100 000. It is not going to give as much as it promised back in 2016, when 
it moved that amendment. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is in Hansard—the opposition moved the amendment. 
Dr A.D. Buti: It was not a promise. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is not a promise? If the opposition sits in Parliament and says it wants to change the 
measure to give plate owners $162 500, that is probably a lot more than a promise. 
[Members time extended.] 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Where are you quoting from, member? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I will say that, to most people who read Hansard, that is a promise—$162 500 in Hansard, 
moved as an amendment. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Do you have a date and a speaker, member, as you quote from Hansard? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It is the current Minister for Transport moving that amendment. I have already mentioned 
that, and referred to that previously, in terms of the $162 500, and I specifically quoted the page and the issue. It 
is just down here; I will get it again if the member wants me to. 
We can go backwards and forwards, and we can quote Hansard, but do you know what? We are in opposition. 
Members opposite set up the micro party. People voted for members opposite because they offered them whatever 
they offered them. I do not think there is any conjecture about $162 500. I think that is rock solid, because it is in 
Hansard. That was on the table back in September 2016. If we had voted for it, and if we had let that amendment 
go through, that is what they would have got. They would have got that as a hardship payment, they would have 
kept the plates and kept going. That is exactly what the case was. I do not know. When the plate owners read 
Hansard and they look at that, they may think the same as the member for Armadale, and say that was not 
a promise; that was just a political stunt. It was not real. We did not really mean it; it was just a fake change because 
they knew they would not get it up, and they could have said $1 million, because it did not really matter. Or the 
government could say that it was genuine back then, and actually meant it. It was not all about stunts back then; 
the then opposition believed this, and was about genuinely trying to help the industry. It thought that the Liberals 
were not offering enough of a hardship payment. The then opposition thought that the hardship payment should 
be $162 500, and that owners should keep their plates, because that is what would have happened in that 
circumstance. Of course, now the government is backtracking. 
Irrespective of all of that, we need to try to help these people. If we look back at some of the statements that were 
made back in 2017 in a number of articles, firstly, the minister mentioned a $2 levy. That was raised a few times 
around the place. Obviously, that $2 became 10 per cent, while other states in Australia went from $2 down to $1. 
It was also mentioned that the bill would be in Parliament by the end of 2017. That was mentioned a number of 
times—“This will be in Parliament by the end of 2017; we know how much you’re suffering; we know how 
difficult it is; and we want to make sure that we get the bill in Parliament by the end of the year, so you can get 
your money, and it is all done and dusted.” It is not 2017 now; it is nearly the end of 2018, and by the time the bill 
goes through this house and through the upper house and gets assent, and by the time the department pulls its act 
together, I reckon we will be well into 2019 before anyone sees a cent. The speeches of members of the 
government, when they were in opposition, tell us how much these people were struggling and suffering, and how 
difficult it was for them, and it has now taken us two years to get any money back to them. The government’s 
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actions do not match its words. Nothing would have stopped the government, as soon as it was elected, from 
putting in another hardship payment and giving all of them another $50 000 off the bat, as soon as it was elected, 
until it worked this out. Members opposite were offering $162 500 back in 2016. 
Dr A.D. Buti: No wonder you are in debt. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It would not have been much; it was only $50 000, and when the government in opposition 
was offering $162 500, it could have said that it understood the industry’s plight. But does it have the industry 
onside? Does it have the plate owners onside—those who have come to me and said “Please accept the offer, 
Tony”? Some of them have come and asked me to accept it, because they do not think the government will do the 
right thing and give them any more. They are struggling, and they need whatever they can get just to survive. Some 
people have come to me saying those things, and I know other members have been approached and have received 
emails saying, “Please don’t do this to us; it’s not fair; you need to do the right thing. You promised us more when 
you were in opposition. Now you’re in government and you’ve got control.” Of course, the industry does not like 
the levy idea. 
Dr A.D. Buti: It depends who you speak to, doesn’t it, Tony? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I am sure the member for Armadale gets the same letters. 
The SPEAKER: Member, call the member by his proper title, please. 
Dr A.D. Buti interjected. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I will read an email I have received. 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: Mr Speaker, the member for Armadale has continuously harangued the speaker despite the 
intercessions of the Chair in this matter and I ask that you protect the speaker. 
The SPEAKER: Protect myself or — 
Dr D.J. HONEY: The speaker to the motion. 
The SPEAKER: Refer to him by his proper title. Member for Armadale, no more please. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I received a phone call in my office recently from a gentleman I did not know. He said 
that he wanted to get in touch with me because he had read my speeches on the taxi debate in Hansard and he 
thought we might be able to help him. He wrote in his email, which I received on 10 September — 

As discussed, we are frustrated at the current governments process and methodology with regards to the 
proposed buy back offer of taxi plates. 
… 
The derivation of the buy back price is erroneous, over simplistic, contains incorrect modelling 
assumptions and not of a professional standard. 
Of further concern, is that I have been denied a meeting with the Transport Minister (Mrs Rita Saffioti) 
following the issue of the government’s buyback offer. I then proceeded to contact Mr Tony Buti who 
had been assisting the Transport Minister, however, I was advised by his office that he was no longer 
involved in the taxi review following the issue of the buy back offer and that he would not meet with me. 
I contacted the Department — 

Point of Order 
Dr A.D. BUTI: This is a deliberate misleading of the situation. You are a disgrace, member for Carine. You are 
an absolute disgrace. 
The SPEAKER: Sit down. That is not a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr A.D. Buti: Wait till I have my turn, mate. You are a goner. You are a disgrace. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I am just reading an email. 
The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale, you are on three calls. You will not get a say the way you are going. That 
is your last warning. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: He said — 

I contacted the Department of Transport expressing my concerns with regards to the validity of the 
buyback offer, who then advised me to contact my local member for parliament, the Premier Mr Mark 
McGowan. His office denied a meeting with me, following several repeated requests. 
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Here is one example—I am sure that there are many others—of someone who has struggled to have their voice 
heard. It is very easy for us to stand here and throw mud. 

Dr A.D. Buti: You do it all the time. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I am not throwing mud. I am stating the facts. I am quoting Hansard. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! Member for Armadale! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: When it suits them, members opposite are very good at quoting Hansard selectively, 
throwing mud and twisting the facts. I am not twisting any facts. I am quoting directly from Hansard what 
Labor did. I am not having a go at the member for Armadale specifically. I think he deserves to be the 
Minister for Transport. 

Dr A.D. Buti: You just misled Parliament. My office did not do that. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I did not mislead. I read an email from a constituent. I am not saying that these facts are 
accurate. I am saying that someone sent me an email, whom I do not know, as people do. Often they quote 
correspondence and debate in Parliament. I am just quoting an email that someone sent me. They could not get 
this contact. I do not know this person. Like I said, they rang my office because they read Hansard. They said they 
decided to contact me after reading the whole taxi industry debate. I am not sure why they picked me specifically, 
but they did. That is important to note. 

Like I said, we can throw mud backwards and forwards as much as we like. The taxi plate owners know the truth 
and, ultimately, that is all that matters. Labor can blame us and say that we did not deal with it in a timely fashion 
when we were in government. We either ran out of time or we got caught short. Do members know what? We 
suffered the consequences of that. We lost the election. The result came in, the taxi industry turned its back on us, 
voted against us and campaigned against us. It did that because it was supporting Labor to get into government 
because it obviously offered them a lot more of a future if it was in government. The question now is: has Labor 
delivered on its promises to the taxi plate owners and the industry? Only Labor and the plate owners know that. 
That is who will decide. The arguments backwards and forwards blaming each other are great for parliamentary 
debate. It is great to put things on the record. It is great to refer to Hansard. 

Like I said, a levy of $1 a trip, like in every other state, seems much more reasonable than a 10 per cent levy across 
the board, but, again, nobody asked me. The minister whilst in opposition said that she would be happy to listen 
to us and we should form a joint committee and work together, but that never happened. We should have sat down 
as a Parliament and tried to work through this to get some good outcomes. Do I think 10 per cent is the right figure? 
No, I do not. Do I think someone who lives in Armadale should be paying $10 for their taxi fare to get to the city 
while someone who lives closer should pay a lot less, assuming — 

Dr A.D. Buti: It does not always cost $100 to get to the city from Armadale. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Probably close. 

Dr A.D. Buti: They’re not paying $10. 

The SPEAKER: Member for Armadale! Do you want to go home? It does not matter. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I catch a fare from not too far away to get to the city and that costs me $30, and Armadale 
is a lot further away from the city than where I live. I hope it does not cost $100. With competition, hopefully, it 
is a lot less now. I wanted to put that on the record because I know the minister was asking where we got the 
$162 500 figure. It is in Hansard. We can see it. The government can twist and make what it wants of that debate, 
but all I know is that Labor was offering that amount. We voted against it and said that we would not support it. 
Had we voted with Labor, that is the money that the taxi plater owners would have got. Labor members cannot 
say that that was not going to happen. If they had received a few more votes on our side, it would have happened. 
The taxi plate owners would have got that and kept the plates. They know that is on the record. They were offered 
$162 500. Some of them may think they were offered $200 000, and they do think that. I hope that we can try to 
work better together to help these people. 

Dr A.D. Buti: You have to be joking. 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: That is important. I look forward to the member for Armadale’s contribution because he 
obviously had the hardest job of everyone in running through this process. I hope that he tells us of his experiences 
and the discussions that he had with the individuals in the industry and how he came to this solution. 

MR W.R. MARMION (Nedlands) [5.07 pm]: I was going to take five minutes of my colleague’s time, but he 
used the whole lot. It is not my intention to delay Parliament on a Thursday night too long, but because of some 
of the comments made by members on the other side, I will speak for a short time on the Transport (Road Passenger 
Services) Bill 2018 and the Transport (Road Passenger Services) Amendment Bill 2018. I inherited the portfolio 
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of transport for a brief period before the election, as people know, so there is a bit of a gap that needs to be filled 
in. I did not really think it had to be filled in, but it seems that we are all living in the past, so I may as well. I prefer 
not to live in the past and to move forward, but if people want to live in the past, I will help to fill it in. 

When I became Minister for Transport, a number of things were in train that had been put in place by the previous 
minister. One of them was the up-front payment of $20 000 for each taxi operator. The next phase was to work 
through some options and how we might move forward with another possible payment and how that might be 
funded. That work was in train when I became the Minister for Transport. When I got a briefing from the 
department, I raised a couple of issues based on some of the information that I had gathered as the member for 
Nedlands. There are a number of taxi plate owners in my electorate, including a very predominant one who came 
and saw me regularly. When I doorknocked in 2008, I ran into him. I did not know that he was a taxi owner and 
had some beers with him, so he became my best friend and particularly when I was not the Minister for Transport. 
He showed me his mortgage payments. He owed $300 000 on his taxis — 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr W.R. MARMION: It is very hard; there is a bit of laughter up the back there. They are not interested in this. 

The SPEAKER: Members! 

Mr K. Michel interjected. 

The SPEAKER: I could just see someone sliding down in their chair, but I know where it came from. I call you 
to order for the first time, member for Pilbara. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: The background is that before I became Minister for Transport, I had constituents saying 
to me that they owed $300 000 times three on their — 

Several members interjected. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: They are very rude over there. 

The SPEAKER: Member, you said you were going to do a short speech. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: Yes, I know. 

The SPEAKER: But you are listening to everything else that is going on in the room.  

Mr W.R. MARMION: People genuinely claimed that they owed $300 000. Obviously, banks had let them have 
a mortgage up to $300 000. That raises another issue that I have not got time to go into. 

Other people have told me stories about someone buying a taxi plate in 2008 for $50 000. I cannot believe this is 
true, but it is what someone said to me. I do not know whether they could have got it for that. That meant that 
some people bought plates for different figures. One thing that the department was not looking at at the time 
I became Minister for Transport was some sort of algorithm or process that meant if someone had bought a plate 
for $50 000, that they were not given $150 000 or $200 000 or whatever the payment might be; they would not be 
given, say, another $150 000. We needed a system in place so that people did not make a profit on it. I understand 
that the formula the government has come up with has taken that into consideration. I will give the minister a big 
tick because we do not want to give that person a win. 

For people who were really struggling, we had people absolutely beyond themselves—suicidal in fact. We had to 
have something in place. It was very important that we looked after people’s welfare. There was a hardship 
payment available. Rob Fisher was the man who was put in place—everyone knows him; a former director general 
of the Department of Communities. He assessed those taxi operators who were in need. We gave them a quick 
payment. I remember approving usually batches of about six or seven probably every couple of weeks. They 
ranged over $100 000. We did have something in place. Why did we do that? We still had to work out where we 
were headed. Just to put on the record: there was an election coming up. When I met with the taxi operators, I knew 
that if I gave them a hint of a figure, they would talk to the opposition and say, “This is what the Minister for 
Transport is saying, can you up it?” In that situation we had to keep the balls in the air and not come up with an 
outcome. I do not know whether the figure is $160 000. I was very careful in all the formal meetings I had with 
taxi operators or any of the people in the various sectors of the industry that I did not mention a figure. 
Mr J.E. McGrath: You did not have a figure. 

Mr W.R. MARMION: I did not have a figure because that was being worked on. I was very careful. They were 
not happy. I have to say, they left my office not very happy campers. I had my doors padlocked once with a chain 
around them. I also had a car parked on the verge in front of my office. I did not have any death threats, though, 
but I did have protective services check out my house. They were not very impressed. There was no figure because 
we wanted to work it out so that the whole package was done. We did not have time before the election to do that. 
I want to put that on the record. 



5904 [ASSEMBLY — Thursday, 13 September 2018] 

 

This probably would not have come to fruition if it were not for providers such as Uber. The taxi industry has been 
an issue for many decades. Governments of all persuasions are to blame in some respect for what has happened in 
the taxi industry. Some members of Parliament own taxi plates and some senior policy advisers in Transport, going 
back some decades, had inherited taxi plates. The other aspect I throw on the table is it is unfortunate that most of 
the people I met were migrants—they are from other countries. The actual, I might say, white Australians, who 
might have had taxis, probably sold out. The people who are now stuck with the plates are new migrants to 
Australia who are not au fait with what has been going on in the last two decades. They bought plates at a premium. 
I feel very sorry for those people who bought plates in the last three or four years at a premium price. I am very 
pleased that we are now finally moving forward and that the government has a package that we can move forward 
to make sure we tidy up the whole industry. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [5.14 pm]: Mr Speaker — 

The SPEAKER: Another short speech, member for South Perth! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am just making sure the member for Carine is here. 

Mr A. Krsticevic: I am here. I will get him back! 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: When we were in government and this issue came up, I recall the member for Carine and 
I both spoke very strongly in support of a buyback scheme. I spoke because I had been approached by a number 
of constituents in my electorate. One was a gentleman who had migrated to Australia some years ago. He had 
worked in the mining industry, I think up at Newman, and he came back and bought a couple of sets of taxi plates. 
I think he mortgaged his home to buy a second set as an investment. He was buying into a strictly regulated system. 
I know some people are saying, “The cabbies should have been better judges. They should have seen Uber coming. 
The plate owners should have known this. They should have been better business managers.” When buying into 
a business that is totally regulated by the state government, and when the state government was selling some of 
those plates, I think we owed it as a Parliament to support those people. 

I support what the government is doing. When the minister introduced these bills, I read the detail. I thought it was 
a good deal—I really did. No-one could ever come up with a perfect scenario to keep everyone happy in this because 
we have a situation in which people have owned plates for many years. Some people have earned a good living out 
of those plates. They obviously are not entitled to the same amount that someone who has not had them for as long 
and has paid a high price for the plates. Obviously a lot of work has gone into it by the Department of Transport, 
including the work by the committee headed by the member for Armadale. They have done their best to come up 
with a scenario that will draw a line in the sand and totally deregulate this industry, which in hindsight probably 
should have been done 20 years ago. The problem is that no-one saw this coming. Some people say, “They should 
have seen Uber coming”, but I do not believe that—none of us saw Uber coming. It happened so quickly. 

I have an interesting story. A constituent of mine had a set of taxi plates for sale. The former Minister for Transport, 
the member for Bateman, announced in The West Australian that the government would probably deregulate the 
taxi industry. This fellow rang me and said, “I advertised a set of plates. I’ve got two young people coming to see 
me this afternoon. I reckon, after reading the paper today, they probably won’t even turn up.” That is how quickly 
it happened. I thought we should have a $2 levy. Other states have gone to a $1 levy. I will be interested to know 
from the minister why she decided to go to a 10 per cent levy, with a cap of $10. Some people have suggested it 
might have been to protect people who make shorter trips worth $5 or $10. 

Ms R. Saffioti: It would mean that the driver was the collecting agent. One of the key points was to protect 
taxidrivers from direct abuse. We made sure we reduced the number of collection agents from an efficiency point 
of view. The trip was another key issue, but I will respond to that in my reply to the second reading. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: We will be asking the minister a lot about that.  

When I was a kid living down in Fremantle, I think we had white-top cabs, and in those days the local taxidriver 
was a member of the community. They would own the cab and everyone knew them. Society was a bit different 
back then—not everyone caught cabs. People would catch a bus if they could. If a person needed to go 
somewhere, they would pay that little extra to get a cab. But the world has changed and the taxi industry has 
suffered. As the population exploded, we needed more drivers out there. Driving a cab is not one of the best 
jobs in the world. I had a friend who was a racehorse trainer and whose horses were running pretty slowly at 
the time so he got a part-time job as a cab driver. He used to drive from six o’clock at night until six o’clock in 
the morning, work his horses down at Ascot, go home and have a sleep and go out again at six o’clock at night. 
He said to me once, “If you can’t get a job doing anything else—digging graves, digging ditches or whatever—
maybe become a cabby.” He said that people would get drunk, urinate in the back seat of the car or vomit. When 
they got to their street, they did not know where they lived and then they had no money or they would bolt. He 
said, “Who wants to be a cabby?” This is the sort of industry we are dealing with. It is not an industry that a lot 
of people want to go into. People who drive cabs but do not own them—this is historical—work damn long 
hours to eke out a bit of an existence. 
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This issue has crept up on us. When the member for Bateman was the Minister for Transport, he brought in the 
$20 000 assistance package for plate owners. But at the same time, in our discussions, he knew we had to do more. 
We did have to do more and I have no doubt that if we were in government, we would be doing the same as this 
government is doing. I do now know what the figures would be. I hear what is said. The minister moved an 
amendment when we brought in the $20 000 package, and said it should be $165 000. But the minister was in 
opposition and she could say that in opposition. However, as a government, she has done more detailed work on 
it. As a result of that detailed work, the minister has come up with a plan that I think is quite reasonable. I suggest 
that the taxi industry should support and accept it. I also think that by drawing a line in the sand and totally 
deregulating the industry, it will give the industry an opportunity to move forward because the population will 
continue to grow. Whatever people say about Uber, no government will be able to ban Uber. It has been tried in 
other places; it ain’t going to work. 
We need a deregulated industry in which Uber drivers must meet the same licensing requirements as cab drivers. 
Like the member for Bateman, I do not use Uber. I have never used an Uber; I support cabs. I do not like the idea 
of calling an Uber and having someone drive me around when I do not know what the person does. At least in 
a cab, the guy’s name is obvious and we know he is a licensed cab operator. He should be well trained and he must 
abide by the cab company’s requirements. That is why I think we need a cab industry. It is very important. I have 
a friend who operates cabs in Victoria who believes there will always be a place for cabs. He says that cabs should 
become competitive, and that is what they are doing now; they get into little groups and network. They operate 
more professionally. Now we can get Swan cabs on an app from which I can tell how far away the cab is, as I can 
with Uber. I can take a fixed or metered fare. They have moved forward, but they have been forced to do that. 
Unfortunately, it has taken Uber to force taxis out of their lethargy. I think they have had some bad drivers because 
the workplace may not have been able to provide people of the right quality to drive cabs. It happens in a lot of 
cities. We jump into a cab and we end up going out of our way to get to a place to which we could have got much 
quicker because the driver did not know the way. I have never experienced an abusive driver but there have been 
cases when drivers have not acted responsibly. That has happened also with Uber drivers. I think we need to look 
positively at the future of the cab industry. Over the years some people have made a lot of — 
You are not going, member for Carine, are you? We had a deal that we would all speak for 20 minutes, so I said 
that the member for Carine had to stay. Because the member for Carine took an extension I said that he had to sit 
and listen to me. 
Several members interjected. 
The SPEAKER: As soon as you sit down, member for South Perth! 
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: One thing I am not is a hypocrite. I have always supported a taxi plate buy-back. When we 
lost government, the minister kept making speeches about members on our side who supported the buy-back and 
I was one of them. If my party had voted against this, I would have voted with the government. But we are not 
voting against this legislation. However, our members would like to ask a lot of questions and that is fair enough. 
We need to flesh it out a bit. 
One question I have is: do we know what the average fare is? I use a lot of cabs but the fares I pay are only $20 or 
$30. When I was a journo, I lived in Ascot and I used to catch cabs to the airport. At midnight, I would get home 
from Melbourne and pick a cab that had been waiting in the queue for an hour. I would jump into his cab and ask 
for Ascot. In the 1990s it would be a $5 fare, but I would give him a bit more. I said, “I bet you feel bad; you could 
have got someone going to Rockingham.” He said, “I might go back and get that fare to Rockingham; you have to 
take the good with the bad.” 
I think the cab companies would know this. What is the average fare and how many hundred-dollar cab trips are 
made? I got on my app last night in my office and checked a trip from Parliament House to Joondalup, which was 
about $60. I then checked one from Parliament House to the Rockingham Hotel, which was $96. It would be good 
for members of Parliament to know the range of fares. 
Ms R. Saffioti: There are different takes on drivers too in terms of what Uber does, what Ola does and what taxi 
companies do. We need some transparency for that. I am working on a model for that too because it is quite 
interesting that people are not aware that when they jump into a cab or rideshare how much the driver takes and 
how much the company they work for takes. In particular with deregulation, it is something we need to monitor 
so it is something I am looking at. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: It is important. I went with some friends to a restaurant in East Perth. One of my mates uses 
Uber and he said that we would go in an Uber, so over we went. 
Ms R. Saffioti: You jumped in an Uber! You said you didn’t use Uber. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I do not, but he booked it so I got in. I was a passenger. 
Several members interjected. 
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Mr J.E. McGRATH: If I had been paying, I would have got a cab. 

Several members interjected. 

The SPEAKER: Members, we are close to the end. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Unbeknown to me, after lunch he called the Uber to go home. The others at the table walked 
out and I saw someone I knew and started chatting. When I got out there they were all in the car with a female 
Uber driver tapping the steering wheel. I said, “I’m sorry, did I hold you up?” She said, “Don’t you know that 
when you call the Uber, you are supposed to be on the footpath ready to get in the car.” I thought: I am in trouble 
here. I said, “Well don’t worry, we’ll give you something extra.” She said, “They all say that.” I have used Uber 
but I have not paid for it. 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am saying that the minister is right. All my friends use Uber but I still use cabs. There is 
a lot of misinformation and often we do not understand how this industry works. I have also been told that Uber 
can share business between drivers. With satellite monitoring, if a driver is seen to have had a bad couple of days 
and I as a driver have had a couple of good days and put in for the job, the other bloke might get it because Uber 
tries to equalise the profit for drivers. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Yes. I say this also about Uber. It is here to stay. I believe in choices. If I want to catch an 
Uber, I should be able to. I have never believed in regulation. We had the Potato Marketing Board and the dairy 
industry was regulated. This industry does not need regulation. We need a level playing field. We need to provide 
people with a licence that allows them to earn a living and provide a service. But the difference with the cab 
industry is that their service is taking people in vehicles, so there has to be some management of it. They have to 
be responsible people because they have people in their care. It is the same as with a hotel: if people come into 
a pub and the owner allows them to get drunk and they go out and kill themselves, the owner can be held 
responsible for serving someone when they should not have. 

Finally, before we all head home, I received an email from a charter vehicle operator. He said he is a small operator 
and has always been treated differently from taxi owners. He said he has been operating in an arguably different 
market from taxis and rideshare providers. He said that unlike taxis, charter vehicles have largely been able to 
operate unaffected by the onslaught of rideshare services because there is still demand for their pre-booked 
premium service that does not directly compete with taxis or rideshare services. I sometimes use charter vehicles. 
He said that the charter vehicle industry has never really been deemed a competitor to taxis. I remember when they 
used to have a minimum $60 charge, and most people did not use a charter vehicle unless they were going on 
a longer journey. 

This charter vehicle business owner expressed concerns that under the Transport (Road Passenger Services) Bill 2018 
and the Transport (Road Passenger Services) Amendment Bill 2018, his business will be lumped together with 
taxis and that he will be hit by the levy. He said that because of the higher fare charged to customers due to the 
premium service, the proportion of the levy for a charter vehicle owner will be greater. I sometimes use charters 
to go to the airport, and it costs $70 or $80. He said that he believes charter vehicle owners will be compensating 
for a taxi situation that they really have no role in. He said that charter vehicle owners focus heavily on customer 
service and rely on customer loyalty, and that many try their hardest not to increase their prices. Some have ongoing 
contracts with corporate clients that lock in a set fare for a number of years. He asked whether charter vehicle 
owners with 12-month or two-year contracts will be levied, because that would impact on an already-promised fee. 

I have said that it is very difficult for the government to provide a win-win scenario for everyone. I think the 
minister has done the best she can, and this is a good outcome. I am still confident that we might have come up 
with something similar, because hopefully we would have used the same departmental people the government has. 
We all agreed that something had to be done. Therefore, I support this legislation. 

Debate adjourned, on motion by Mrs M.H. Roberts (Minister for Police). 
House adjourned at 5.32 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

MINISTER FOR EMERGENCY SERVICES — PORTFOLIOS — MOBILE DEVICES 

3186. Mr Z.R.F. Kirkup to the Minister for Emergency Services; Corrective Services: 

In respect of the Minister’s portfolio responsibilities for any of their departments, agencies, government trading 
enterprises or boards, I ask: 

(a) Are there any policies or procedures in place for restricting unauthorised access to mobile devices  
(mobile phones, tablets and laptops): 

(i) If so, what are they; and 

(ii) If not, why not; 

(b) How many mobile devices have been disposed of in the following financial years and what was their 
disposal method (i.e. at auction): 

(i) 2015–16; 

(ii) 2016–17; and 

(iii) 2017–18; and 

(c) Were any of the mobile devices in (b)(i)–(iii) used to store sensitive or confidential information: 

(i) If so, what type of sensitive or confidential information; and 

(ii) If so, what measures are put in place to ensure this information is not retained on the hard-drive 
of the device upon it’s disposal? 

Mr F.M. Logan replied:  

The Department of Fire and Emergency Services (DFES) advises: 

(a) Yes. 

 (i) DFES personnel use PINs or other security methods (e.g. fingerprint/face ID) to restrict 
unauthorised access to mobile devices. Laptops and tablets have an automatic screen lock policy 
implemented. DFES also has an Acceptable Use Policy in place to provide information on the 
unauthorised access to mobile devices to protect the confidentiality of information. 

 (ii) NA 

(b) Disposal is via a mobile recycling program. DFES ensures any accounts are de-associated with the device, 
and the phone factory reset before being stored for disposal. ICT equipment (including laptops/tablets) 
are disposed of under the CUAWAS2016 which includes provision for sanitisation and destruction of 
storage media in ICT devices. Device hard drives are formatted prior to being sent for disposal, the wiping 
of the hard drives complies with the government guidelines for disposal. Once the drives have been wiped 
the devices are sent to the CUA Disposal Service. 

 (i) 2015–16; nil data available. 

 (ii) 2016–17 – 57 devices. 

 (iii) 2017–18 – 80 devices. 

(c) DFES’ Acceptable Use Policy requires users to store data on network drives or other authorised services 
and not on the local device, however it is recognised that there will be occasions where users do store 
data locally (e.g. when travelling). It is not possible to determine what type of sensitive or confidential 
information may have been stored on devices that have been disposed of. 

 (i) Refer response above at (c). 

 (ii) DFES’ policy is to wipe the smartphone devices prior to disposal. Disposal is via a mobile 
recycling program. DFES ensures any accounts are de-associated with the device, and the phone 
factory reset before being stored for disposal. ICT equipment (including laptops/tablets) are 
disposed of under the CUAWAS2016 which includes provision for sanitisation and destruction 
of storage media in ICT devices. Device hard drives are formatted prior to being sent for 
disposal, the wiping of the hard drives complies with the government guidelines for disposal. 
Once the drives have been wiped the devices are sent to the CUA Disposal Service. 
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The Office of the Inspector of Custodial Services advises: 

(a) Yes.  

 (i) Code of Conduct and Guidelines for entry and equipment taken into prisons. 

 (ii) Not applicable.  

(b) (i) 1, staff action.  

 (ii) 0 

 (iii) 2, Senior Management Team approved sale to staff upon retirement at an arms length price.   

(c) Yes.  

 (i) Personal phone numbers. 

 (ii) Each mobile phone is reset to factory settings prior to disposal.  

The Department of Justice advises: 

Please see Legislative Assembly Question on Notice number 3184 

__________ 
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