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THE PRESIDENT (Hon Kate Doust) took the chair at 1.00 pm, read prayers and acknowledged country. 

SELECT COMMITTEE INTO THE 
GOVERNMENT’S LOCAL PROJECTS, LOCAL JOBS PROGRAM 

Motion, as Amended 

Resumed from 31 October on the following motion, as amended, moved by Hon Tjorn Sibma — 

(1) The Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations shall conduct an inquiry into 
the government’s Local Projects, Local Jobs program. 

(2) The committee is to inquire into the Local Projects, Local Jobs program, “the program”, with 
particular reference to — 

(a) how each project was developed, evaluated and selected for funding; 

(b) how payments were made and acquitted under each project to ensure financial probity 
and accountability; 

(c) how actual or perceived conflicts of interest were declared and managed under each 
project; 

(d) the number of projects funded and, for each project, the amount of funding provided 
and number of jobs created; 

(e) whether community, education, arts and sporting groups within the state were afforded 
an equal opportunity to access the program; 

(f) whether funding to the program affected the quantum of funds available for grants or 
other funding sources for community, education, arts and sporting groups within the 
state; and, if so, in what way; and 

(g) any other related matter. 

(3) For the purposes of this inquiry only, Hon Tjorn Sibma is appointed chair of the committee and 
Hon Alanna Clohesy is appointed deputy chair. 

(4) The committee is to report no later than 12 months after the referral. 

HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [1.04 pm]: I will recap on where I got to the other day. I talked about 
the main areas of the Local Projects, Local Jobs program that we take issue with. First, I mentioned budget 
mismanagement; we believe the government has its priorities wrong. At the time of the election there was 
a $2.6 billion budget deficit, but the government managed to find $39 million for this program, up from the 
promised $22 million. That is one of the main areas I have an issue with. 

The second area is pork-barrelling; I will talk a little more about that. Obviously, everyone understands that if 
money was to be spent on projects, there should have been a lot more accountability, planning and proper 
consultation with the public. Many members have spoken about that. We highlighted that in Labor seats 
somewhere around $1 million was spent, and in Liberal-held seats about $84 000 was spent. The difference is 
pretty obvious. If the governments of both major parties continue to conduct themselves in that way, they will be 
dealing with more members of the crossbench in the future. I have already mentioned that. 

The third area was the number of jobs created by the Local Projects, Local Jobs program. I just do not see that it 
has created any local jobs. There may be some in the maintenance area, but they are very few and far between for 
a spend of $39 million. Other than jobs in playground construction and some maintenance areas, there has been 
obvious pork-barrelling that has not created jobs. That is because the government did not consult well, and for 
much of the spending, there were no business cases. 

The fourth area I talked about was the lack of transparency and accountability. I have already mentioned that there 
was very little consultation, and the business cases were not well put. Looking at the government’s priorities, are 
the nice-to-haves or the must-haves important? And what about the things that are not needed? Since being elected 
to this house, I have talked about various projects or programs on which a lot of money has been spent. The 
government has a spending and priority problem. The pork-barrelling is obvious, and the government’s priorities 
are just wrong in many areas. There has been no sustained media scrutiny of this. There has been some media 
scrutiny, but it has not been strong enough. That is also concerning. 
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I will refer to and quote from an article in The Sunday Times on the things I have just mentioned. The article was 
written by Gareth Parker and commented on by Peter Kennedy. All members know Peter Kennedy. He has been 
around a long, long time—40 years—and has written articles about 11 different Premiers in that time. The voice 
and words of a man like that have a bit of credibility. Gareth Parker states in this article — 

While country schoolkids are having services cut and power bills are rising, how is it that $39 million can 
be found for new spending on projects that are nice to have but not a priority? 

He says further on — 
“It’s a slush fund,” a senior bureaucrat said when the program was raised in conversation “used by Labor 
to make election promises without any reference to anyone in (departments of) government. 

It was a slush fund. As I mentioned, Peter Kennedy was reported as saying — 
“It’s pretty crude,” he said. “It’s essentially buying votes with taxpayers’ money.” 

I point out another comment in the article — 
Everyone can see the pattern: Labor promised—and then spent—money in its own seats, and in seats it 
hoped to win from the Liberals and Nationals. In seats it could not win, it spent nothing. 

There are comments all the way through this article stating some of the things I am saying. It is a fairly consistent 
view. A passing reader might be confused that Labor members of Parliament were handing over their own money, 
not money that belonged to taxpayers, it was that blatant. We have all seen photos in the papers. It is not a great 
way of doing business. Although I have not been in government before, I have listened to people who have been 
ministers in this house in the past. I have heard about the way they believe money should be accounted for. 
Although in their time they may not have always got things perfect, this has gone to another level, and that is the 
disappointing part. 
With a lack of consultation, a lack of business cases and a lack of looking at priorities, I do not believe the 
Local Projects, Local Jobs program is a very good way of spending money. The $39 million and the extra money 
found to be spent in this area just does not stack up. I will support this motion by Hon Tjorn Sibma. I have talked to 
my colleagues on the crossbench and I am reasonably sure there is a common thought process that Hon Tjorn Sibma’s 
motion is one that we will support. 
HON DIANE EVERS (South West) [1.12 pm]: When I first saw this motion, I thought, “Really? Are we going 
to spend that sort of time and money going over something that happens at every election—something I have gone 
on about many times due to the different promises that are made?” It just did not make any sense. However, if this 
motion goes through, the issue will go before a committee that already does this sort of thing, so it will fit within 
the scope of what we are already doing. But I have to say that when we look at the Local Projects, Local Jobs 
program, we can see that it amounted to less than $40 million. Although I acknowledge that the use of some of 
those funds was not the best use—these projects come up because somebody has an idea and believes that they 
might get a few more votes here or a few more votes there—it is something that people do as candidates. 
Hon Nick Goiran: They shouldn’t. It’s got to stop. It’s outrageous. 
Hon DIANE EVERS: I agree. If everyone agreed, that would be fantastic. But all parties have policies that they 
stand for and that is what people need to vote on. Some of those policies will cost money to implement. How is it 
determined whether it is a policy or a program that may cost the government significant money over many years? 
Then there are one-off projects such as a tennis court here, a swimming pool there, a new library or new 
playground equipment. Where does it stop? I do not have the answers to that, but it should change. 
Were the funds for these projects fairly distributed? No. We are used to that; funds do not get fairly distributed. It 
is a two-party system in which members fight each other and try to take votes from the other party, so it is not fair. 
Sometimes I wonder whether we are in here to be fair. I find that is very important, but I am not sure that that is 
in all our thoughts when we are here talking about these things. 
Local Projects, Local Jobs funds were spent on projects, but it is dubious whether jobs have come from some of 
them. But jobs have been the holy grail for the last 10 or 20 years: “You’re going to lose jobs; that’s bad. You’re 
going to create jobs; that’s good.” Who counts the number of jobs afterwards? I think it was Adani who said that 
his project would create 15 000 jobs. Then the number was cut back to 1 000; then it was about 300. I do not know 
the figures, but numbers of jobs are pulled out of the air and no follow-up occurs to see whether jobs were created 
by those projects. 
Spending through royalties for regions was over $7 billion and we are talking about less than $40 million for the 
Local Projects, Local Jobs program. To illustrate that, if an A4 sheet is $7 billion, this tiny piece of the corner of 
it is the $40 million. That is the difference between what we are looking at here. We are looking at the miniscule 
compared with the large number of projects paid for by royalties for regions and mentioned in the Langoulant 
report. Many of those funds were not spent in the best interests of the state. We have talked about unfair 
distribution. Yes, the funding was supposed to go to the regions, but it was quite clearly spent in the mining 
regions—regions that would be picked up by Nationals candidates. It is wrong on both sides. It leaves us in a really 
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difficult situation. We come here, I assume, wanting to be a candidate and wanting to be elected. Candidates 
probably have some good feelings that make them want to do good for the state in whatever area of policies their 
party presents. That is admirable. If candidates’ intentions in getting in here are to make Western Australia a better 
place, that is fantastic. That makes candidates do things that maybe are not always in line with their ideals, and 
they end up making promises to people, to regions and to communities to get them to vote for them because they 
want to put in this great range of policies that they stand for. It does not always work. It is the system we have, but 
when the system is not working, that does not mean that we have to keep that system. We can change the system. 
That is what we have to look at rather than looking at who did what, where, when, how and why. We need to look 
at how we can make this better. That is what I would like to see happen with this inquiry, if it gets up. I understand 
that we need to let voters know our intentions, so our policies should say that, but our policies are quite broad and 
sometimes we have to get down to the detail so that people understand what we mean and how it will affect them. 
Through the election cycle, we start putting in the detail, but that detail is often unknown. Somebody could come 
up with an idea for a new project saying, “This is what we’re going to do”, two or three days, three weeks or three 
months before the election, but without working out the cost ramifications of the project and what it will achieve. 
They put it out there and hope people will vote for them and then worry about the problems afterwards. That is 
why we go on about backflipping and who has been the latest to backflip. 
We have to somehow get past that unfair distribution. It has to be targeted somehow so that it is fair across the state. 
It is disappointing. When I first came in here, I was handed two different documents about both Labor and Liberal 
election promises. They both added up to about $5 billion. They were commitments for the next several years, 
possibly decades. That is part of it. That is policy, that is what the parties stand for and that is what they believe 
in. Sometimes that makes sense. Sometimes it is showing people what the party stands for. But when we get down 
to the small projects and we are just tossing money out to get votes, it gets a little more difficult to understand 
where we are going. Other jurisdictions have created a parliamentary budget office. A parliamentary budget office 
gives not only the government but also the opposition and minor parties, and even potentially candidates, access 
to the facilities to work out the cost of promises. Those on the crossbench with us will understand that if we had 
that sort of facility, we would actually be able to stand by the policies that we put up and say, “Hey, look, some 
people might think this is far-fetched, but a parliamentary budget office has gone through it and shown that it will 
not cost as much as many people might say it does.” It is one of those things that opposition parties like. 
I think it was in 2013 that the Labor Party said it should happen. Mike Nahan in the other place is saying that it 
should happen now. Both parties like it at one time or another. That suggests to me that it has a characteristic about 
it that might mean it will be useful to all of us indefinitely. Like I said, the federal government put this in place in 
2012 and it is working. That was after New South Wales introduced it in 2010. Victoria introduced it in 2017. 
There is a state election coming up in Victoria, so parties in Victoria would be benefiting from the use of the 
Parliamentary Budget Office now. South Australia also introduced it. 
I will take a few steps back to talk about the royalties for regions program. We know that the Langoulant report 
came out some time last year. The Langoulant report suggested that Western Australia introduce a parliamentary 
budget office to cost election commitments and review major project business cases. In fact, recommendation VII 
in the Langoulant report stated — 

It is recommended that Government establish a Parliamentary Budget Office to enhance transparency and 
public understanding of election commitments, and the budget and fiscal policy settings. 

I quote from that report because it is really relevant information when considering something like this. It continues — 
The Special Inquirer concluded early in the Inquiry that a body modelled on the Commonwealth’s 
Parliamentary Budget Office should be established in Western Australia. 
The election campaigns in 2008, 2013 and 2017 were each characterised by dispute over election costings. 
In 2008 and 2013 in particularly the issues of the Ellenbrook rail line and the Max Light Rail versus 
Metronet program and their respective costs were disputed vigorously. 

Any person who was in WA at that time will remember the debate went back and forth about where we should go 
with that. The dollar values attached to it were all over the place. I continue quoting the Langoulant report — 

The ability to access independent authority, such as a Parliamentary Budget Office, would have been 
beneficial at that time to bring greater objectivity to the costing process. 
In addition to costing election commitments the Special Inquirer believes a Parliamentary Budget Office 
would also assist to bring greater transparency, in a contemporary time frame, to the debate over major 
projects. That would have been particularly so in the conduct of the Roe8 extension debate leading into 
the 2013 election where issues around the adequacy of the business case for that project was debated. 
The cost of a Parliamentary Budget Office in Western Australia would not be large. 

I am still quoting from the Langoulant report. If we say, “It’s going to cost too much”, the Langoulant report stated — 
The cost of a Parliamentary Budget Office in Western Australia would not be large. 
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The report continues — 

It will be essential that appointments made to the Office are concluded free from political involvement 
and strictly on merit. 

The Special Inquirer notes that both the current Government (in 2013) and the Opposition Leader in his 
reply to the 2017 Budget proposed establishing a Parliamentary Budget Office. 

I should also comment that during the last election campaign both the Leader of the Opposition and the current 
Premier agreed, on radio 6PR, on the need for a parliamentary budget office. It has gone around the state often 
enough. It has been progressed in other states, and they are making use of it and it is working. It seems as though 
it is something that should be done in Western Australia. Given the Standing Committee on Estimates and 
Financial Operations will look at Local Projects, Local Jobs, and we have been discussing all the issues relating 
to promises made at election time, and that the Leader of the Opposition in this house even suggested during debate 
that we need a parliamentary budget office, it seems as though we have been leading to that through much of this 
debate. Check Hansard—it is in there. 

Hon Peter Collier: I agree with you. That is what the now government promised—it promised a parliamentary 
budget office. 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I agree. I understand. Now the opposition is asking for it—that is right. We know that the 
two major parties swap sides every couple of elections. A parliamentary budget office would be just as much use 
to both sides. I hope that if, for some reason, the Labor government does not get around to it this term, maybe next 
time the Liberal Party is in—it is a long time off — 

Hon Nick Goiran: Can you talk to them and make sure they do it this term? 

Hon DIANE EVERS: Yes. We know we need to do this. We know it is coming. It is one of those changes that 
has come along as we progress. Why not just join the rest of them, get it over and done with, and have it in place 
for the next election? That is what I would like to see. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Hear, hear! Did you hear that? 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I appreciate hearing from the member on this because I will be moving an amendment in 
a few moments. The motion will call on the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations to inquire 
into the establishment of a parliamentary budget office. It can look at other jurisdictions to consider the options of 
how we can do that. There are all sorts of things that could become a part of this and actually make a change so 
we have something better when we come out of it. In saying, “They did this; we did that; he did that; she did this”, 
we go around in circles and it is a waste of time and money. What I would like to do is amend this motion so that 
we can actually have a positive step come out of this process and we can go forward with a parliamentary budget 
office, which would be nice. 

Amendment to Motion, as Amended 

Hon DIANE EVERS: I move — 

To amend the motion by inserting after paragraph (2) — 

(3) The committee is to also inquire into the establishment of a parliamentary budget office 
for the independent costing of election promises and related purposes. 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [1.27 pm]: It is disappointing that the 
mover of the original motion appears not to have an opinion on an amendment to his motion. I was just checking 
with the Treasurer. We have said publicly to date—I think there was debate in the other place about it in recent 
weeks—that we are supportive of it and we are supportive of looking at it in greater detail in the lead-up to the 
next state election. I can certainly say that. I would not mind a copy of the actual words. I should be able to give 
the house an answer any minute now about what the government’s position will be. 

Hon Nick Goiran: Who is the Leader of the House? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Honestly, honourable member! Your side could not even stand — 

Hon Nick Goiran: That’s what you’re paid the big bucks for. You’ve got to show some leadership. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: You know what happens when you interject? You’re helping me. 

Hon Nick Goiran: What kind of government are you running here? 

The PRESIDENT: Order! Member, only 20 minutes is allowed for debate on an amendment. You are chewing 
up the speaker’s time. There should be no interjections. The Leader of the House is trying to put her position on 
this amendment. 

Hon SUE ELLERY: We will support the amendment.  



 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 7 November 2018] 7881 

 

HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [1.29 pm]: The opposition will 
also support this amendment to the motion. In essence, the integrity of the motion is retained, because we are 
looking into Local Projects, Local Jobs. That is not an issue at all. Everything is retained. The Standing Committee 
on Estimates and Financial Operations will still look into that project, which the opposition has serious problems 
with, and at the same time to a degree we will be looking in a broader sense at the establishment of 
a parliamentary budget office. We want the establishment of a parliamentary budget office because that is what 
the government has promised. Ideally, when the committee goes through its deliberations and looks at 
Local Projects, Local Jobs and sees how flawed it is, it will realise that in fact we need a parliamentary budget 
office, or it will make recommendations to that effect. I am not sure how the crossbench or the Nationals will 
go on this one, but in this instance it would be nice for the whole of the Legislative Council to agree to 
a parliamentary budget office. I would love to see the government stare down that one. However, at the same 
time I want to emphasise this: I say ditto to everything I said last week about the Local Projects, Local Jobs 
program. By inserting this amendment, in effect it retains the integrity of the motion while also asking us to 
look into the establishment of a parliamentary budget office. 

Can I assume, just for clarity, that existing paragraph (3) will become paragraph (4)? 

The PRESIDENT: The Clerk’s amendment will sort that out. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: It will. I just seek clarification that that is the only thing that will change and that 
everything else will be retained. Are we still going to have a forensic investigation into Local Projects, Local Jobs? 

Hon Sue Ellery: Well, read it. 

Hon PETER COLLIER: I have it. Hon Sue Ellery should not get huffy. I am just saying that there is already 
a paragraph (3). I want to make sure that the amendment does not exclude paragraph (3) in its existing form. 

With that, I think we are on a winner with this one. In effect, the government, which has already said it supports 
this, will yet again confirm that it wants a parliamentary budget office. I can tell members that this inquiry will 
identify some serious misgivings with regard to that program and show exactly why we need a parliamentary 
budget office. The opposition will support the amendment. 

HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [1.32 pm]: I am pleasantly surprised to read this 
amendment. I was not expecting an amendment like this. Taken in context, and keeping in mind that it does not 
water down or diminish in any way the intention of the original motion, which I think everyone here agrees on, 
I am inclined to support the insertion of a new paragraph to look into the establishment of a parliamentary budget 
office. It is a policy I support so I wholeheartedly support the amendment. 

HON JACQUI BOYDELL (Mining and Pastoral — Deputy Leader of the Nationals WA) [1.33 pm]: I rise 
on behalf of the National Party to say that we will support the amendment as well. The Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations will undertake an enormous amount of work when we already have the 
Langoulant report that suggests that there needs to be a parliamentary budget office. Although there is already 
a body of work that the government has itself commissioned and determined and has a finding on, which has given 
it direction on the fact that it needs a parliamentary budget office, and still has not acted on it, I guess another 
inquiry could investigate the parliamentary budget office. I hope that that is not a considered waste of time. As 
Hon Diane Evers continually points out, the house does waste time. However, I am happy to support the 
amendment and I am interested to see, should the whole motion get up and the estimates committee does this 
inquiry into this very worthy motion, what the outcome of that will be. 

HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [1.34 pm]: One Nation will support this amendment. I commend 
Hon Diane Evers for putting forward the amendment. This is exactly what One Nation has been looking for and 
what we have been talking about. 

Amendment put and passed. 

Motion, as Amended 
HON DR SALLY TALBOT (South West) [1.35 pm]: We now have five parts to the motion. I thank 
Hon Peter Collier for clarifying that. As other members have done, I congratulate Hon Diane Evers for moving 
the amendment. As Hon Peter Collier said, it retains the integrity of the motion, while hopefully engaging in that 
spirit that I have often talked about, which is that we should always be looking for the best outcome from these 
kinds of inquiries. Members who have heard me make my standard stump speech, when we get to that point in the 
second reading debate when we refer a bill to committee, whichever committee it might be—it does not necessarily 
have to be my committee; excellent committee though that is—will know that I think the committee process is 
a very valuable one. Indeed, there are many occasions—I think the Deputy President and Chair of Committees 
would agree with me—when the work we do in committees is the work of substance that informs what we do in 
this chamber. 

Hon Simon O’Brien: Quite right. 
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Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: I thank the honourable member. I will continue that theme when I make my remarks 
on the substantive motion that is before us this afternoon. 
I was not going to speak on this motion because, as you would well remember, Madam President, it was only 
two months ago that we had a lengthy debate essentially on this issue—not the referral to the committee but on the 
substance of the Local Projects, Local Jobs election commitment implementation program. I made a contribution to 
that debate and I felt that I had covered all the essential points that I needed to raise. This debate has raised a couple 
of other interesting aspects about the whole question of how we go about the business of electioneering, not just in 
Western Australia—we do not do anything radically different in this state to the rest of Australia—but basically in 
western democracies. Two amendments have been made to this motion. This is an unusual process. We are gradually 
getting a better outcome, which is what we always should be focused on. After all, every day we sit in this place we 
hear Madam President read the parliamentary prayer that talks about deliberating on the affairs affecting the wellbeing 
and good order of society in WA. That is what we ought to be focused on every moment that we are debating in 
this place. We are doing a reasonable job of that at the moment. I wish that we could say that more often. 
I will make a few remarks, and then I will move a third amendment to this motion. It seems to me that we are giving 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations an opportunity to make some recommendations. 
The estimates committee in and of itself cannot change legislation or procedures, but it can make recommendations. 
I was around in the days when we established the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, as 
a few members here were. Some honourable members will recall that before we established that committee, 
essentially we used to do what the other place continues to do; that is, pack all of the budget questions into an hour 
or so on a couple of days a year and grill the minister and the senior officials from the department.  
I think we do it in a much better way. The upper house has had a much better way of doing that and it has worked 
exceptionally well since it started. Our Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations meets virtually 
every single week of the year. It probably does not meet between Christmas and New Year’s Day, but I know that 
there have been a couple of summers where it has continued to work pretty assiduously on both budget papers and 
annual reports. That makes the way that the Legislative Council governs better than it would without that work. It 
was a good move to refer this motion specifically to the estimates committee. 
I have actually listened to this debate. I will confess that there are moments in other debates that I tune out because 
I have other urgent pieces of parliamentary business to attend to. However, I have actually listened very closely to 
this debate, and this is what I have heard said, particularly by crossbenchers. I always pay particular attention when 
any member of the crossbench speaks because they do not come from entrenched positions. Some of them are 
embedded in their communities in much the same way that we are in the major parties. It is a perspective that we 
do not always hear in this place. I have heard the very well enumerated concerns expressed by Hon Colin Tincknell. 
I would like to have an argument with him about some of the points he raised as a member for the South West Region. 
When he talks about not being convinced that we picked the right priorities in the south west, I would like to have 
the discussion with him about what he thinks should not have been funded and where he thinks the money should 
have gone. I think we have done quite well in the south west given that we have limited resources. We hold five out 
of eight seats in the South West Region, but we have delivered in the non-government seats as well as the five 
government seats. We have done a reasonable job in the south west. But I listened to what Hon Colin Tincknell 
said very seriously, and I understand that that is a more extended discussion than we can have in the context of 
this debate about things such as priorities and associating these small projects with job creation. If he thinks there 
is a better way of building particularly apprenticeships and traineeships into these projects, I would like to hear 
how he wants to do that. I hope that the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, which will 
flip its chair and deputy chair for the process of this inquiry, will look at whether there is a different way of doing 
that or a better way of getting figures out of those projects. 
I took the remarks made by Hon Colin Tincknell very seriously, but I also noticed that last week during the debate 
Hon Aaron Stonehouse made a couple of interjections about pork-barrelling. I do not think that Hon Aaron Stonehouse 
has contributed to the debate thus far, and I notice that he has had to leave the chamber on urgent parliamentary 
business. I think these interjections were made when the Leader of the House talked about some promises that had 
been made by Liberal members and candidates. Hon Aaron Stonehouse said, “Yes, but it is all pork-barrelling.” 
That led me to have some discussions with members on my side of the chamber about whether we might address 
these concerns in the spirit of getting a better outcome for the state—that is, in the spirit of what we say we commit 
to do in this place—and look at the way we campaign on election promises. I am particularly interested in those 
smaller promises. I do not know how members on the other side of chamber characterise these things, but when 
I spoke on the previous motion on the Local Projects, Local Jobs issue, I drew the distinction between the big ticket 
items such as stadiums, bypasses around country towns and things that cost millions if not hundreds of millions of 
dollars and these smaller projects—$5 000 here and $25 000 there—that provide shade cloths, skate parks and things 
like that. It is clear from what I am hearing that the crossbench does not like the way things are done at the moment. 
This is the opportunity for the crossbench to change things and make some recommendations that can be brought 
before this chamber for members to see whether they make sense. That seems to be very much in the spirit of the 
amendment we have already accepted from Hon Diane Evers. We need to see what the committee comes up with. 
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I do not agree with Hon Jacqui Boydell that there is a danger here of duplicating work or overloading the 
committee. The fact that a lot of work has already been done on the parliamentary budget office is a good thing. It 
is up to this committee to take that work and to turn it into a series of findings and recommendations. Given that 
the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations will do the work—a committee that already has 
serious runs on the board for getting good outcomes—and given that we as members of this chamber commit 
ourselves every day we sit to get the best outcomes for the people of Western Australia, I suggest that rather than 
just focusing on the Local Projects, Local Jobs program, which will be seen as a political stunt, we contemplate 
the following amendment. I will just circulate this amendment, which reads — 

I move without notice — 
To amend the motion by inserting after paragraph (f) — 

Which I think is still paragraph (f), Hon Peter Collier — 
(g) how the program compares with the development and implementation of 

election commitments of other parties in the past in respect to the matters 
referred to in (a) to (f) above; and 

I will go through some of the reasons the chamber should contemplate this amendment. There is a sense that 
whoever wins a general state or national election must constantly mount two hurdles—one is the charge that they 
are breaking their promises and the other is the charge that they are keeping their promises. In this case, the Labor 
government is being charged with keeping its election promises. I do not mean to recapitulate any of these points, 
as Hon Sue Ellery has made the case very eloquently that these were promises made from opposition without the 
benefit of the public sector providing assistance and costings. I outlined previously in my contribution to a similar 
debate how we went about doing this. I gave a number of details about my experience of campaigning on the 
ground in regional Western Australia and the way that every single project that we committed to in the south west 
was about providing or strengthening the glue that holds our regional communities together. That is why we have 
focused on things like improving basic facilities in schools, upgrading services for victims of family and domestic 
violence and providing skate parks, lighting for ovals, walking tracks and that sort of thing. As Hon Tjorn Sibma 
probably remembers, when I made my comments in a previous debate, I said that I agreed with him on one 
particular point: this is a story as old as time. This is about local members and local candidates going out and 
talking to their communities, finding out what matters to them and getting on with the job of saying, “If I am 
elected, I’ll deliver this for you.” That is what campaigning is about. 
There are some outrageous examples of the things people say when they are on the hustings. As Hon Diane Evers 
pointed out, some people get excited when they get on the stump and say all kinds of things, which they perhaps 
go back and wish they had not said. Not all of us go on the radio when we are trying to become the Prime Minister 
and promise to take the GST off power bills, which was one recent example that did occur to me when I was 
putting my thoughts together on this issue. I noticed that in this Parliament the other day even the current Leader 
of the Opposition did a kind of mea culpa on Metro Area Express light rail. I am actually glad that we passed the 
amendment moved by Hon Diane Evers today about the parliamentary budget office, because it was in the context 
of talking about the parliamentary budget office and the need for one that Hon Dr Mike Nahan said something 
about MAX light rail. I do not think this was in the other place; it was probably in a media conference. I will make 
sure I am being completely accurate about what he said when he was arguing for the establishment of this office. 
He was talking about the government’s MAX light rail proposal in 2013. The word he used was “disaster”; he said 
it was a disaster. 
Hon Alanna Clohesy: He was right. 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: He was absolutely right. It is one of those occasions when we can absolutely agree 
with the current Leader of the Opposition. I was not there and I do not know whether he was verballed by the 
journalist, but I have not seen any correction to this article. What I am going to put in Hansard is a direct quote 
from the Leader of the Opposition. This is what he said about MAX light rail — 

“It was rushed out by my government in the run-up to an election,” Dr Nahan said. 
“It wasn’t well thought out. That’s why we walked away from it.” 

On the one hand we can say we all knew that and that it is refreshing to see the Leader of the Opposition front up 
and do the mea culpa over it, but I just remind those of us in this chamber who, like the crossbench, are quite 
properly concerned about process that this is a very, very serious matter. This was not a promise made from 
opposition. I am trying to be bipartisan about this. I am trying to be fair and reasonable. I am trying to not just 
score political points. I will score the odd political point if one comes my way, because I love doing that, but I am 
trying to not be partisan when I point that out. Now I am going to be partisan! I just want to point out, specifically 
to the crossbench, that Hon Dr Mike Nahan said that MAX light rail — 

… was rushed out by my government in the run-up to an election,” … 
“It wasn’t well thought out. That’s why we walked away from it.” 
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We can compare that with Labor’s Metronet promise in 2013, which was done from opposition. We had no 
assistance in putting those costings together. It is to Hon Ken Travers’ eternal credit that he got it so right. Some 
adjustments were made once we began to get numbers from the government, but I can tell members, and 
particularly those on the other side of the chamber who have been involved in the private sector, that one knows 
what the margins of error are on projects the size of Metronet. I can tell members that the costings done by 
Hon Ken Travers came well within that margin of error. That was work done from opposition. 
Hon Robin Scott: He would not get a job in the real world quoting on projects such as Metronet. 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: I understand that Hon Ken Travers has actually got a job in the real world—driving 
headers for Hon Darren West. I guess that does not involve quoting on Metronet, but I think he has done a fairly 
good job at existing in the real world. 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Order, members! I do not know if you have noticed, but there is only one person on their feet 
and that person has the call. The rest of you might think you are helping, but you are not. 
Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: Thank you, Madam President. I am making a deadly serious point here about a costing 
for a project that was conceived in government—the MAX light rail project—that then turned out to be what 
Hon Dr Mike Nahan confessed was a disaster. That can happen in government in the context of an election campaign, 
which was the point made by Hon Diane Evers—people get excited in election campaigns and rush stuff out that is not 
well thought through. The Leader of One Nation clearly thinks he has examples with Local Projects, Local Jobs, 
because he outlined those in four or five very well articulated points. I am suggesting that it is not hard to find examples 
on the other side of the chamber. If someone is a half-reasonable person, or even if they listened to the comments of 
the current Leader of the Opposition about what he did as Treasurer, they would have to agree that we need a better 
process. This is the opportunity for the estimates committee to make recommendations to this place about how we can 
get a better system. It would be good to have a system that we can all live with, as is often referred to, particularly by 
the newer people in this place, so that when we meet as a chamber we can actually get on with the business of 
government rather than rehashing complaints about the past. I think we would serve ourselves well if we adopted this 
amendment and made this another term of reference to give to the committee. There are other things that would add 
weight to my argument, but I wanted to start with that one, because it is the most obvious comparison of what happens 
during the excitement of an election campaign, even though, as I pointed out, Mike Nahan was Treasurer at the time. 
Other things are done that clearly need more scrutiny and clearly trouble the crossbench, as much as they trouble 
the rest of us. With the previous incumbents, the Liberal–National government, we saw cost blowouts on things 
like Perth Children’s Hospital and Fiona Stanley Hospital. There is the 30-year Serco contract that we are locked 
into. In my own patch, there was the loan that was given to Premier Coal, which the government refused to disclose, 
claiming, I think, commercial-in-confidence until it was published in the annual report of Premier Coal and the 
government had to say, “Well, yes, that was what we gave them.” All sorts of things like that have led the state 
into the difficult position it is now in as far as debt and deficit control goes. Again, I am going to address my 
comments specifically to the crossbench. The reason we ought to look at a comparison of the development and 
implementation of other parties’ election commitments in this inquiry is that, fundamentally, this comes down to 
a question about priorities. It comes down to a question of what we think matters in our electorates. I have said 
before that if we take the six members in this place who represent the south west, I suspect there would not be all 
that much we would disagree on. We might sometimes disagree about the timing of things if we ordered our 
priorities, but I am still going to maintain that I think we would basically have the same things on the long list—
we might just disagree on what constitutes the first three or the first five on that list. That comes down to both the 
vision of what we want our local communities to look like and how we analyse the way our local communities are 
working at the moment. As I raised in my earlier remarks, it is that question about what provides the glue. I still 
say that if we can ascertain that these local commitments—these small funding projects—are making a difference 
in providing or consolidating that glue that makes communities work better, then they are good things. 
A few other issues have been raised in the course of the debate. As I said, I have paid close attention to everything 
that has been said so far in the couple of hours we have had already. I wanted to address a couple of my remarks 
through you, Madam President, to the Leader of the Opposition in this place, Hon Peter Collier.  
I notice that Hon Peter Collier was greatly vexed by some figures that he had quoted, which are on the public 
record, that are associated with the Local Projects, Local Jobs program and are about the net recurrent spend to 
30 June 2020. I am not sure that he tabled the document from which I am reading. The document shows the project 
in the left-hand column and the amount in the right-hand column. Under “Local Projects, Local Jobs” is the figure 
of $22.2 million. I do not think I am misquoting Hon Peter Collier when I say that he queried that figure of 
$22.2 million from the pre-election costings document and asked why the current figure is a bit over $38 million. 
I think he claimed that that represents a significant cost blowout. When I heard him say that, I went back and 
looked at these figures to get my own understanding clear. I suggest to him that that figure of $22.2 million 
accurately represents the net impact of the recurrent spend. It is not the total cost of the program; it is the total 
difference that it makes in terms of recurrent expenditure. 
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Hon Peter Collier: Right! 

Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: This makes sense, Hon Peter Collier. 

Hon Peter Collier: No, it does not. 

Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: Hon Peter Collier of all people is familiar with this language. The $22.2 million 
represents the net impact on the recurrent spend of government assumed as part of the election costings process, 
which is what we did in opposition. It is not the gross amount associated with the Local Projects, Local Jobs 
program. It is election commitments. For the benefit of Hon Peter Collier, I will just outline the three assumptions 
that underline that figure. Bear in mind that we are talking about the difference between $22.2 million and a little 
over $38 million—$38.1 million. It is based on the following assumptions. The first assumption is that the regional 
Local Projects, Local Jobs election commitments will be funded under royalties for regions. The second 
assumption is that some of these projects could be funded through existing agency budgets. Hon Sue Ellery has 
given us an account of exactly how that has unfolded in practice. 

Hon Peter Collier: You’re talking everyone into it! It’s unbelievable! 

Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: I thought Hon Peter Collier would be interested in this explanation. 

Hon Peter Collier: I can’t believe you’re saying this! Your comments are absurd! 

Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: I thought Hon Peter Collier would be interested in this. It is good to be able to make 
our comments from an informed position, and that is what I am trying to do. I am here to help, truly. 

We need to factor in the funding of some of those regional commitments from royalties for regions. I know that 
every time we say royalties for regions, the Liberal Party just collapses into fits of hysterics. We know how 
much that upsets members opposite. We know that this is the elephant in the room. But I am going to keep 
talking about it, because we are very proud of what we are doing under royalties for regions. We are very, very 
happy about the fact that when we came into government and were able to re-evaluate the royalties for regions 
legislation, we did not need to change one word. Royalties for regions is continuing exactly as it was established 
by the creators of that idea. So I will continue to talk about it, even though I know it reduces members opposite 
to a giggling heap. 

The third three assumptions are that the amount of $22.2 million funds the balance of the commitments, once we 
have taken into account that some of the projects are funded through existing agency budgets, and some of the 
regional commitments are funded by royalties for regions. I hope that provides some assistance to those opposite. 

Hon Peter Collier: No, not even close! 

Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: I can only do what I can do, Hon Peter Collier. If Hon Peter Collier fails to understand 
that, that is hardly my problem. 

I will wind up my comments now. I think we will get a better outcome that will serve the long-term benefit of the 
people of this state if we do not focus on just one particular suite of election commitments but look at the way in 
which we actually do this thing in this state. 

In looking at the make-up of that committee, all five members of the committee absolutely know how to do their 
job. Some of them are very experienced. Some of them have professional qualifications in this field. All the 
members of the committee know what they are doing and will be able to bring back to this chamber a robust set 
of findings and recommendations that will enable us to make changes in the spirit in which we ought to engage in 
this kind of debate. 

Amendment to Motion, as Amended 

Hon Dr SALLY TALBOT: I therefore move — 

To amend the motion by inserting after paragraph (f) — 

(g) how the program compares with the development and implementation of election 
commitments of other parties in the past in respect to the matters referred to in (a) to 
(f) above; and 

HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [2.05 pm]: I will be opposing the amendment as moved by 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot. An inquiry in the terms of reference that have been put, with the addition of an inquiry into 
the desirability of a parliamentary budget office, will effectively make a very large workload for the standing 
committee to deal with. I also make the observation that the amendment moved by Hon Dr Sally Talbot is 
exceptionally open-ended and will provide little in the way of tangible benefit. I think it will be resource intensive. 
I must say also that I was anticipating an amendment such as this. However, I was not quite anticipating the charm 
offensive that came with it. That was a pleasurable but unexpected surprise. Nevertheless, I do not think the quality 
of this amendment stands on its own feet, and we will be opposing it. 
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HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [2.06 pm]: I would like to speak in favour 
of the amendment and to outline the thinking behind the reason the government has moved this amendment. 
Members will recall that the proposition put to us by the mover of the substantive motion in his contribution 
included, in part, that the process that Labor in opposition employed to develop its election commitments was 
somehow extraordinary, unusual and inappropriate. If I can paraphrase, he used terminology to suggest that there 
was a whiff of something inappropriate in how the Labor Party in opposition developed its election commitments. 
If we accept the reasoning that he gave the house, the role of the committee will be to test whether that is the case. 
The only way the committee can test that is by looking at the process that has been used by other parties to come 
up with similar election commitments. 

I take members back to the debate last Wednesday, when I described the process as “Compare the Pair”. I made 
the point about what was the difference between small electorate-based commitments made by the sitting member, 
and I used the case of the then member for Perth, who promised $100 000 to a primary school for a nature 
playground, and the Labor candidate, who promised $100 000 to a local primary school for a nature playground. 
What is the difference? There were some injections, first by Hon Aaron Stonehouse and then by Hon Colin Tincknell. 
I am reading from the Hansard of Wednesday, 31 October 2018. I was running through a list of locally based 
commitments in seats like Perth and Forrestfield, and I said: what is the difference between this small amount of 
money and that small amount of money? Hon Aaron Stonehouse interjected and said — 

They are both pork-barrelling. 

I said — 

That may well be the case, my friend, but the keyword is “both”. The point I am trying to make is that 
there is nothing new in the way our party organised or came up with its election promises … 

Hon Colin Tincknell then interjected and said — 

That is the exact problem. There is nothing new. 

I then said — 

If the honourable member wants to conduct an inquiry into how every major party develops its election 
commitments, … 

And the debate went on. 

There is nothing in the amendment before us now that will remove, or, to use the expression used by the Leader of 
the Opposition, diminish the integrity of the motion before us. We seek to take nothing away from the existing 
motion. We are saying that if we accept the proposition that political parties need to be exposed—if we want to 
use that expression—in how they come up with their election promises, we need to look at more than one. If we 
accept the proposition put by Hon Tjorn Sibma that there was something unusual about the way in which the 
Labor Party in opposition developed its election promises, how would we test that other than by looking at how 
other parties developed their election commitments? There is no other way in which we can test that, because 
unless we compare it with something, we do not know whether that is the standard operating practice or something 
different. This amendment will not diminish in any way the guts of the motion as moved by Hon Tjorn Sibma in 
the points set out in paragraphs (a) to (f). We have now added an extra component with the parliamentary budget 
office. The essential elements that Hon Tjorn Sibma wanted examined are set out in paragraphs (a) to (f). This 
amendment takes nothing away from those components. 

In his closing comments today, Hon Colin Tincknell made the point that his motivation for supporting the 
motion was his concern about a lack of consultation, a lack of business cases and a lack of priorities. Those 
are the three expressions that he used. I put to members that when election commitments are made by the 
major parties, they do not prepare a business case for those election commitments, particularly when they are 
in opposition. They do not have an open tender, broad-ranging consultation process. They set their priorities, 
frankly, based on their political judgement of what is most important to the community that they seek to 
represent. They know what the issues are and what the community expects from them. I put it to members that 
both the major parties, and I suspect also some of the other parties, do exactly the same thing. However, the 
committee will not know that unless it looks at it from both sides. Therefore, the proposition before the 
chamber will not diminish in any way the things that Hon Tjorn Sibma wants to examine. If we accept his 
motivation and if we accept the reason that has been put by some members already, albeit informally through 
interjection, that it might be the case that both major parties develop their election commitments in this way, 
we would ask the committee to examine that. That is the proposition that is in the amendment before members 
today. This is a time-limited debate, so I will not take all the time available to me to support it. But I am asking 
members to seriously consider that if they accept the proposition that the Labor Party in opposition did 
something different, how will they gather the evidence to demonstrate that if they do not look at how the other 
parties do it as well? 
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HON PETER COLLIER (North Metropolitan — Leader of the Opposition) [2.13 pm]: I stand to say that the 
Liberal Party will most definitely not be supporting this amendment. In fact, Hon Dr Sally Talbot convinced me 
that we should not support this amendment with her very confused explanation of the distinction between the 
$22.2 million and the $38 million. I have absolutely no idea what she was talking about and, to be perfectly honest, 
I do not think she did either. I think she got some notes from the government. I pity her, because it was very 
confused. Having said that, after hearing the Leader of the House, I am even more convinced that we cannot 
support this amendment. 
This house has, in good faith, supported the amendment moved by Hon Diane Evers. It is a very good amendment. 
We are considering the establishment of a parliamentary budget office, which is what members opposite stated 
prior to the election that they wanted to do. Mind you, the Treasurer said last week that he would not do so, so it 
will be fascinating to see what recommendation the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations 
comes up with for a parliamentary budget office. That is what we need for the integrity of election promises. 
This amendment will damage the integrity of the motion — 
Several members interjected. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Let me finish what I am about to say. This is a specific program that is fundamentally 
flawed. I am not talking about, as the Leader of the House suggested, an election commitment for a school in 
Rockingham or a school in Kingsley; I am talking about a program worth $22.2 million before the election and 
$39 million after the election. We have no clarity. That is the issue—there is no clarity. We do not need to ask 
a question about an election commitment for an administration block for a school in Kingsley because it is already 
there and we know the cost. What we do need is some clarity behind the hundreds and hundreds of projects within 
this program that have no clarity. The reason we have taken this path is that we cannot get answers to questions 
through the parliamentary processes. We have tried to get answers through the parliamentary processes and 
members opposite have been a brick wall. That is what I am saying: members opposite have been a brick wall. 
They have basically told us where to go each and every time. There is no clarity and no transparency behind this 
program. We are looking at this program in isolation, not the plethora of election commitments that exist from all 
political parties. Imagine the work that this committee would have if it had to look at the election commitments of 
other parties at past elections. There is not even a time frame on it. Are we going to go back to Sir Charles Court’s 
time and have a look? What a ridiculous amendment. We cannot support this amendment. Every party has its 
election commitments. They are open and transparent. But this one is completely different. I draw members’ 
attention to the Labor Party’s election commitment that specifically refers to Local Projects, Local Jobs and 
$22.2 million. There was no specificity about where that money would go; it was just there. The cost of the program 
has almost doubled between the election and when the government’s first budget papers were brought down, when 
it came out at $39 million with no clarity whatsoever. As Her Majesty’s opposition, we said, “Hello, hello, hello; 
let’s have a look at this thing. This thing reeks.” We did exactly what we should do. We asked questions during 
estimates committee hearings, we asked questions on notice and we asked questions without notice, and we met 
a brick wall. This is a very specific program that needs the dedicated investigation of the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations. 
The government was as proud as punch of this program and it went so far as to try to congratulate itself for this 
program. It moved a motion to congratulate itself for this program. The house has ruled on that. The house said, 
“No, you are not going to get congratulated for this thing; you do not deserve to be congratulated for this thing.” 
We are saying that we need to go further. If members of the public have to tighten their belts and go without 
because members on the treasury bench do not have any money, yet, at the same time, they can afford to double 
the cost of this program, which has no scrutiny or transparency whatsoever, honestly, that in itself is reason enough 
to ensure that this committee look solely and absolutely at the Local Projects, Local Jobs program. 
There is added value today. The motion will have that very generic, dare I say it, altruistic and positive outcome 
of allowing the committee to look at the prospect of a parliamentary budget office, which the entire house has 
agreed to. From that perspective, we agree, but we do not agree to say that all of a sudden everyone is the same 
and to put them in the same bucket. Everyone is not in the same bucket. We all have our election commitments. 
That is not what we are talking about. We are talking about this specific election commitment. It is a discrete 
program with a line item in the budget. That is all it is. Trying to follow the tentacles of this line item is like finding 
a needle in a haystack. The only way we can do it is to go right through the Department of Education—I challenge 
members opposite to say this is inaccurate, because they would be misleading the house—and all 800 public 
schools in Western Australia and look at the shade cloth program. We can then click on the website and see the 
schools that got a letter out of the blue that said they have a shade cloth from the Local Projects, Local Jobs 
program. That is how it has been done. Forget about the poor schools that have waited endlessly for their shade 
cloths, done the right thing and had the pressure from the P&C, the board, the principal and the community to try 
to get $20 000 for a shade cloth. That has gone out the window. Now, a member just gives a nudge and a wink to 
the Treasurer and says, “Let’s put it in the Local Projects, Local Jobs cohort”, and that is how they get it. That is 
exactly why this is unique. It is not like an election commitment, as the Leader of the House said, that we all make. 
We all make election commitments and transparently put them out there. We all put them on our websites. But we 
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do not put them down there as just a little block that says they are for Labor seats, which is what Local Projects, 
Local Jobs is, and then divvy them up to all the local Labor members and say, “Here you go. Here’s yours. We 
didn’t expect you to win, but, here, you can have this.” Sorry to be flippant, but that is what it is. 
If the government really wants openness and transparency and some integrity behind this program, do not run 
away from it. Do not try to muddy the waters by putting it in with all the other election commitments from decades 
past. Goodness gracious, there will be two Parliaments before the old estimates committee comes back with 
a report! That is not what this is about. This is not about trying to find out issues around election commitments. 
Members opposite have been so self-righteous on this. They have constantly and relentlessly scoffed at us for 
having the gall to question the Local Projects, Local Jobs program, yet rather than say, “Well, come on, guys, 
bring it on! If you bring on an inquiry, we don’t mind. We have nothing to hide”, they are opposing the motion. 
I find that staggering. What do members opposite have to hide? They were trying to congratulate themselves on it 
two months ago! Not only that, if they have nothing to hide why not just support it? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Who is the self-righteous one? You are! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Why not support it? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: You are the one who is wasting the time of the house! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: How on earth am I — 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Order, members! The Leader of the Opposition has the call. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: What a sensitive interjection! I almost feel like I might have struck a chord there! I say 
to members opposite — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: It is nonsense. You have struck a chord—absolutely! 
Hon PETER COLLIER: Sorry? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Come on, you’ve got only 10 minutes left. 
Hon PETER COLLIER: I might take the whole lot now, seeing as I am upsetting Hon Stephen Dawson so much! 
If members of the Labor Party have so much confidence in this program and no problems whatsoever with it, I do 
not know why in the first place they are opposing the motion. But why on earth they would try to then muddy the 
waters in other areas is beyond me. It is nothing to do with that. Those guys should be open and transparent, as 
their Premier keeps on telling us. If they were being open and transparent, they would say, “Yes, here is our 
Local Projects, Local Jobs program on a platter. You guys have a look at it, and you will see there’s nothing wrong 
with it.” If they have that much confidence in it that they are willing to bring it to the house and ask us to say how 
wonderful it is and congratulate themselves on it, they should not only support the motion, but also not move this 
amendment because it is wrong. Having said that, the Liberal Party will be opposing the amendment. 
HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [2.23 pm]: I listened with interest to my friend Hon Sally Talbot 
as she introduced her amendment to improve the motion that her party is going to vote against anyway. I thought: 
“I mean, if I didn’t know her better it might have crossed my mind that she was trying to be just a tiny, weeny, 
teensy bit disingenuous.” 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot: You clearly don’t know me. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: But I quickly put that thought and any notion of it firmly to one side, because I would 
never suggest that. In fact, I was instead overcome with a sense of admiration. I muttered words to that effect to 
my colleague here! 
We all know that butter would not melt in the mouth of my dear friend opposite, who I have known for so long 
and worked with closely on many different matters over the years. I am sure she was quite sincere in putting 
forward the arguments she did. Although she was addressing the Chair, she was a bit oriented towards those who 
will decide this matter on the crossbenches—I include the Greens in that. She appealed to them about how this 
would be so well balanced and a gesture to improve things for the future. I went a bit moist at the time—I was 
reaching for the old hanky. I must have had something in my eye; it was so heart-rending, was it not? 
Hon Dr Sally Talbot: Not a dry seat in the house! 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Not a dry — 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: Dry eye, I hope! I hope that is what she was referring to! 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I recognised quite clearly that it was a masterful attempt to get support for her 
government. I do not know why she supports it, because she keeps getting overlooked for higher office, but, no, 
she is a true believer and will stick with it until the bitter end. 
Hon Tjorn Sibma: She’s too good! 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Yes, she is too good. 
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The member thought: “How are we going to disrupt this inquiry that is going to look at some of the carry-on that 
my party has been engaged in? We’ll come up with this particular motion”, in the terms that have now been 
circulated. “And how do I express it in terms that will appeal to the numbers that we will need to try to make the 
best out of a bad lot?” Well, it was a masterclass, and I am sure copies of Hansard, when corrected, will be 
available for signing by the honourable member to give out to people as a true example of how it is done. 
But that is not really what we want done. The substantive motion is about examining the so-called Local Projects, 
Local Jobs program, how it was developed and everything about it. We are all now familiar with the terms of 
reference, which are just about complete and agreed on. They have now been augmented by a very good 
amendment moved by Hon Diane Evers that gives us the appropriate way forward. I am not being disingenuous 
when I say that. I thought: “Here’s something very useful to come out of this.” We want to see a parliamentary 
budget office, particularly as the Labor members here agree with Hon Diane Evers on that, although their 
colleagues in another place disagree. That is all a very positive development from our point of view. 
But the honourable Leader of the Opposition has made quite clear that the amendment currently before us is about 
diluting and distracting from the key purpose at hand. The key purpose is about inquiring into a program whereby 
candidates of a certain major party aspiring to hold the government benches were told, “Here’s the amount of slush 
fund money you have; go out and promise it to wherever you think it might have good effect. But just to make 
sure you are doing it right, you have to run it past your party organisation to make sure we are getting the voting 
bang for our buck.” Even though it was a colossal $22 million or something, we now find that $39 million of 
taxpayers’ funds, and probably more, have been committed without the checks and balances that any decent, 
civilised government accountability mechanism would allow. 
I join the Leader of the Opposition in saying to the house—all of us—that this amendment, moved no doubt by our 
colleague with motives as pure as the driven snow, is not worthy of support. In fact, it would be counterproductive 
to all the collegiate spirit already expressed to move in the established direction of this debate. 
Before I sit down, let me share with members some information that might be of interest because the argument 
advanced by the government—the government party on this occasion—in all this debate, amendments and all, has 
been that most desperate of excuses when one is caught with their hands apparently in the cookie jar: “But everyone 
does it.” That is a pretty good summary of it, is it not? “But all parties do this.” Does the Greens party do this? 
Do its members get out and splash around $39 million and say, “Vote for us”? It might be that the Soros Foundation 
does a bit of that on their behalf, but that is another story. Does One Nation do that? 
Hon Colin Tincknell interjected. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Hang on! We have just heard that all parties do it. That is what members have been told 
in this place. Do the Nats do it? 
Hon Diane Evers: Policies that cost something. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Exactly. The electorate will decide collectively whether it likes the aggregate of those 
policies warts and all—agree with some, not particularly attracted by others—and it will make those sorts of 
assessments. In due course, a properly constituted government will go through properly constituted purposes to 
decide how those policies will be pursued and initiated. They are policies of weighing up value for money—
policies about extracting money through this Parliament after the proper assessments by Treasury, a cabinet 
subcommittee and a whole range of other processes that seem to have been missing. We would like to find out 
through this inquiry whether they have been employed. 
I will tell members what I know about what the Liberal Party does. There have been two leaders of the 
Parliamentary Liberal Party in my time who have taken us to an election—just two. We have had a few leaders 
but just two have taken us to an election. I totted it up and I was surprised as I counted; I got all the way to two 
and then had to stop, which was a bit of a surprise. In 1996, our leader was Richard Court. A few members met 
him for the first time the other day when he visited the house as the Ambassador to Japan. Richard Court was the 
parliamentary leader and Premier again in 2001 at that election, and I was actively involved as a candidate. I had 
been involved in other elections prior to that and heard much the same thing as I am about to recount. I was returned 
in the 1996 and the 2001 elections. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You had some interesting things to say about Roe 8 at that time, as I recall. Going 
into that election, you had some interesting comments. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Did I, indeed? Perhaps, in due course, we will see how shaky Hon Alannah MacTiernan’s 
memory is. I missed her yesterday when I was talking about a railway bill and I expressed that regret, but here she 
is today so that will be good. 
In the 2005 election, Colin Barnett was our leader and he was leader again in 2008. Members opposite will 
remember that election, I am sure. He was also our leader in 2013 and again in 2017, when I was not perhaps as 
close to the action as I had been on the previous occasion. That is a lot of elections. In all that time, I saw quite 
clearly how those two leaders were instrumental in saying to groups or individual candidates, “This is how we do 
business if you are going to be a Liberal candidate.” They both said, “You are not entitled to go out there and offer 
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cash, so don’t even come to us with that sort of idea. Yes, you can go out and say you will fight to get whatever 
bit of infrastructure or whatever it might be for this electorate that you want to represent. Yes, you will join with 
this club or that school P&C in lobbying hard to secure funds for shade sails or what have you. That is what you 
do.” If, as an overarching policy, a party aspiring to government said it would put out a program to provide covered 
assembly areas, for example, to all schools north of the twenty-sixth parallel, or to all schools in Western Australia 
on a staggered basis over the next five years or something, any Liberal candidate could go out and say, “This is 
our party’s policy if we come to government and I want to make sure that our schools have their rightful place in 
the pecking order when that policy is rolled out.” Never have I heard it said, “Here’s $20 000 or $10 000 that you 
can promise and commit as you see fit.” 
Hon Michael Mischin: Whether you want it or not. 
Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: Yes. Furthermore, we were told specifically, “You are not to do that.” Over the last 
umpteen elections, that is what I have witnessed from within the Liberal Party room and during the Liberal 
campaign. If it was something different, I would tell members. What I am telling members now is the truth. It is 
what I have witnessed and what umpteen Liberal candidates have had drummed into them in elections from 1996 
that I can personally account for, and that is a quite different scenario from the one the Leader of the House and 
others pretend exists within all parties. 
In the 2005 election, I was our opposition spokesperson for disabilities. We took a big disabilities policy to that 
election and I can tell members, even from opposition, it was properly funded and properly costed. It can be done. 
It was not full of bribes; it was a program about what we would do in government to address some of the 
shortcomings in the disability sector. I can tell members that there was no handful of gold coins so we could say, 
“Here, vote for us.” It was about here is what we stand for and here is how we costed it, because we had engaged 
skilled people in the sector to do it for nothing and our figures stood up. That is what I can give a personal account 
of. With all that in mind, I commend those remarks to all members in the house as they contemplate whether they 
want to support this amendment. 
I will put some things on the record now, and they will not be counter-said by anyone in this house. If anyone on 
the other side of the house wants to accuse us again ever, while I am in this place, of saying, “You all do it”, 
I suggest they are looking in a mirror because I am telling them from my own experience, from inside, that is not 
how we do it. Let us not be diverted by this proposed amendment that seeks to say, “Let’s pursue the line that the 
Liberal Party does the same thing.” What “same thing”? I have just told members what we do and what we have 
done during the last election and the one before that and the one before that and the one before that and the one 
before that and the one before that. I do not hear anybody calling me a liar, and they would not want to. With all 
due respect to the mover of the amendment, I suggest that we politely kick this amendment to the kerb. 
HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [2.39 pm]: I rise to say that I will oppose the proposed amendment. Just 
looking at the motion before us, the heading on the notice paper is “Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations Inquiry into the Government’s Local Projects Local Jobs program”. That has been further amended 
today by Hon Diane Evers’ amendment that provides for inquiring into the establishment of a parliamentary 
budget office for the independent costing of election promises and related purposes. I think that would take care 
of future promises that are made by parties as far as their election promises are concerned. The amendment before 
us now really is not consistent with the motion that was originally put. It is there only to muddy the waters. The 
Langoulant inquiry and report was into the performance of the past government. I do not see any need for the 
amendment that is before us. 
HON AARON STONEHOUSE (South Metropolitan) [2.41 pm]: I am giving this proposed amendment 
considerable thought. This has all come on us fairly quickly. We have had one amendment to introduce a reference 
to a parliamentary budget office and now we are considering a second proposed amendment for a new 
subparagraph to compare the program in question with other parties and their election commitments. At first I was 
somewhat inclined to support this amendment in the sense that I do not get into this partisan fight across the 
chamber. I do not really care who wins points against each other. I think both parties are somewhat guilty of 
pork-barrelling during election campaigns. Whether they have a brand for it or not, I think they engage in very 
similar activity. What concerns me about the subparagraph in particular is that rather than assessing the 
Local Projects, Local Jobs program on its own merits, we may compare it with other pork-barrelling exercises of 
other parties in previous elections. When we look back through the past, we see that other parties engage in this 
activity and we may come to the conclusion that by comparison Local Projects, Local Jobs is fine; it is the same 
practice everybody engages in. I am concerned that that may water down the critical assessment of that particular 
project. I would like to have the committee look at Local Projects, Local Jobs on its own merits rather than 
comparing it with previous practices, although I think previous practices are rotten on their own. 
Based on that, unless the government can give me a more compelling reason to support it in the last few minutes 
remaining, I am so far inclined not to support this amendment. 
HON COLIN TINCKNELL (South West) [2.42 pm]: One Nation has spoken fairly strongly in support of the 
motion moved by Hon Tjorn Sibma. I do not see this proposed amendment making any difference. It will not help 
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get to the bottom of this particular issue that we have been discussing in this motion. I think it is there to muddy 
the waters and complicate matters. I proudly serve on the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations. Along with the rest of the members, I look forward to this inquiry. One Nation members will not 
support the amendment. 
HON PIERRE YANG (South Metropolitan) [2.43 pm]: The proposed amendment to the motion before us is a very 
good one. It ensures equality and fairness in this exercise. The fundamental pillar of our democracy is based on fairness 
and equality, and based on the essence of the rule of law. It will look at one political party in particular, but we know 
that many political parties do these things. If we only target one, where is the fairness and equality? We have to look 
at that for the health and wellbeing of our democracy, to look at the fundamental values and issues of our democracy. 
This exercise has to be on a fair and equal ground. I urge members to think in the best interests of our democracy. 
HON MICHAEL MISCHIN (North Metropolitan — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [2.44 pm]: I listened 
with interest to Hon Pierre Yang’s comments but he seems to have missed the entire point of the motion that is 
before the house. As has been explained, it is an examination of what has been dubbed as Local Projects, Local Jobs. 
At the time that it was discussed in the media by those seeking to explain and justify it, it was said that “jobs” was 
tacked on just as a feel-good measure because it resonated with the community. We have had depictions of cheques 
being handed out without any government branding on them, or even of the state of Western Australia, but 
appearing to be personal donations by members. We have had questions asked about details of what the 
commitments exactly were and to whom. I cannot even get an answer about Halidon Primary School. I am told, 
“Go and talk to the Labor Party.” It looks like the house is going to have to talk to the Labor Party. The house is 
going to have to talk to people to find out what these commitments were, precisely how they were made, and to see 
that due process has been followed in the allocation of public funds. I cannot even get from the Minister for Education 
and Training information about what precisely went to her office that moved her to ask her department to put so 
much money into a particular primary school’s administration block. I cannot get that out of her; I have tried. This 
seems to be the only way to go about it. 
I agree that the proposed amendment is an attempt to dilute and muddy the waters. If the government feels that 
a broader inquiry needs to be made into election commitments in the past, I welcome it to put the motion forward 
to this house and it will be dealt with on its merit as a discrete inquiry. This motion is focused on a particular 
project, not election commitments generally. It is on a particular project that was originally said to cost $22 million. 
We have had some explanation that it is really still $22 million, even though it is $39 million, which has not been 
adequately explained by any of the answers to the questions that have been posed by those interested in elements 
of that program over the last year and a half. 
With respect, this amendment does nothing more than dilute the focus of the inquiry that has been proposed and 
that everyone seems to support. There is an adjunct to it in the comments that have been made by Hon Diane Evers. 
I have to say that I think she also was missing a bit of the point of this exercise by broadening it out but, again, the 
idea of looking into the merits of a parliamentary budget office, one that I should say advises on not only the 
costings of election commitments, so that every party can then get some advice on these things, but also hopefully 
what was contemplated before the last election—one that allows parties access to information about policies 
generally. If members look at the model that has been used in the commonwealth and elsewhere, there is an 
opportunity for every party to get advice on financial matters. That, I think, will be something of merit and a good 
adjunct to these sorts of inquiries. I will oppose the amendment and support the motion.  

Division 
Amendment put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Adele Farina) casting her vote with the ayes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (15) 

Hon Robin Chapple Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Diane Evers Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Laurie Graham Hon Matthew Swinbourn  

Noes (16) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Nick Goiran Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Aaron Stonehouse 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Colin Holt Hon Robin Scott Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Rick Mazza Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Donna Faragher Hon Michael Mischin Hon Charles Smith Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 

            
Pairs 

Hon Darren West Hon Jacqui Boydell 
Hon Kyle McGinn Hon Jim Chown 

Amendment thus negatived. 
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Motion, as Amended 
The ACTING PRESIDENT: Members, we are now dealing with the substantive motion, as amended previously. 

Division 
Question put and a division taken, the Acting President (Hon Adele Farina) casting her vote with the noes, with 
the following result — 

Ayes (20) 

Hon Martin Aldridge Hon Diane Evers Hon Michael Mischin Hon Aaron Stonehouse 
Hon Robin Chapple Hon Donna Faragher Hon Simon O’Brien Hon Dr Steve Thomas 
Hon Tim Clifford Hon Nick Goiran Hon Robin Scott Hon Colin Tincknell 
Hon Peter Collier Hon Colin Holt Hon Tjorn Sibma Hon Alison Xamon 
Hon Colin de Grussa Hon Rick Mazza Hon Charles Smith Hon Ken Baston (Teller) 

Noes (11) 

Hon Alanna Clohesy Hon Adele Farina Hon Martin Pritchard Hon Dr Sally Talbot 
Hon Stephen Dawson Hon Laurie Graham Hon Samantha Rowe Hon Pierre Yang (Teller) 
Hon Sue Ellery Hon Alannah MacTiernan Hon Matthew Swinbourn  

            
Pairs 

Hon Jacqui Boydell Hon Darren West 
Hon Jim Chown Hon Kyle McGinn 

Question (motion, as amended) thus passed. 
JOINT SELECT COMMITTEE ON END OF LIFE CHOICES — MEETING MINUTES 

Motion 
HON NICK GOIRAN (South Metropolitan) [2.57 pm]: I move — 

(1) That the Speaker of the Legislative Assembly cause to be tabled in both the Legislative Council 
and the Legislative Assembly, within three sitting days of both houses having so ordered, all 
minutes of meetings of the Joint Select Committee on End of Life Choices, redacted only to 
maintain as private the details of any private evidence or personal information; and 

(2) that the Legislative Assembly be invited to pass a resolution in similar terms. 
There is precious little time this afternoon to commence the consideration of this motion before the house, but 
perhaps I can make a few introductory remarks for the benefit of members and they can consider this matter further 
over the coming short recess. There are several reasons why members might like to support this motion. They 
would support this motion if they were passionate about transparency. They would support this motion if they 
appreciated the importance and value of consistency. Finally, they would support this motion in light of what is at 
stake. Let me take a few moments to unpack that for members this afternoon. 
In the lead-up to the last election, and at the commencement of this fortieth Parliament, it was this government that 
took on the leadership role and indicated that it was going to be the start of a new era—a new era of gold-standard 
transparency. I took the government at its word at that time and I say that if it is good enough for the government 
to deliver gold-standard transparency, it is good enough for the Parliament of Western Australia to do likewise. 
As a Parliament we should be in lockstep with the government in its aspiration for gold-standard transparency. 
In my own small way of making a contribution towards this gold-standard of transparency for the 
fortieth Parliament, I recently had the honour and privilege of chairing the Select Committee into Elder Abuse.  
Its inquiry has concluded and it has tabled and published all its minutes from the course of the inquiry. I have also 
suggested to members that they would support this motion if they not only are passionate about transparency, but 
also appreciate the importance and value of consistency. The question that members need to ask themselves is: was 
the Joint Select Committee on End of Life Choices run under the auspices of the Legislative Assembly? If the answer 
to that is yes, then we need to consider what is the custom and practice of committees run by the Legislative Assembly. 
Members know full well that that committee was run under the auspices of the Legislative Assembly. On previous 
occasions, I have had something to say about some of the differences in how those committees are run, including 
the way in which committee staff are directed by the chairperson to prepare a draft of the report, which is in 
contrast with what is done in Legislative Council committees. There are a number of differences in how those 
committees are run, but at the end of day it was a resolution of both houses of Parliament that that particular 
committee during the course of its 12-month inquiry would operate under the auspices of the Legislative Assembly. 
Members will be aware, because I have mentioned this previously, that it is the ordinary custom and practice of 
committees run under the auspices of the Legislative Assembly to table their minutes. Perhaps, when we resume 
this debate on another occasion, I will set out for members each and every time over the last three Parliaments—
the thirty-seventh, the thirty-eighth and the thirty-ninth—all the occasions on which Legislative Assembly 
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committees have tabled their minutes. However, we have only a limited time this afternoon so I want to press 
ahead with one further issue. I want to answer the question that will inevitably be in the minds of members: why 
is it that Legislative Assembly committees table their minutes and the custom and practice of Legislative Council 
committees is not necessarily to do so? There is a very important reason for that. At the end of every Parliament, 
Legislative Assembly committees dissolve. By that, I mean that they no longer exist. There is no opportunity for 
any member of Parliament or any member of the public to communicate with that committee. The committee 
ceases to exist. The big difference between Legislative Council and Legislative Assembly committees is that our 
committees continue to exist in perpetuity. That is why we have committees like the Standing Committee on 
Estimates and Financial Operations and the Standing Committee on Uniform Legislation and Statutes Review 
tabling their eightieth and ninetieth reports. They have not completed 80 or 90 reports in this particular Parliament, 
but ever since the committee was created in the Legislative Council they have tabled that many reports. Members 
of Parliament and members of the public have the opportunity to communicate with those committees and ask for 
certain documents to be tabled or published. It is impossible—do not confuse “impracticable” with “impossible”—
to do that with a dissolved committee. The committee ceases to exist and that is why, at the end of every Parliament, 
the Legislative Assembly committees collate all their minutes and table them in the other place. This committee 
that was run under the auspices of the Legislative Assembly ought to comply with the ordinary custom and practice 
of the Legislative Assembly, but of course, no members are able to communicate with that committee. Why? 
Because the committee has ceased to exist; it has dissolved. The only mechanism available to have these minutes 
transparently revealed and tabled before Parliament is by way of a joint motion from this place to be concurred 
with by the other place. 
There is a lot at stake in this particular matter because, as members will be aware, the committee was asked to look 
into current end-of-life choices and any other end-of life choices that the committee might recommend. It is 
a matter of public record that the committee has recommended one of the least safe regimes for assisted suicide 
that will cost us Western Australian lives in the event that those laws are put into practice. Given the gravity of the 
situation, members, we would want to have at our disposal and available to us the maximum amount of information 
as we weigh up this very serious decision. I will continue these remarks on another occasion, but I hope that that 
gives members a flavour of what this motion is all about. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

COMMITTEE REPORTS — CONSIDERATION 
Committee 

The Chair of Committees (Hon Simon O’Brien) in the chair. 
Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Seventh Report — 

“Unfinished business: The Corruption and Crime Commission’s response 
to the Committee’s report on Dr Cunningham and Ms Atoms” — Motion 

Resumed from 31 October on the following motion moved by Hon Alison Xamon — 
That the report be noted. 

Consideration Postponed 
Hon ADELE FARINA: I move — 

That consideration of the seventh report of the Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime 
Commission be postponed to the next sitting of the Council. 

I move this motion for the same reasons that have been previously stated. We are still waiting for a court decision 
on the matter. 
Question put and passed. 

Joint Standing Committee on the Corruption and Crime Commission — Eighth Report — 
“The More Things Change …: Matters arising from the Corruption and Crime Commission’s Report on 

Operation Aviemore: Major Crime Squad Investigation into the Unlawful Killing of Mr Joshua Warneke” — 
Motion 

Resumed from 31 October on the following motion moved by Hon Jim Chown — 
That the report be noted. 

Resolved, on motion by Hon Peter Collier, that consideration of the report be postponed to the next sitting 
of the Council. 

Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations — Seventy-sixth Report — 
“2018–19 Budget Cycle — Part 1: Estimates hearings and related matters” — Motion 

Resumed from 31 October on the following motion moved by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Environment) — 
That the report be noted. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that I have two minutes left and that the chamber has 22 minutes in total in 
which to consider this report on this occasion. I do not propose to say too much this afternoon because I said what 
needed to be said the last time we discussed this report, but I want to make one point. This useful report that has 
been tabled by the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations is its seventy-sixth report. Of 
course, it has not tabled 76 reports in this Parliament, but the committee has been around for a very long time and, 
unlike Legislative Assembly committees, it does not dissolve. Members can continue to communicate with it for 
a very long time should they wish to do so and have information provided to them, which is something that cannot 
be done if a committee has been dissolved. The point I want to make about the seventy-sixth report is that the 
committee has gone out of its way to mention that this is part 1 of its analysis of the budget cycle in the current 
financial year 2018–19.  

Part 1 is this report, which is entitled “2018–19 Budget Cycle—Part 1: Estimates hearings and related matters”. 
I note that the committee also foreshadowed in the introduction to the report, on page 1, that further analysis will 
be done. Specifically, I note that the committee says at paragraph 1.2 — 

The cycle will conclude with the Committee’s consideration of the 2018–19 Annual Reports, due out in 
September 2019. 

Members will be aware that annual report hearings are due to take place next week. It is the case that I will be 
appearing at one of those hearings next week with the Department of Communities. 

The CHAIR: I am sorry to interrupt the member, but we are having a little trouble with the timing system in that 
there are some phantom bings going off from time to time. Apart from that, the clock itself is accurate. I would 
like to now give the call back to Hon Nick Goiran for a further contribution. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you, Mr Chair. It troubles me that the annual report hearings are scheduled to take 
place next week. One hearing that I am scheduled to attend is with the Department of Communities, yet I still do 
not have the answers to the questions I asked prior to the hearings. Members will remember some level of 
controversy in recent times because the government was very late in the tabling of numerous annual reports from 
departments and agencies. Subsequently, the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations made 
a very sound decision to reopen its electronic lodgement system so that members would have the opportunity to 
ask questions prior to the hearings and, more importantly, to lodge those questions after the time in which the 
department or agency had tabled the report. I was one of the members who took up that opportunity graciously 
provided by the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, yet here we are with only a few days 
to go before the hearings next week—I think there is also a hearing with the Department of Education next week—
and I do not have answers to the questions I have asked. 

Hon Donna Faragher: Nor do I. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: How is a diligent member of Parliament supposed to prepare for annual report hearings 
next week if the departments hide information from members of Parliament? Remember, this government boasted 
that it would be a new era with a gold standard of transparency. It was very keen to underscore that on numerous 
occasions. Now there is an opportunity to demonstrate it. I have not even been able to assess whether the 
information the government will provide is going to be transparent because I do not even have the information! 
I do not even know what we would call that, but we certainly would not call it transparent. In fairness to the 
department, I do not know whether it has actually answered the questions and the information is now with the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. I do not know whether the committee is the current 
custodian of that document and is yet to release it. Indeed, as I stand now to make this contribution, for all I know 
the information has quickly been provided to the committee and has been quickly uploaded onto the parliamentary 
website. I do not know. What I do know is that I am the person who asked the questions of the Department of 
Communities. As I stand here now, I have not been provided with answers to those questions. Some clever cookie 
may, during the time I am standing up, quickly email me the information. When I first stood up, I did not have the 
information at my disposal. 

As I say, it makes it—dare I use the word—impracticable for me to prepare for next week’s hearings. It is not 
impossible for me to prepare for next week’s hearings, but it is impracticable for me to do it properly if I do not 
have all the information at my disposal. It makes a mockery of the electronic lodgement system—a system I have 
previously praised the committee for establishing—which is supposed to be more efficient with the provision of 
information, if a few days out from the hearings we still do not have the information available to us. It may be that 
I am the only one of the 36 members of this chamber who is affected by this. I do not know whether Madam President 
asks any questions; I will not even go there. Of the 36 members of this chamber, am I the only one who has asked 
questions and has not been provided with answers? I doubt it. I think I heard an interjection from my friend 
Hon Donna Faragher a few moments ago that she has not been provided with information from the Department of 
Education. If my hearing was working well at that time a few moments ago, that is equally outrageous, because 
how is this hardworking shadow Minister for Education and Training supposed to properly prepare for next week’s 
hearings if important answers to important questions that she has asked are being hidden from her? They need to 
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be revealed. It makes a mockery of the system otherwise. I contend that I am in the same boat as my friend 
Hon Donna Faragher in that I am being constrained in my capacity to prepare for next week’s hearings if I do not 
have the information provided to me in a timely fashion. 
I have to say that I have been involved on previous occasions. I cannot recall if it was annual report hearings, but 
I certainly recall instances in estimates hearings in which information that was to be provided by departments by 
way of answers to questions asked prior to the hearings was revealed on the day of the hearing. I do hope that that 
is not the intention of either the Department of Communities or the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial 
Operations, so that I find myself in the unenviable position next Wednesday afternoon of rocking up to the annual 
report hearing of the Department of Communities and, at the last minute, being ambushed and provided with 
answers to questions that I have asked, and I am then not able to properly prepare for the hearing. That would not be 
acceptable practice in any other forum, and it ought not to be acceptable practice in an institution as important as the 
Parliament of Western Australia. I plead with the Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations. 
I note that its chair and deputy chair are both away on urgent parliamentary business at the moment. I plead with 
that committee to do one of two things: firstly, if it does not have the answers to the questions from the Department 
of Communities, for goodness sake pick up the phone and chase the Department of Communities and insist that the 
information be provided forthwith; or, secondly, if it does have the information, to please do the chamber a courtesy 
and urgently upload it to the website so that it is publicly available. Perhaps far more helpfully in that situation, the 
committee could provide a copy to the member who asked the question—as I say, I am not the only one affected 
by this obstruction at the moment—so that relevant members are able to properly prepare for next week’s hearings. 
With those few remarks I indicate to members that, for my part anyway, the seventy-sixth report of the 
Standing Committee on Estimates and Financial Operations, which looked at part 1 of the budget cycle and 
particularly the estimates hearings and related matters, has been a helpful report. I thank the committee for tabling it. 
I have no further comments to make on this report. If other members want to contribute to this debate today, they 
will of course be welcome to do so when I conclude. Alternatively, if members would like to make a contribution 
on another day, I will leave it to them to seek that the noting of this report be deferred. It is not my intention to do 
so. I am not a member of this committee. I have made my comments known about this helpful report. 
Question put and passed.  

Select Committee into Elder Abuse — Final Report — 
“‘I never thought it would happen to me’: When trust is broken” — Motion 

Resumed from 17 October on the following motion moved by Hon Nick Goiran — 
That the report be noted. 

Hon NICK GOIRAN: It might surprise members, but this is effectively the first time I have had the opportunity 
to make some remarks on the final report of the Select Committee into Elder Abuse. The reason for that is twofold. 
Firstly, members will be aware that the mechanism under our standing orders is that the various committee reports 
that are tabled are rotated through the system and given a time allocation. Secondly, in fairness to all my excellent 
fellow members of the committee, I wanted to give them an opportunity to make some remarks on the report prior 
to me, and, to the best of my recall, that has happened. I want to again thank those members of the committee for 
their efforts over our 12-month inquiry. When I tabled the committee report in September this year, I had only 
three minutes in which to make a short response, and the other members of the committee did not have an 
opportunity to make any remarks. That is because of the way in which our standing orders are framed. That is, 
once again, different from how things are done in the other place. As I understand it, members in the other place 
ordinarily have 10 or 20 minutes in which to make a contribution when a report is tabled, and they can do that 
regardless of whether they are a member of the committee. That is not our system. Our system is that the member 
who tables the report can speak for three minutes. The matter then finds its way onto the list of committee reports 
for consideration on a Wednesday afternoon; and, when the committee report eventually comes up for debate in 
rotation, members are at liberty to speak for 10 minutes at a time. 
I want to begin today by making a series of short speeches about elder abuse and the work of the committee. 
I intend to do that in segments, because it strikes me that it is important that the work that was done by this 
committee over a 12-month period is, firstly, not forgotten; and, secondly, not wasted. Thirdly, I am mindful that 
this committee will never have the opportunity to table a supplementary report, because it has been dissolved and 
ceases to exist. Therefore, there is no opportunity for people to communicate with this committee. I add that 
members of the public are sometimes not familiar with that process. Since the conclusion of the inquiry, I have 
received correspondence from members of the public giving me certain information in the hope that it will be 
taken into account in the inquiry, and of course it cannot be because, as is evident from the name of the report, we 
have tabled the final report of the Select Committee into Elder Abuse. 
The reason I believe a series of short speeches might be appropriate and helpful to members is that this committee 
had 10 terms of reference. Unlike another committee on which I served during that 12-month period that did not 
fulfil all its terms of reference, I can tell members that this committee conscientiously and diligently addressed 
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each of the terms of reference before it. The first three terms of reference that were provided to the committee can 
conveniently be grouped together. When the house passed the motion setting out the terms of reference, it separated 
those terms of reference. There is certainly no criticism on my part about that, given that I was the mover of the 
motion. However, I have to say that with the benefit of hindsight, the first three terms of reference are so 
interconnected that they can usefully be addressed in one hit, shall I say. As further evidence of that, I draw to 
members’ attention that the report that was tabled by the committee has 10 chapters. However, members should 
not get confused and assume that because the committee had 10 terms of reference and the report has 10 chapters, 
they correlate. That is not the case. For example, chapter 1 of the report is simply entitled “Introduction”. Chapter 2 
is entitled “What is elder abuse?” That is an excellent chapter that seeks to address the first three terms of reference. 
For the benefit of members who may not be familiar with all the terms of reference of the committee, the first 
three terms of reference were that the committee — 

(a) determine an appropriate definition of elder abuse; 
(b) identify its prevalence; 
(c) identify the forms of elder abuse, including but not limited to neglect; 

There are then another seven terms of reference, and I hope to touch on those on another occasion. To the extent that 
I can today, I would like to make a few comments about those first three terms of reference. In considering the first 
term of reference, it very quickly became apparent to the committee that there is no gold standard definition of 
“elder abuse”. I am not a big fan of that term because of the way in which it is bandied about. However, in the absence 
of a better phrase, I will say that the most widely accepted definition of “elder abuse” is from the World Health 
Organization. It states — 

Elder abuse can be defined as “a single, or repeated act, or lack of appropriate action, occurring within 
any relationship where there is an expectation of trust which causes harm or distress to an older person”. 
Elder abuse can take various forms such as financial, physical, psychological and sexual. It can also be 
the result of intentional or unintentional neglect. 

Members will see from that definition that the World Health Organization has itself grouped together at least what 
is covered in terms of reference (a) and (c) of this committee—namely, determine an appropriate definition of 
elder abuse; and identify the forms of elder abuse, including but not limited to neglect. The World Health 
Organization has said for quite some time that the definition really revolves around a relationship of trust. It is not 
necessarily about abuse or a bad thing that happens to an older person. That of itself is not necessarily elder abuse. 
In order to meet the most widely accepted definition of elder abuse, there also needs to be some link with, or some 
element of, a relationship of trust or an expectation of trust. That became fairly apparent to the committee early in 
its 12-month inquiry. Therefore, it would be no surprise to members that the committee made finding 4, at page 9 
of our report. Finding 4 states — 

Elder abuse is a single or repeated act, or lack of appropriate action, occurring within any relationship 
where there is an expectation of trust which causes harm or distress to an older person. 

It was important in making that finding for the committee to consider that the definition be neither too broad nor 
too narrow. If it is too broad, it will capture a range of things that are not intended by the experts in this field, such 
as the World Health Organization and others; and, if it is too narrow, it will not capture the number of instances 
that were drawn to the committee’s attention. 
When considering the definition of elder abuse, it is also important to consider what exactly is an “older person” 
and what age might be appropriate. There has to be some form of limit or threshold that applies to that definition. 
Interestingly enough, the World Health Organization uses the age of 60 as its threshold for “older person” for the 
purposes of defining elder abuse. However, it was noted by the committee that in Australia we tend to use the age 
of 65 more than 60; there are a number of examples. People can claim the pension at the age of 65, and the 
Australian Bureau of Statistics, when it is doing its various data collections, tends to use the age of 65 as the 
threshold for determining an older person. The Australian Law Reform Commission, which has looked into the 
issue of elder abuse, also uses the age of 65 as its threshold. 
It was also drawn to the attention of the committee during the course of the 12-month inquiry that there is a different 
age profile for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people, who sadly have a lower life expectancy. It was for those 
sorts of reasons that the committee made recommendation 2, which is found at page 13 of the report. It states — 

For the purposes of defining elder abuse, the starting age for status as an ‘older person’ in 
Western Australia be set at 55 years of age for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people and 65 years 
of age for non-Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people. 

In the course of determining an appropriate definition of elder abuse, the committee was also informed that 
APEA—the Alliance for the Prevention of Elder Abuse, which is an alliance of groups working in the area of elder 
abuse—had a publicly available publication, an older document, which contained an older definition of elder 
abuse. During the 12-month inquiry it published a new version of that document, and I am pretty sure the 
government had funded Advocare to lead the charge to have that document modernised. The outcome of that was 
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that it adopted the World Health Organization’s definition of elder abuse. The committee’s first term of reference 
was to determine an appropriate definition of elder abuse, and it is certainly my view and the view of the committee, 
as outlined in the report, that the key stakeholders in Western Australia, including Advocare and others, were all of 
the one mind: that the most widely accepted definition is that provided by the World Health Organization, and that 
is therefore the definition that they all want to continue with in Western Australia. That is why APEA modernised 
and updated its publication. It also updated and modernised that document in other areas, not just that definition. 

I want to talk about the second term of reference, which asked the committee to identify the prevalence of elder 
abuse. If time permits, I would not mind also talking about the different forms of elder abuse, but I am conscious 
that Hon Alison Xamon also wants to make some comments to this report this afternoon, so I do not want to take 
up the limited time we have. However, for the benefit of the member, if I could talk about prevalence for the next 
five minutes, I will then desist from my remarks for today and pick them up on another occasion. 

The issue of prevalence was an interesting area for the committee to inquire into because it quickly became 
apparent that no-one really knows the level of prevalence—so much so that the federal government announced 
during our inquiry that it would commission a study into the prevalence of elder abuse. It seemed to be warmly 
endorsed and accepted that that was what the federal government was doing. However, I remember when one of 
the witnesses before us expressed a fair amount of exasperation about prevalence studies. I do not have the quote 
in front of me, but to the best of my recollection she expressed exasperation and that she was fed up with prevalence 
studies: “How many of these are we really going to do?” I think the main point she was making was: does it really 
matter? We agonise over whether the prevalence is 10 per cent, 20 per cent or 30 per cent, but whatever the 
percentage is, it is bad and it is unacceptable; it is not good. The fact that there is a proportion of older people in 
Australia and Western Australia who are being abused ought to be of concern to all of us, and I know it is of 
concern to members in this place. I think what she was really saying was that identifying the prevalence with great 
precision should be a lower priority and that we should just get on with it and take some action on elder abuse 
rather than agonising over the precise percentage of prevalence. 

The general agreement in this area is that there is severe under-reporting of elder abuse; the stakeholders were of 
one mind on that. They were also of one mind that there are issues with data collection and the methodologies 
used. Interestingly, a few different organisations have different estimates. The World Health Organization, which 
I mentioned earlier, estimates that the prevalence of elder abuse is between 2.2 per cent to 14 per cent. I, for one, 
find it odd that the lower percentage can be as precise as 2.2 per cent, but then sufficiently broad to range up to 
14 per cent. Nevertheless, that perhaps once again underscores the point that most of the stakeholders made to us, 
which is that no-one really knows; all they do know is that it is severely under-reported. Another organisation in 
Australia estimates the prevalence as being between two per cent and 10 per cent. Again, whatever the actual 
prevalence rate is—whether two per cent, 10 per cent or 30 per cent—the point that has been made is that we 
should get on with it and tackle elder abuse, rather than agonising over what the precise percentage is.  

In the remaining time, I make the point that the stakeholders were also consistent in telling us that there are 
difficulties in determining prevalence because of the fear of the person being subjected to elder abuse of 
consequences from the family—will they be put into some other residential aged-care facility or will they be 
abandoned? Often there is a deep sense of shame and hidden feelings, and perhaps in the case of an older person 
they still feel some parental obligation and responsibility for the behaviour of the person who is abusing them. The 
stakeholders were clear about those being some of the difficulties in gauging prevalence. In summary, it became 
sufficiently clear that people do not really know how prevalent elder abuse is, and have welcomed the federal 
government inquiry into prevalence and the study. 

Hon ALISON XAMON: I rise because I wish to make some comments about this very important committee 
report. I very much look forward to receiving the government’s response to our report; it has been a while. I remind 
members that we anticipate receiving the government’s response shortly, on 13 November 2018. I certainly hope 
that the government response will be favourable, because a lot of considered thought went into the creation of this 
report. This area is desperately in need of some urgent attention, and hopefully it will prove to be a priority activity 
for this government. 

But I rise today to speak about a particular element of the report that I think is worthwhile bringing to members’ 
attention. I have spoken in previous weeks about the various population groups at particular risk of either being on 
the receiving end of elder abuse or of perpetrating elder abuse. I wish to talk about the latter group today. I draw 
members’ attention to the portion of the report that outlines the very real concern around carer stress and the resulting 
risk of increased rates of elder abuse. From the outset, I say that I have great admiration for people who take on carer 
roles within the community. We are talking about people who go over and above the ordinary caring roles we would 
expect as parents towards our children; we are talking about people who end up looking after particularly grandparents 
or parents. I acknowledge that many, many carers within our community are doing an extraordinary job not only 
out of a sense of obligation, but also obviously out of deep-seated love for the person they are looking after. 

I also recognise that in many instances it can be extraordinarily difficult work as well. One of the things that the 
committee heard a fair bit of evidence on was the level of stress that carers are increasingly feeling in the community. 
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Very often the carer will be a long-term spouse, who themselves will be older and perhaps in need of support. It 
can be extraordinarily taxing for people, and indeed exhausting, to have to take on additional carer responsibilities. 
We already know that we can and need to be doing much more as a community to support people taking on carer 
roles. Carers WA, which is of course the peak body for carer services within Western Australia, talks often about 
the need to provide additional support for carers and the burden they carry. Carers can take on physical burdens, 
with a lack of respite. One of the things we also heard evidence on was the number of carers dealing with elderly 
people who themselves end up being the recipient of sometimes abusive conduct. It can certainly be the case that 
as older people start to develop various types of cognitive impairment or dementia, their behaviours may change, 
so that in addition to requiring additional physical assistance the nature of the relationship can change dramatically. 
That can culminate in creating a series of risk factors that can lead to a very real risk of elder abuse. 
We know that carer stress or burnout is a very real phenomenon. When people are emotionally and physically 
exhausted, they are less likely to be able to provide the level of care that people hope is provided to someone who is 
vulnerable and in need. Carers WA advised the committee that a lot of the time people do not set out to identify as 
carers; they can just be people who identify as a loved one, whether a wife, child or grandchild, but that the complexity 
around the nature of the relationship means that this lack of skills or support can lead to abusive or neglectful 
relationships. That is a real risk factor that people need to be mindful of. If someone is, effectively, having to take 
responsibility for another adult, we need to ensure that we provide the necessary level of services to ensure that people 
do not burn themselves out. It was quite interesting to look at the issue of carer stress and the type of elder abuse 
at risk of occurring. Although we saw that the predominant form of elder abuse that occurs across the community 
is financial and emotional, we found that a slightly higher rate of physical abuse can result from carer stress. I think 
that is indicative of a profound level of frustration and burnout that can occur as a result of carer stress. 
We also heard about the so-called sandwich generation—those people who are often working and find themselves 
caught between not only still taking care of dependent children, but also having to take primary responsibility for 
looking after parents. The additional burden of caring for two generations at once can lead to those women 
committing elder abuse that is not necessarily intentional but can be a direct result of carer stress. The evidence 
showed that someone is more likely to be at risk of perpetrating elder abuse if have their own personal stresses, 
and the stress of having to look after another adult can tip the balance. There is often a distinct lack of knowledge 
of legal responsibilities, such as the scope of what a power of attorney or guardianship permits them to do. That is 
unsurprising, considering that people, effectively, stumble into these caring relationships; people do not necessarily 
make a proactive decision to take on that responsibility. There is also a higher concern about the rate of becoming 
a perpetrator in people with mental illness. As I have mentioned previously, the perpetrator themselves can have 
a history of abuse against them. One of the scenarios that was spelt out to the committee was, for example, women 
caring for a husband when the women themselves may have been subject to a history of domestic abuse perpetrated 
by that person. These are really complex circumstances that we have to acknowledge require complex solutions 
because we are talking about the interplay of relationships and family histories. It is not very straightforward and 
I think it is really important to shine a light on the complexities of these relationships because perpetrators of elder 
abuse can themselves have been a victim. Maybe as a child they were sexually or physically abused by the person 
they are now perpetrating abuse against or, as I mentioned, they are a spouse who has been subject to abuse. It 
goes to the complexity of how we tackle these issues. 
We know also that sometimes people choose to be malevolent, although the evidence indicated that this is rare. 
I think we need to recognise that carer stress or carer fatigue is a specific issue when it comes to the risk of elder 
abuse. It is something we need to be mindful of when we are looking at how we can best tackle the issue of elder 
abuse within our community. We must be mindful that the presence of carer stress can possibly be an early 
indicator of risk of abuse. We must also recognise that it can arise because the carer has not been given an 
opportunity to develop the necessary skills or access support services so they can provide effective care. We are 
very reliant on carers to effectively fill the gap of service delivery that government can possibly provide. One of 
the things we can do and should be doing is at least empowering people to gain the full suite of knowledge they 
require to best effect that job. We need also to recognise that carer stress can arise due to factors directly related 
to that older person being cared for, including the person’s behaviour and their mental or physical health or other 
circumstances. It is particularly heartbreaking when carers are looking after a loved one who themselves end up 
being the recipient of abuse and they are trapped in a terrible cycle of two people who desperately need each other 
but are absolutely exhausted. 
The recommendation the committee came up with—I am looking forward to the government’s response to this—
is that the government facilitate more support services and information for carers of older people in 
Western Australia. It is an area that I think we need to pay more attention to. We need to be mindful of the 
complexity of human relationships in this space. But, clearly, it is something we need to find solutions to. I thought 
I would draw that particular complexity to members’ attention. As I say, it is a complex space. 
Resolved, on motion by Hon Nick Goiran, that consideration of the report be postponed to the next sitting 
of the Council. 
Progress reported and leave granted to sit again, pursuant to standing orders. 
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RAILWAY (METRONET) BILL 2018 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 6 November. 

Debate adjourned until a later stage of the sitting, on motion by Hon Pierre Yang. 

ANIMAL WELFARE AMENDMENT BILL 2017 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Agriculture and Food), and 
transmitted to the Assembly. 

RAILWAY (METRONET) BILL 2018 

Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [3.58 pm]: I rise today to speak on the Railway (METRONET) 
Bill 2018. The bill has been a long time coming. As some other members in this place have reiterated for quite 
some time, they either support it or have concerns, or whatever else, about Metronet. Metronet is a word I have 
heard a lot in the past two years. We get the gist of what the bill is about. 

I have spoken in this place before about my love of public transport, whether that be cycling, rail or bus travel. 
I have mentioned the proposed Metro Area Express light rail that was scrapped in 2013–14 with the switch over 
of the federal government. The 2013 election promise of the current government was a combination of heavy and 
light rail; we are left with the heavy rail component. That original election promise would have been great for this 
state. It is quite sad that the potential for light rail was not realised and that a lot of commuters are not experiencing 
the joys of the MAX light rail system as proposed at that time. 

The substantive bill relates to the construction of two railways, the subject of the government’s Metronet 
proposal—the Yanchep rail extension and the Thornlie–Cockburn Link. This bill does two things. It complies 
with section 96 of the Public Works Act 1902, which requires the railways to be authorised by a special act 
setting out that the line of the railway and the railways at each end exempt the project from needing the approval 
of the Western Australian Planning Commission, under the metropolitan region scheme, that would otherwise 
be needed for clearing native vegetation on railway land—that is, on Bush Forever sites—and for works on land 
zoned for purposes other than railways, such as works regarding railway drainage, communications and cutting 
lines. The bill does not exempt the project from requirements under the Environmental Protection Act. I am 
going back to Bush Forever sites and clearing permits. The project is also not exempt from requirements under 
the Environment Protection and Biodiversity Conservation Act. I understood from the briefing I attended 
a couple of months ago that any future Metronet bills will be in the form of an amendment to this bill. This 
really does knock off a lot of the paperwork to get this project up and running. It streamlines a lot of the process 
to make it easier. 

This bill ticks quite a few of the Greens’ boxes. I have always been an advocate for public transport. I have 
expressed my sadness at the fact that we are not debating the expansion of a light rail system, which I basically 
advocated for for years. The other box ticked is that I am satisfied with the information that has been given 
around noise, vibration, dust and bushfire risk, and the way that that will be managed. I am also satisfied with 
the information we have been given about how Aboriginal heritage will be managed. That has been positive. 
My office has not received any general public concerns about the bill. There has been a lot of support. People 
want to see a more connected and vibrant city through the policies put forward through the expansion of the 
public transport sector. 

The real nuts of our concerns relates to the epic amount of clearing for projects that has been done in the past. 
Urban bushland is under a lot of pressure. Stakeholders such as the Urban Bushland Council WA Inc have 
expressed concerns about the impact on bushland around the Thornlie–Cockburn Link, which will clear up to 
54.88 hectares of native vegetation, some of which has banksia conservation significance and are Bush Forever 
sites, as mentioned before, is partly wetland, and, of course, there is the 27.64 hectares of black cockatoo foraging 
habitat that is already under a severe amount of pressure. Ninety-six trees will be cleared out of that black cockatoo 
habitat. In addition, access to the Ranford Road railway station will connect to the Jandakot eastern link road, 
which, I understood from the briefing, is a council road. That means more clearing of vegetation. The 
Wildflower Society of Western Australia says this will include declared rare flora—basically, the grand spider 
orchid, which is quite important. It is at risk of being wiped out. There is a risk of the decimation of one of the last 
remaining populations of honey possums in the metropolitan area. The possums live in the adjacent Bush Forever 
site in Ken Hurst Park. The Friends of Ken Hurst Park are extremely concerned that these surviving honey possums 
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will get on the road and potentially be killed by traffic in that area. There is also a prediction that the rail could 
create a lot more traffic, with parking and so forth. Having reiterated those concerns, it would be appreciated if the 
minister could confirm that all existing rail work is within the existing rail corridors. That was something that was 
flagged at the meeting. Have there been any negotiations between the government and the local council to minimise 
the impact on the Jandakot eastern link road near Ken Hurst Park? It would be much appreciated if the minister 
could get back to me on that question. 

I will now refer to the Yanchep rail extension. My colleague Hon Alison Xamon will touch base on that too. That 
is within her electorate and is a real concern to her and the Greens. The project ticks all the boxes. Public transport 
is a good thing. However, urban bushland is under threat. Given that EPA approvals and assessments have not yet 
come back, we hope there will be substantive mitigation measures. This includes offsets, which I believe will be 
six to one. That was the number flagged at our briefing. Could the minister please reconfirm that offsets 
commitment? Given there is a lot of concern around the way that the offsets are measured and implemented, 
I would like to get a better picture of the offsets for that specific area, such as what they are going to look like and 
the time frame for them to be implemented. 

I spoke in this place a couple of months ago on the Heritage Bill. I highlighted the fact that Perth is rich in 
biodiversity and that that is also its heritage. We talk about how wonderful and precious some places are in the 
metropolitan region, but we always seem to have an excuse to remove some of those areas—for example, through 
demolition by neglect. I understand that 22.84 hectares of vegetation will be cleared within the Bush Forever sites, 
of which 19.78 hectares is in a completely degraded condition and a further 0.31 hectares has basically been 
classified as degraded. I have raised before the issue of degradation and lack of support of Bush Forever sites and 
that money needs to be put on the table to support those areas, otherwise we will continue to think that it is okay 
to clear Bush Forever sites because they are degraded anyway. It is a chicken-and-egg situation: if it is degraded 
and no money is put into it, of course it will be of low value. People will attempt to justify a lot of the damage to 
those areas by the argument that those places are degraded anyway, so why even have them there; we may as well 
allow development on top of them. 

I looked back at how Bush Forever sites across the metropolitan region have been implemented and found that 
they have not really been put in place. If the government is going to promote Metronet in such a strong way, and 
any future potential public transport projects, such as rail, it also needs to look at strengthening the Bush Forever 
proposals. Unfortunately, the current Bush Forever regime has no real statutory protection and there is neither 
a law guaranteeing a minimum standard of management, nor funding for management to maintain the conservation 
value of Bush Forever sites. Instead, they are allowed to degrade. I have had groups from different areas come to 
my office. People who live adjacent to those sites are dismayed that when they go for their walks, they see that 
some of those places have become dumping grounds and makeshift rubbish tips, overrun with weeds. Because 
they are not maintained, the sites will not have their original value because they will not be the same site as was 
intended to be protected. “State Planning Policy 2.8: Bushland Policy for the Perth Metropolitan Region” is not 
binding; therefore, Bush Forever land continues to be used for purposes that are incompatible with being Bush Forever 
sites. As I said, we cannot expect to have a Bush Forever site in name if it is just going to be degraded bushland 
anyway. We need to be vigilant on where we are going. I hope the government has some plans in place so that we 
can enhance these spaces and potentially look at expanding them. 

Looking forward, I would love to see statutory protection for all Bush Forever sites implemented and stronger 
parks and recreation zoning that cannot be reneged on when developments are proposed. I would also like to see 
the development assessment panels include environment experts when a development will directly or indirectly 
impact on Bush Forever sites. That also goes for other sites. One thing I have been shocked at since being elected 
to this place is that there is no real expertise around the requirements for new subdivisions and their implementation 
adjacent to public transport zones. There are no requirements to retain the existing flora and fauna. I have spoken 
to councils that have put some of their proposed subdivisions on the table and some of them flag their support for 
the Metronet project. However, when they point to some of the plans that are being proposed, they say that it is 
not up to them whether they enforce developers to retain any of that bushland. In fact, in other developments, 
I have seen an introduction of flora that is not even native to the area, so the whole character of the area is usually 
totally degraded because there is no requirement to ensure that it retains some or all of its unique characteristics. 

I strongly urge the minister in his capacity both as the Minister for Environment and the representative minister 
putting forward the bill to ensure that there is ongoing consultation with environmental groups, including the 
Urban Bushland Council WA Inc, the Friends of Ken Hurst Park and the Quinns Rock Environmental Group, and 
that any conditions imposed on the project are aimed at minimising harm to the Bush Forever sites in or adjacent 
to any proposed public transport corridors. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 7910.]  

Sitting suspended from 4.16 to 4.30 pm 
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QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE 
LANDGATE — PEXA SALE 

1098. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Lands: 
I refer to the article in The Australian Financial Review of 6 November 2018 regarding the acquisition of PEXA 
by Link Group. 

(1) Has the state government or Landgate exercised its right to appoint a member to the PEXA board; and, if 
yes, on what date and who is the state’s representative? 

(2) If yes to (1), has the state, through its board-appointed representative or through any other person, been 
involved in the discussion to sell PEXA to Link Group? 

(3) Has the state agreed in principle, through a memorandum of understanding or any other format, to sell its 
share of PEXA to Link Group or any other third party? 

(4) If yes to (3), on what date was the agreement reached and what was the value of the state’s share of the 
PEXA sale? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 
(1) Landgate was last represented on the PEXA board by its then chief executive, Jodi Cant, until she resigned 

from her PEXA board position on 13 April 2018. Since then, Landgate has had an appointed observer at 
the majority of the PEXA board meetings. 

(2)–(3) As advised in the Legislative Assembly today, the Premier, Treasurer and Minister for Lands, along with 
the Landgate board, agreed to sell the state’s shareholding in PEXA to a consortium consisting of 
Link Group, Morgan Stanley Infrastructure and the Commonwealth Bank. 

(4) Agreement was reached on Monday, 5 November 2018. It has been advised that the transaction values 
PEXA at over $1.5 billion, which will return over $170 million to the state of Western Australia for its 
11.8 per cent shareholding. This is a significant return on the state’s $38.9 million investment. 
Completion and final price remains subject to a number of condition precedents, and I am advised that 
the transaction is likely to be completed before the end of the calendar year. 

YANCHEP RAIL EXTENSION — BENEFIT–COST RATIO 

1099. Hon PETER COLLIER to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the Yanchep rail extension project definition plan and the benefit–cost ratio within the plan. 

(1) What capital cost was used to derive the BCR of 2.6? 

(2) What was the depreciation charge for each of the first five years of operation that was used to derive the 
BCR of 2.6? 

(3) What was the forecast revenue for each of the first five years used to derive the BCR of 2.6? 

(4) What was the forecast recurrent expenditure for each of the first five years used to derive a BCR of 2.6? 
(5) What was the forecast annual operating subsidy for each of the first five years used to derive a BCR of 2.6? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the Leader of the Opposition for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(5) This project is currently at a critical stage in that it is going through an open market procurement process. 

A summary project definition plan has been released and consideration can be given to providing further 
information when this process is complete. 

WESTERN AUSTRALIAN INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS COMMISSION — TONI WALKINGTON 

1100. Hon MICHAEL MISCHIN to the minister representing the Minister for Commerce and Industrial 
Relations: 
I refer to the minister’s answer to my question without notice 1078 of 6 November concerning the appointment of 
union leader Toni Walkington as a commissioner of the Western Australian Industrial Relations Commission. 
(1) What exactly are the “informal conventions, historically followed by both parties”, and “soundings with 

the appropriate industrial parties” referred to by the minister? 

(2) Did the minister or his staff, prior to selecting Ms Walkington, directly or indirectly suggest to her that 
she would be favoured as an appointment to the commission; and, if so, when, what was the earliest 
occasion, and by what means and in what terms? 
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(3) Apart from having a union background and being a supporter of the Labor Party and McGowan 
government, what qualifications made Ms Walkington the outstanding appointee for the position and why 
is having a union background important? 

(4) Why did the minister not follow, as was done in 2016 with Commissioners Emmanuel and Matthews, an 
open non-political process of advertising, with consideration of applications on their merits, with a view 
to selecting legally and professionally qualified non-partisan commissioners? 

(5) Having regard to the selection process, how can the public be confident that this appointment was not 
Ms Walkington’s reward for not agitating too loudly on behalf of her union’s membership against the 
McGowan government’s so-called reforms of the public sector, which, if proposed by a Liberal 
government, would have resulted in calls by her for industrial action? 

The PRESIDENT: Minister for Regional Development, I am not really sure about that last part of the question, 
but you might want to respond to the first few parts. 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

I think we need to give a bit of thought to whether that last part of the question comes within the standing orders. 
I thank the member for the question. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for 
Commerce and Industrial Relations. 

(1)–(5) Ms Walkington was appointed in accordance with the requirements of the Industrial Relations Act 1979. 

The PRESIDENT: Hon Donna Faragher. 

Several members interjected. 

The PRESIDENT: When you have that out of your system, Hon Donna Faragher has the call. 

Hon Michael Mischin: I am getting there. 

The PRESIDENT: Okay; we will wait. 

MENTAL HEALTH IN SCHOOLS PROGRAM 

1101. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 

I refer to the government’s election commitment for additional support to schools to oversee the delivery of 
evidence-based mental health programs. 

(1) Will the minister list the evidence-based programs endorsed by the department for implementation in 
schools? 

(2) What was the selection criteria used to determine the programs listed in (1)? 

(3) What was the process undertaken by the department to invite organisations to nominate programs for 
endorsement and when did this occur? 

(4) Was an expert panel established to determine which programs would be endorsed; and, if yes, will the 
minister advise the name and relevant qualification of each panel member; and, if not, who determined 
which programs would be endorsed? 

(5) What guidance is provided to individual schools about which evidence-based mental health programs are 
most suitable and who provides this guidance? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

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

The McGowan government made an election commitment to appoint additional teaching staff in WA school 
classrooms to support students, including 30 appointed to secondary schools, so a level 3 classroom teacher can take 
on the role of coordinating mental health programs for students. All 300 schools participating in the Mental Health 
in Schools program have been allocated funding. All Mental Health in Schools coordinators have been provided 
opportunities to participate in professional learning for Gatekeeper suicide prevention training and youth mental 
health first aid. All staff required to complete this training will do so before the end of 2018. 

(1) The Department of Education has referred schools to the online program guides available through the 
KidsMatter and MindMatters websites. KidsMatter and MindMatters are nationally recognised initiatives 
developed by mental health professionals and education staff to support the mental health and wellbeing 
of school-age children and young people. 

(2) KidsMatter and MindMatters determine which programs are included on their websites. The program 
guides are based on an analysis of the evidence base associated with programs and provide comparisons 
in the content, delivery methods and evidence of effectiveness of various programs. 
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(3) The department did not ask organisations to nominate programs for endorsement. 

(4) No. See (1) and (2). KidsMatter and MindMatters determine the programs that are included on their 
websites. 

(5) In addition to the online program guides available through the KidsMatter and MindMatters websites, 
schools can access guidance from the school psychology service.  

EXIT INTERNATIONAL WORKSHOP 

1102. Hon NICK GOIRAN to the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for Mental Health: 
I refer to the workshop held in Karrinyup on 2 November 2018 by Exit International in which suicide techniques 
were to be detailed. 

(1) Was the minister or any of the minister’s staff aware of this workshop? 

(2) Has the minister or any of the minister’s staff been briefed by the Mental Health Commissioner about the 
implications of such a workshop being held in our state? 

(3) Does the government’s suicide prevention strategy include a strategy to counter the dangerous messages 
emanating from such workshops? 

(4) If yes to (3), what is that strategy? 

(5) If no to (3), will the minister undertake to seek advice from the Mental Health Commission about 
developing such a strategy? 

Hon ALANNA CLOHESY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1)–(2) No. 

(3) No; however, action area 1 in the suicide prevention strategy involves a communications strategy, Think 
Mental Health, which is aimed at increasing public awareness, identifying issues, highlighting available 
services and encouraging positive steps to seeking help. The statewide campaign Think Mental Health 
aims to build community mental health and wellbeing and reduce mental health issues, as well as increase 
mental health literacy in Western Australia. 

(4) Not applicable. 

(5) Yes, the minister will ask the Mental Health Commission for advice. 

ACTIVESMART PROGRAM 

1103. Hon COLIN HOLT to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Sport and Recreation: 
I refer to the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries’ ActiveSmart program that seeks to 
increase physical activity within the community. 

(1) Can the minister provide an update on where the ActiveSmart program is currently being delivered? 

(2) Can the minister advise whether the regional component of this program has changed since March 2017? 

(3) If yes to (2), what has changed and in what regions? 

(4) How much funding is being provided for the 2018–19 financial year and over the forward estimates? 

(5) What is the status of negotiations with Healthway to directly fund the program? 

(6) Can the minister please table a report of the outcomes of the ActiveSmart program? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 

(1) The program is not currently being delivered. 

(2) No, it has not changed. 

(3) Not applicable. 

(4) No funding is currently allocated. 

(5) The ActiveSmart application was considered at the last Healthway board meeting. 

(6) I can provide a summary of the outcomes of the program, and a further briefing can be provided to the 
honourable member if required. I table the attached information. 

[See paper 2158.] 
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VOLUNTEER MARINE RESCUE SERVICES — PAIN RELIEF ADMINISTRATION 
1104. Hon COLIN de GRUSSA to the minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services: 
I refer to an incident in Esperance on 11 October 2018 in which a fisherman was barbed by a stingray 
approximately 30 nautical miles off the coast. Volunteer Marine Rescue Services personnel were not permitted to 
give him pain relief during the return journey, and my understanding is that St John Ambulance volunteers were 
not allowed to journey with the VMRS to collect the man. 
(1) Are Volunteer Marine Rescue Services personnel not allowed to administer pain relief; and, if yes, why? 
(2) Are St John Ambulance volunteers not allowed to administer care on the sea or in the air; and, if yes, why? 
(3) Who makes the decision that St John Ambulance volunteers are not allowed to administer care on the sea 

or in the air? 
(4) Are professional community paramedics allowed to administer care on the sea or in the air? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) Volunteer Marine Rescue Services volunteers are permitted to offer schedule 3 medication to the patient. 

The medication must be self-administered. 
(2)–(4) Refer to St John Ambulance WA. 

WILUNA TO MEEKATHARRA ROAD 
1105. Hon ROBIN SCOTT to the minister representing the Minister for Tourism: 
I refer to the government’s campaign to promote Western Australia to visitors from overseas as a state for driving 
qualities. 
(1) Will the minister confirm that in 1957, when the Wiluna–Meekatharra rail line was closed, the then state 

government promised to seal the road between Meekatharra and Wiluna? 
(2) Can the minister list any or all of the promises to seal the Wiluna to Meekatharra road, made by 

subsequent governments over the past 60 years? 
(3) Will the government now authorise a study of the potential boost to tourism that will flow from the sealing 

of the Wiluna to Meekatharra road? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I apologise to the member, but I certainly have not seen that question today, nor is it in my file. It has not been 
presented to me. I have signed many today, but this one has not been presented. We will find out whether the 
member’s office was contacted and give further information at the end of question time. 

WATER — LICENCE FEES 
1106. Hon COLIN TINCKNELL to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 
Licences for water use in mining and agriculture often coexist in the same aquifers and river systems throughout 
Western Australia. 
(1) What are the minister’s reasons for the introduction of a $6 668 water licence renewal fee for miners but 

not at the same time applying the same fee to farmers often using the same water resource? 
(2) Is the minister using a divide-and-conquer strategy to apply this water tax grab? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 
I thank the member for the question. The following information has been provided to me by the Minister for Water. 
(1)–(2) The May 2018 state budget introduced fees for the assessment of water licence and permit applications 

in the mining sector. The assessment fee to renew an existing 5C licence for the mining sector ranges 
from $4 001 to $6 668, depending on risk assessment level. In most cases, the renewed licence will be in 
place for 10 years. The government is of the view that the mining sector is in a position to bear the costs 
of undertaking the water licence and permit assessments and this is not a cost that should be borne by the 
Western Australian taxpayer. The Department of Water and Environmental Regulation is currently 
undertaking a consultation process with other sectors to determine whether cost recovery is appropriate 
in those sectors. 

POLICE — STOLEN FIREARMS 
1107. Hon RICK MAZZA to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to Operation Bluesun and the report in today’s The West Australian that 1 317 firearms were stolen between 
January 2016 and July 2018. 
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(1) What proportion of those stolen firearms were — 

(a) components of firearms classified as firearms under the current act; 

(b) paintball guns; 

(c) firearms other than those in categories A, B, C and H; and 

(d) firearms owned by government departments or agencies? 

(2) Of those stolen firearms — 

(a) what proportion were recovered; 

(b) how many offenders were apprehended; 

(c) how many charges were laid against apprehended offenders; 

(d) and of those charges, how many were laid for burglary and how many were for offences under 
the Firearms Act; and 

(e) how many convictions were there for offences under the Firearms Act and what penalties were 
applied? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Police. 

The Western Australia Police Force advises that it is not possible to provide a response to this question within the 
required time. If the honourable member puts the question on notice, the minister will seek further information 
from the Western Australia Police Force. 

MINING — GINGILUP–JASPER WETLAND SYSTEM 

1108. Hon DIANE EVERS to the minister representing the Minister for Mines and Petroleum: 
I refer to the mining lease application M70/1385 that covers areas within the Gingilup–Jasper wetland system. 

(1) Was any part of the land within this lease application ever part of D’Entrecasteaux National Park? 

(2) Was the area, or part of the area, covered by this mining lease application subject to a previous mining lease? 

(3) If yes to (2) — 

(a) what company took out the previous lease; 

(b) what reason was given by that company for not renewing the mining lease; 

(c) was part of the area of the former mining lease originally within D’Entrecasteaux National Park; 
and 

(d) was there an agreement, or understanding, that if the company did not proceed with its mine 
proposal, that any land formerly within D’Entrecasteaux National Park would be returned to 
D’Entrecasteaux National Park; and, if yes, when did this occur? 

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

(1) Yes. 

(2) No. 

(3) Not applicable. 

SOUTH WEST INTERCONNECTED SYSTEM —FUTURE GENERATION REQUIREMENTS 

1109. Hon TIM CLIFFORD to the minister representing the Minister for Energy: 
I refer to the modelling currently being undertaken by the Public Utilities Office looking at future generation 
requirements of the south west interconnected system. When does the minister anticipate this work will be 
completed and when will a report be tabled? 

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

This modelling work is complex and is ongoing. Once the modelling is complete, cabinet will consider it and the 
appropriate next steps.  
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PRACTICAL DRIVING ASSESSMENTS — WAITING TIME 
1110. Hon SIMON O’BRIEN to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
What is the current average waiting time to book a practical driving assessment? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
The online booking system is live and can be accessed 24 hours a day. The availability of practical driving 
assessments constantly changes based on the availability of resources. Tests may be released for dates several 
months in advance and bookings for dates prior to those already available are also released on a daily basis for 
each driver and vehicle services centre. Candidates are encouraged to regularly check the online booking system 
because this is the most efficient method to check for availability. 

BUSHFIRE CENTRE OF EXCELLENCE — LOCATION 
1111. Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS to the minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services: 
My question without notice — 
Several members interjected. 
The PRESIDENT: Members, this is question time. One person gets to ask a question of a minister or 
a parliamentary secretary. It is not chat time across the chamber. Hon Dr Steve Thomas has the call. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I refer to the minister’s announcement on 13 April about the development of 
a Bushfire Centre of Excellence and the so-called tender document released online in September 2018 effectively 
calling for expressions of interest from local governments in having the Bushfire Centre of Excellence in their 
jurisdiction, which closed on 24 October 2018. 
(1) Is the government seeking concurrent federal government funding for the Bushfire Centre of Excellence? 
(2) Have any of the local governments that have lodged an expression of interest in hosting the Bushfire Centre 

of Excellence sought or suggested seeking concurrent federal funding as a part of their submission? 
(3) If yes to (2), which ones? 
(4) If yes to (2), given the state government could seek federal co-funding in any location in WA, will those 

local governments that have sought or suggested co-funding be advantaged in the selection process? 
(5) Did the minister or the Department of Fire and Emergency Services suggest a federal co-funding model 

to any local government; and, if so, which ones? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) The government has committed to consult with a wide range of stakeholders, and will continue to do so, 

to ensure the best possible outcome for the first-of-its-kind Bushfire Centre of Excellence. 
(2) Please refer to the answer to question without notice 1097, which was provided on 6 November 2018. 
(3)–(4) Not applicable. 
(5) No. 

SWAN VALLEY EXPLORER BUS SERVICE 
1112. Hon TJORN SIBMA to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 
I refer to the answer the minister provided to parliamentary question without notice 1024, which was asked by 
Hon Simon O’Brien on 30 October 2018, regarding the state government’s commitment to a hop-on, hop-off 
explorer bus service in the Swan Valley. 
(1) What is the economic value of the Transperth bus stops—per stop and overall—that the commercial 

enterprise Adams Group has been approved to use? 
(2) Is Adams obliged to compensate, in part or whole, Transperth for the use of these bus stops? 
(3) Has a business case been prepared that supports the economics of this proposition? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1) All Transperth stops utilised by the Swan Valley Explorer service consist of infrastructure to the value of 

$50, with the exception of stop number 14894 at Guildford station. This stop was previously upgraded at 
a cost of $5 500 to comply with Disability Discrimination Act requirements and, as it is located at a train 
station, contains more detailed signage infrastructure valued at $600. 

(2)–(3) Transperth undertook a review of the timetable proposed for the Swan Valley Explorer service and found 
that it did not conflict with the Transperth network service. 
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DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE — PINDAN 

1113. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Finance: 
I refer to comments attributed to the Minister for Health about the construction of Northam Hospital and the 
contracted builder, Pindan, that it is facing some financial difficulties that is requiring oversight in relation to 
project management. 
(1) Is the Minister for Finance aware of Pindan encountering any financial difficulties? 
(2) What oversight or control measures are in place to manage these issues? 
(3) If, indeed, the Minister for Health is accurate in his assessment of Pindan, why is it that the state 

government just yesterday hailed a project to transfer land to RSLWA to enable a Pindan construction 
project for a revamped Anzac House? 

(4) Has the minister informed RSLWA of the state government’s concerns about the financial capability of 
Pindan? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(4) In March 2018, it was publicly reported that Pindan had experienced financial difficulties as a result of 

the late settlement of several properties. The Department of Finance subsequently met with senior 
representatives of the company to better understand the nature and extent of the issues. In parallel, the 
department increased its monitoring of subcontractor payments and the company’s performance against 
agreed project milestones. Although it is understood that these issues have since been resolved, the 
department continues to monitor the company closely and notes today’s article in The West Australian 
about its profitability. Should further concerns about the company arise, the department will consult with 
relevant stakeholders accordingly. 

POPULATION GROWTH 
1114. Hon CHARLES SMITH to the minister representing the Minister for Planning: 
I refer to recent comments by the New South Wales Treasurer calling for a slowdown in immigration-driven 
population growth, noting that just adding people is not a sustainable economic strategy. Given that Perth is 
projected to grow at a faster rate than most other Australian cities due to high immigration, I ask the following. 
(1) Does the Western Australian state government concede that such rapid growth imposes costs on existing 

residents in the form of greater housing costs, lower wages, overcrowded infrastructure and services, 
a loss of urban amenity, environmental damage and cultural dislocation? 

(2) Why does the state government continue to ignore public opinion by refusing to develop a population 
policy in consultation with the Western Australian community? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) Noting that the Minister for Planning is not responsible for population control, the government released 

the Perth and Peel@3.5million suite of documents to accommodate anticipated growth and provide 
strategic guidance to agencies and departments on planning matters, including infrastructure investment. 
In addition, the government is working to deliver a strong integrated infrastructure and urban 
development program through Metronet. 

COMMISSIONER FOR EQUAL OPPORTUNITY — APPOINTMENT 
1115. Hon ALISON XAMON to the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to the role of the Commissioner for Equal Opportunity. 
(1) Given that the former commissioner’s contract finished in May 2018, why do we still have an 

Acting Commissioner for Equal Opportunity? 
(2) When will a permanent commissioner be appointed? 
Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 
I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. 
(1)–(2) The Acting Commissioner for Equal Opportunity, Dr John Byrne, was appointed in May 2018. Dr Byrne 

was appointed following the unexpected departure of former commissioner, Ms Allanah Lucas. Section 78 
of the Equal Opportunity Act 1984 has the effect that a person may act for not longer than 12 months 
during a vacancy in the office of the commissioner. Accordingly, the government intends to appoint 
a permanent commissioner by May 2019. 
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ABORIGINAL HERITAGE — MINING LEASES — PORT HEDLAND 

1116. Hon ROBIN CHAPPLE to the minister representing the Minister for Aboriginal Affairs: 

I refer to mining leases 45/5064, 45/113, 45/657 and 45/673 in the Town of Port Hedland area. 

(1) Were section 18 applications sought under the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972? 

(2) If no to (1), why not? 

(3) If no to (1), what protection is there for the rock art on these tenements? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

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

(1)–(3) The Department of Planning, Lands and Heritage has not received any section 18 notices for the 
tenements referred to by the member. There are no known Aboriginal heritage places within any of the 
tenements. An owner of land should issue a notice under section 18 of the Aboriginal Heritage Act 1972 
if the use of the land is likely to result in an offence under section 17 of the act. 

WONGAN HILLS TO MOORA WATER PIPELINE 

1117. Hon JIM CHOWN to the minister representing the Minister for Water: 

I refer to parliamentary question without notice 1091. 

(1) Why has it become increasingly difficult to supply all customers, including those connected to the 
Wongan Hills town water supply scheme, over the last five years? 

(2) What does the maintenance program, as stated in parliamentary question without notice 1091, entail, 
including the cost of increasing the performance of the pipeline? 

(3) When was the maintenance program initiated and what is the expected completion date? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

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

(1) Increased demand on the system over the last five years has meant that properties with no restrictors 
installed on their water meters were causing supply issues and giving an inequitable supply to customers 
along the scheme. Flow restrictors are an essential component of the scheme’s design; this has been the 
case since the scheme was installed in 1998. 

(2) The maintenance program ensures that appropriately sized restrictors are present on all services on this 
scheme. The program does not change the capacity of the pipeline; rather it manages the demand equitably 
for individual properties. 

(3) Properties have always required flow restrictors since the scheme was installed in 1998. This program to 
install missing restrictors began in March 2018. The program of works is now complete. Affected 
customers were provided with two months’ notice prior to the restrictors being installed. 

ROTTNEST ISLAND — ASSET INVESTMENT PROGRAM 

1118. Hon KEN BASTON to the minister representing the Minister for Tourism: 

I refer to the 2018–19 budget and the $4.985 million allocated in 2018–19 to the Rottnest Island Authority under 
the asset investment program. Will the minister table a list of all projects to be funded from the $4.985 million in 
the 2018–19 financial year and the budget for each project? 

Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN replied: 

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

The budget allocated in 2018–19 to the Rottnest Island Authority under the asset investment program is 
$4.669 million. The budget amount of $4.985 million referred to in the parliamentary question is the plant and 
equipment allocation under the asset investment program in 2018–19 for the Department of Biodiversity, 
Conservation and Attractions. It is not part of the capital budget allocation of the Rottnest Island Authority. 
I table the attached information listing the projects to be funded from the $4.669 million asset investment 
program for 2018–19. 

[See paper 2159.] 
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COMO SECONDARY COLLEGE — FEDERAL LABOR CANDIDATE VISIT 

1119. Hon DONNA FARAGHER to the Minister for Education and Training: 

This is a question without notice. I refer to the visit by Tanya Plibersek, MP, and the Labor federal candidate for 
Swan, Hannah Beazley, to Como Secondary College earlier this week on Monday, 5 November. 

(1) In what capacity was the candidate visiting the college? 

(2) Did the candidate seek formal permission from the minister to visit the college? 

(3) Has the minister changed the protocols with respect to federal candidates visiting schools; and, if yes, 
what are the changes? 

Hon SUE ELLERY replied: 

(1)–(3) I will answer the last bit first. No, there has been no change to the protocol. I was advised that 
Tanya Plibersek was visiting the school. I am not sure, but I will check, whether my office was advised 
that the candidate would be there, but the protocols have not changed. 

Hon Donna Faragher: So you will come back to me? 

Hon SUE ELLERY: Yes, I will check. 

VOLUNTEER AND CAREER FIRE AND RESCUE STATIONS 

1120. Hon MARTIN ALDRIDGE to the minister representing the Minister for Emergency Services: 

I refer to findings contained in the fourth report of the Auditor General of Western Australia tabled in the 
Legislative Council on 30 August 2018—tabled paper 1694—which found that the minister’s decision to withhold 
information from Parliament with respect to future planning of volunteer and career fire stations “not reasonable 
and therefore not appropriate”, and I ask again — 

(1) What planning and criteria does the state government reply upon to determine future need of volunteer 
and career fire services? 

(2) Please table the strategic asset plan of the Department of Fire and Emergency Services. 

(3) Which locations have been identified as the next priority locations for volunteer and career fire and rescue 
service stations? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON replied: 

I thank the honourable member for some notice of the question. The following information has been provided to 
me by the Minister for Emergency Services. 

(1) When planning for career and volunteer fire stations, DFES examines a number of factors, including 
population changes, industry and urban development, infrastructure growth, bushfire risk and any other 
associated risks. 

(2) The information contained in the strategic asset management plan informs the budget deliberations of 
cabinet and may be released through the normal budgetary process. DFES followed the advice provided 
by the Department of Treasury that the SAMP developed as part of the annual budget process is to be 
marked as cabinet-in-confidence and as such it was not appropriate to release the information requested. 

(3) The next priority location for a career fire station replacement is Kensington career fire and rescue station. 
For volunteer stations, they are Gingin Volunteer Fire and Rescue Service, Halls Creek Volunteer Fire 
and Emergency Service, Northampton VFRS and Margaret River VFRS. 

QUESTION ON NOTICE 1665 

Paper Tabled 

A paper relating to an answer to question on notice 1665 was tabled by Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for 
Environment). 

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

Questions on Notice 1666 and 1667 — Answer Advice 

HON ALANNAH MacTIERNAN (North Metropolitan — Minister for Regional Development) [5.05 pm]: 
Pursuant to standing order 108(2), I wish to inform the house that the answers to questions on notice 1666 
and 1667, asked by Hon Martin Aldridge on 9 October 2018 of me, as the Minister for Regional Development; 
Agriculture and Food, will be provided on 8 November 2018. 
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RAILWAY (METRONET) BILL 2018 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 

HON TIM CLIFFORD (East Metropolitan) [5.06 pm]: Picking up from where I left off, in closing, I ask the 
minister to ensure that there is close community consultation with all environmental groups and that the conditions 
imposed on projects aimed at minimising harm to our precious bushland will eventually be enforceable, as there 
is no point in having conditions if they cannot be enforced. I ask that as the projects proceed those conditions be 
closely monitored and enforced if they are breached and that the remaining urban bushland, including Ken Hurst Park 
and Ningana bushland, is managed with special care in the future to preserve its characteristics and prevent it from 
falling into a degraded state like so many other sites across the metropolitan region. 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [5.07 pm]: I rise to make some comments about the 
Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018. I want to support the comments that my colleague Hon Tim Clifford has 
already made about the future of Bush Forever sites. Members would know that I have spoken numerous times in 
this place about the importance of ensuring that we do a better job of protecting our Bush Forever sites and that 
we are pretty lucky to be living in a city where we still maintain some of these unique bushland sites in our urban 
area. I want to remind members that when Bush Forever sites were established, a huge amount of science and 
dedication went into identifying the best places for them to be. Unfortunately, we have not continued to give the 
funding required to make sure that we are best protecting those sites. It took 10 years for the metropolitan region 
scheme to be amended in such a way that Bush Forever was recognised. I have spoken before about my concerns 
that instead of treating these sites as precious natural heritage resources, which is exactly what they are, we seem 
to keep chipping away at the edges, which is like death by a thousand cuts for these sites. In 2011, I spoke 
extensively on my motion about the need for Bush Forever sites to be acquired by government and placed into the 
conservation estate with appropriate funding for management, but, unfortunately, here I am in 2018 and no 
government has yet listened to my excellent advice, and I suggest that they probably should, because I knew what 
I was talking about! 

I particularly want to talk about the Ningana bushland, which this bill will have a direct impact on. The 
fragmentation of the Ningana bushland by this rail line is a matter of concern as it is one of the few remaining 
east–west ecological links in the Perth metro area. I want to touch a little on what happened the last time the rail 
line was extended. A few kilometres south, the rail and freeway extension from Clarkson to Butler utterly failed 
to keep intact a major east–west ecological linkage—that is, the link from the Tamala Conservation Park through 
Bush Forever site 323, Neerabup National Park, Bush Forever sites 384, 293, 382 and 380, through the state forest 
over the Gnangara mound in the Shire of Chittering. That was a substantial and important ecological linkage. 
I particularly want to note the way in which ministerial conditions of approval completely failed to provide 
adequate preservation of that linkage. Condition 8 of the Mitchell Freeway approval was an investigation of 
alternatives for the facilitation of fauna movement across each alignment. An investigation was carried out, but 
not to the extent that it should have been. Instead of investigating either an underpass with suitable lighting gaps 
or an overpass, we simply got the advice that it was too wide for an underpass. The net result was that nothing at 
all was designed into the project. When the Quinns Rock Environmental Group brought it up with the 
Environmental Protection Authority when it was assessing the subsequent freeway extension from Burns Beach 
to Hester Avenue, the response from Main Roads was, effectively, that the connection was already closed off with 
a fenced-off railway, that there were two other roads—Connolly Drive and Marmion Avenue—and that an 
overpass would be too expensive and would require rail stoppage. As a result, it was not included in the business 
case for the freeway extension and was dismissed during approvals of the fauna management plan. 

I am drawing attention to the history of these extensions for a number of reasons. Previous outcomes have not 
been good enough and we need to make sure that we do it better this time. The ministerial conditions of approval 
clearly did not achieve the best possible environmental outcome and I think it is important that the minister note 
what happened. I hope the minister will endeavour to ensure that the conditions of approval, should there be an 
environmental approval, are tight enough for this section extension. Previously, environmental standards were 
allowed to slip by facilitating a pretty loose interpretation of the conditions, which cannot happen again. 

Another reason I draw the previous extension to the house’s attention is that the community is often best placed to 
provide successful tactics to maintain and enhance ecological linkages. One of the pleasures of this job is that I get 
to meet and work closely with various bushland friends groups. The level of knowledge within those groups is 
extremely high and the government would be foolish not to take advantage of that localised expertise. A review of 
the input from the Quinns Rock Environmental Group shows that a number of its concerns and suggested avenues 
of remedy were provided over and again to the construction reference group, and at all stages of planning and 
design when consultation and communication with the community happened. For whatever reason, a great deal of 
those ideas and the information provided were not responded to until well after the fact. Ironically, the feedback 
was that it was too late to influence what was by then a completed design. That is a sign of a complete failure of 
process. I understand that a community reference group will be developed for Metronet. I strongly recommend to 



 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 7 November 2018] 7911 

 

the government that there be a reference group for each line as they come up and that local communities be able 
to provide proper input to the process. The reference group or groups for Metronet need to be accorded more 
weight than some sort of community engagement tick-a-box. I argue very strongly that the ideas and concerns 
generated by this group should be taken seriously and properly considered as part of the planning process. 
With the previous extension, there was an expectation that various preconditions for land use across the area would 
be fulfilled. In 1990, the EPA approval for Burns Beach stage 2 stated that if implementation of the national park 
rationalisation did not proceed, the transport system—freeway and rail—would not be permitted to encroach on 
the Neerabup National Park. The Neerabup National Park boundary rationalisation would have been a net gain to 
the national park of about 369 hectares. That would be the loss of 140 hectares of land excised from the national 
park, plus the isolation of 63 hectares by the train and freeway lines. The trade-off was supposed to be an additional 
432 hectares of land reserved as parks and recreation adjacent to the national park. That land is now zoned as parks 
and recreation and the majority is Bush Forever sites. However, 111 hectares is subject to a section 16 agreement 
under the Conservation and Land Management Act, which means that it is managed for conservation purposes. 
However, the formal protection of the proposed additions has not been progressed and it is not yet all part of 
Neerabup National Park. It has been 28 years since that bulletin was released back in 1990. The rail line, the 
freeway and Neerabup Road have not only gone ahead, but we are now debating extending them even further. 
That land has still not been added to Neerabup National Park. 
Should this extension go ahead, I am very concerned that we do not see similar lapses of environmental controls 
around this corridor through important bushland. It is really important to ensure that this linkage is not completely 
severed with the equivalent of a bureaucratic shrug. That simply will not be good enough. The Butler to Yanchep 
extension has been broken into two sections for the purpose of environmental approval because the development 
envelope of the rail line between Butler and Eglinton has already been covered off by the national environmental 
regulator under six subdivision plans for the area, and agreed offsets are already in place at a national level for that 
land. However, those approvals were made prior to the endangered listing of Banksia woodlands on the Swan 
coastal plain. Life has moved on since those approvals were initially granted. The clearing for the second part of 
the line, which is Eglinton to Yanchep, will be assessed for the first time. 
Documents submitted to the EPA demonstrate that a number of environmentally significant communities will be 
destroyed by the development and the access roads, as my colleague Hon Tim Clifford made mention of. We are 
looking at threatened ecological communities of banksia woodlands and melaleuca shrubland on limestone ridges. 
The priority 3 communities are tuart woodlands and northern spearwood shrubland and woodlands. I understand 
from the briefing on the bill that the offsets for these losses are still in negotiation and will potentially include 
rehabilitation options and research activities, along with securing suitable lands for the conservation estate. The 
question I have for the minister is: where are those negotiations currently? If they have not been resolved, as 
I assume they have not been, when are they likely to be resolved and when are people likely to know the outcome? 
I would also like to note that it is very heartening to see all the agencies coordinating to ensure that all their needs 
can be serviced by one set of access roads. That is certainly an improvement on the way that practices have been 
undertaken in the past. I would like to strongly encourage this kind of ongoing cooperation and planning across 
government because it is really important that we minimise any environmental disruption for projects such as this. 
In some places, we are getting better at it but we need to make sure that when good practice has been identified, 
we do what we can to keep that up. I have said this before and I really do not want to keep saying it but it looks 
like I will say it over and over for a while; that is, we have a problem ensuring that we commit to our strategic 
direction on planning in this state. I recognise that this is partially due to the sheer volume and complexity of our 
planning documents. We continue to behave as if our regional significant bushland is simply a land bank for future 
development or infrastructure location, and that is completely wrong-headed thinking. It needs to be recognised 
as a precious community resource that is there forever, as the name says, which is what it was intended to be. We 
also partially have a problem because we continually fail to plan sufficiently far in advance to ensure that new 
communities in Perth have the services they need. 
On that last point, I wanted to make some comments as a member for the North Metropolitan Region about the 
issue of future growth in the northern corridor. I think it is really good that we are attempting to plan for the future 
of the northern corridor prior to the expected population explosion. I will compare that with what happened with 
the Mandurah line. By the time the Mandurah line opened in 2007, the 2006 census showed that 67 813 people 
were already living in Mandurah, 84 307 were already living in Rockingham and other people were living adjacent 
to that line at the time. When that rail line was established, we had an existing large population in the south and 
we did not have an existing rail corridor. This meant that the train line had to be put into the existing freeway 
corridor, which meant locating the stations outside the cultural and business centres of the towns. As I recall, the 
Greens were quite disappointed about this as it meant that we lost opportunities to create transit-oriented 
developments because effectively we were retrofitting a rail line into an existing corridor to meet existing need. 
Looking to the north, the 2016 census shows that a significantly smaller number of people live there right now. 
There are 8 859 people living in Yanchep and 9 945 people living in the Alkimos and Eglinton area. These are 
very different starting circumstances for this line. Importantly, the rail line and the stations will be operational 
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before the population really expands. The figures are showing us that it will expand. The population will absolutely 
go skyward. What is more, population forecasts show that not only are the forecasts for growth large, but also they 
will be happening quickly. In fact, it is expected that by 2031, Yanchep will have added more than 90 000 people 
to its village so that it will have a population of an estimated 103 000 people. Eglinton will grow from what is 
currently a pretty small village of a couple of hundred people to a substantial town of about 31 000 people. The 
area encompassing Butler to Alkimos will also grow quickly to more than 40 000 people. 
I want to acknowledge, because it has been raised with me, that it may be the case that due to the economic 
slowdown through mid-2010, population growth may end up being a little slower than originally expected. We 
would really have to not know what we are talking about if we suggested that it will not happen. The one thing we 
do know is that the sort of growth that is predicted will happen, and the only uncertainty is exactly when. That 
means that by building the train line now before the population grows, people will move into these areas and, 
importantly, essential services will already be in place. As we saw with the Mandurah line, this is a better way to 
undertake planning. I reflect on the years and years of toing and froing around the issue of public transport in some 
of the newer developments and what a headache that has been. It is just a given that trying to retrospectively put 
in large public transport infrastructure such as we have tried to do, particularly with Ellenbrook, is a less desirable 
way to move forward. It will also allow for the proper development of town sites at Alkimos, Eglinton and 
Yanchep. The town plans for Alkimos, Eglinton and Yanchep include the railway station and, importantly, planned 
higher density and mixed-use town centres that will be built around those stations. That is much smarter 
development than we had in the past. When I say “in the past”, I mean the past 50 years, but certainly when we 
talk about the way transport developed in the history of the colonies, that is exactly how it was originally. These 
developments are at the edge of the metropolitan area. 
It is also interesting to look at the projected population demographics. We expect that a higher proportion of the 
people who will be living in those areas will be young families, first home buyers and also people on low incomes 
rather than people who live closer to the city. That particularly emphasises the fact that reliable transport will be 
necessary. I understand that it is intended to ensure better traffic flow to Yanchep and Joondalup. It is anticipated 
that a lot of people’s activity and work functions will occur around those spaces. It is also important to ensure that 
those populations are serviced to come into the Perth city centre, particularly as we are growing as a city and more 
and more infrastructure is occurring within our central city areas. It will be absolutely essential to ensure that 
people living in those areas can also access cultural, educational and economic opportunities in those centres, as 
well as within inner city Perth. 
There is a lot to like about the proposed rail line. It has the potential to be a major benefit to the population in the 
far north of the city. It is good to see it being done in advance of the anticipated population explosion in that 
corridor. I have given members the numbers. We are talking about a huge number of people. History has shown 
that we have not always followed through with all the environmental elements for these types of extensions and 
that we have not listened to the community, and we need to. Because of that, in the past we have allowed an 
important environmental linkage to be broken and thus far have made no effort to restore it—and restore it we 
must. We are really going to have to make sure that we do a much better job with this rail extension. I ask the 
government, particularly the Minister for Environment, to ensure that any ministerial conditions of approval for 
the Yanchep rail extension are driven by environmental need and not by what is most expedient to completing the 
rail line. We need to make sure the conditions are enforceable and meet community expectations around 
engagement and consultation. If this rail line is going to go ahead as part of the Metronet suite of projects, it really 
needs to be done properly. We need to preserve as much of our urban bushland as we can in the process of trying 
to address the legitimate needs of an ever-growing city, which needs to be appropriately serviced. 
As a member of the Greens and as a member for North Metropolitan Region, I will be keeping a very close eye on 
this. I really hope that the Minister for Environment in particular has had the opportunity to listen closely to what 
I have raised. I am sure I have not said anything that has not also been raised directly with him by a number of 
environmental groups but we need to make sure we do not repeat the large-scale problems of the past. There are 
ways we can ensure that we implement some best practice in this space. 
HON TJORN SIBMA (North Metropolitan) [5.31 pm]: I rise to make a brief contribution to the debate on the 
Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018. I do so as a member of the Parliamentary Liberal Party. We have outlined our 
support for this bill, but I also want to address an aspect of this bill from the perspective of my role as member for 
North Metropolitan Region and someone who, in the past, has worked in the development industry with interest in 
the Yanchep and Two Rocks area. From the outset, obviously the delivery of infrastructure into the northern corridor 
is the great un-locker of potential, but it is important that the rollout of infrastructure is funded and staged properly. 
Probably the greatest contributor to the population growth in the Yanchep and Two Rocks area was the extension 
of Marmion Avenue to the intersection with Yanchep Beach Road. It provided the opportunity for heavy haulage 
trucks and equipment to start building residential areas. It occurred over nine or 10 years, which was happily 
coincidental with the great economic boom of the last decade. The circumstances today are obviously somewhat 
different. Since at least 2013–14, there has been a general softening in land sales from Alkimos up to Yanchep. 
From one of my many trips up there, I recall seeing inducements offered by some developers to purchase home 
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and land packages. One company was offering the chance to win a LandCruiser or a Jeep model for someone who 
was prepared to purchase a lot. I thought that spoke in a negative way about the company’s own forecasts for the 
prospects of future sales. The reality is that the population growth in this corridor has come off the boil in a very 
significant way. I agree with the proposition that all our infrastructure planning should be, to the best of its 
capacity, focused on future need. But as someone who has worked in this industry, albeit for a short time, the 
economics and the demographic compulsion to infrastructure rollout is not the same now in 2018, and is unlikely 
to be the same in 2020 or 2021, as was the case in 2012, 2013 or 2014. I take a little more jaundiced or cynical 
view to the sunny, upside optimists of population growth. I do not see growth continuing at the rate we were 
experiencing from 2009 to 2012. A lot of the justification for this project is predicated on forecasts that probably 
should bear a little closer examination. 
That said, I support the bill. I think the provision of rail to the northernmost extremity of the Perth metropolitan area, 
which is likely to be the next large catchment area for population, is sensible. The responsibility that government 
and this chamber bears is to ensure that, to the best of our capacity, the rollout of that infrastructure is defensible 
and we are cognisant at all times of the opportunity costs of that investment. I heard, I think for the first time, today 
in question time the assessment that the extension of the rail head to Yanchep benefits from or was assessed to 
have a benefit–cost ratio of 2.6. If that is true—wonderful. The government would not invest in a project that had 
a figure of less than one; that would be silly. But it is also important to look at some of the assumptions that underlie 
the assessment. We cannot get to grips with those assumptions. I can understand that when a project like this is taken 
to market, there are reasons for a measure of confidentiality around the information government members are 
prepared to give this chamber. It is one of those enduring challenges of being a member in this place, particularly one 
in opposition, that we do not get to see the information that we want to see. I am sure I am not alone thinking that. 
I am sure there are members on the government bench who would like to have a little more access to information, 
if only to satisfy their curiosity. It is important to realise that, even if this project has a benefit–cost ratio  
estimated to be $2.60 to every dollar invested, we should evaluate the BCR against other investment opportunities 
and other infrastructure priorities, particularly those which pertain to transport. The ones I am interested in are the 
benefit–cost ratios that may apply to the extension or the addition of lanes to Mitchell Freeway. There are lots of 
infrastructure priorities for the North Metropolitan Region that should exercise government attention but that do 
not seem to be getting the same level of focus that this proposition for Metronet appears to have been given. 
I am also curious about the geographical location of the termination of the Yanchep line. I have consulted the 
schedule attached to the bill. I have cross-referenced it against the nearest up-to-date online satellite surveys and 
yes, the termination of this line ends up smack bang in the middle of a Bush Forever site. I want to talk a bit later 
about the uneven treatment of vegetation. In the other place, there is a view that the Beeliar wetlands bear 
protection at all costs from the imposition of Roe 8, but Bush Forever sites in the northern corridor do not merit 
the same level of protection. In fact, we have quite a clear clause in the bill. I quote clause 6 — 

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

That is a pretty blunt instrument. I do not understand, necessarily, the difference in treatment between bushland in 
Yanchep and the Beeliar wetlands, particularly when the economics of the Roe 8 extension are very clear, 
understood by the community and industry, and come with tangible, measurable, environmental benefits. There is 
a business case for a project in the southern suburbs that is completely disregarded on the pretext of environmental 
concern, yet we move 70 to 80 kilometres north, and there is a flimsy economic justification for the immediate 
extension of the rail line through bushland that does not seem to really matter. I find that a ponderous proposition. 
I just want to understand the rationale. I am prepared to be convinced. As I said, I support future planning and 
long-range forecasting like this. But the complications that Hon Alison Xamon alluded to in the planning 
framework in this jurisdiction only become even more complicated when we see, in real time, the uneven treatment 
of significant infrastructure projects. I am curious about why that might be the case. 
The other curiosity I have, about the grid reference provided for the termination of this line, is that I could 
understand it if certain undertakings were provided by the owners of the land adjacent to that station for 
a development plan. I could understand the economics of the proposition a little better, and I could probably 
understand the justification for the government implementing such a blunt instrument in the planning regime and 
environmental considerations applying to a Bush Forever site. I am very keen, genuinely, in the minister’s reply, 
to understand whether any undertakings have been provided by developers in this corridor, which would, firstly, 
justify the location of the terminus and, secondly—although not contained in the bill, it is certainly implied—
justify the delivery of Metronet by 2021. I understand that to be the clear objective here. At the moment, I just see 
a field of green in an area whose development profile has come off the boil in a significant way over the past three 
to four years. Do not get me wrong; I am a pro-development person. I see great opportunities in Yanchep for 
a considered, sustainable, interesting built form that is inclusive of the diversity of our entire community and 
actually makes the most of its environmental assets. It has some very interesting environmental assets—the 
national park, the caves, Bush Forever and the beautiful pristine coastline. It is a wonderful gem that we have not 
yet begun to polish. I ask, genuinely, why this blunt treatment, and why now? 
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I raise these matters because liabilities are being built into our state finances that arise solely because of this—
I will not say cavalier—very enthusiastic rush to roll out as much of Metronet as soon as possible. On the basis of 
estimates provided by the Public Transport Authority in the most recent budget, I think in its out year it calculates 
an operating subsidy of around $900 million per annum to operate the train system in Perth as it is today. That 
does not factor in the significant extensions to the network that this bill will enable. I do not know whether the 
government has not yet undertaken those calculations or tested its assumptions. It would have had to do that to 
some degree to put together business cases that it has or will soon put to Infrastructure Australia—business cases 
that we are unlikely to see in their full, unvarnished form. If we are going to predicate massive infrastructure 
rollouts like this on assumptions of population growth, I will make an assumption of my own. If the government 
presses ahead with Metronet at all costs, as soon as humanly possible, it is likely to at least double the annual 
operating subsidy for public transport. It is likely to add another $1 billion a year to the $1 billion a year we are 
likely to spend in 2020–21 just maintaining the system as it is. I could understand that if I could be convinced that 
it is affordable and manageable, and can be factored in without increasing fees, charges and taxes elsewhere, and 
without rapidly increasing, unsustainably, public transport fares. Hon Alison Xamon mentioned the current catchment 
figures for Yanchep and Alkimos–Eglinton. Together, they comprise, I think, around 35 000 people. That population 
is reasonably steady at the moment. These people deserve access to public transport—do not get me wrong—but 
they deserve public transport not at the cost of others, and certainly not within this very ambitious timeline. 
I will close by reflecting on an answer provided by the director of the Metronet project, Mr Anthony Kannis. 
I think he sits in either the Public Transport Authority or the Department of Transport. Fundamentally, this bill 
builds a liability that we will all have to wear, and I want to understand how we will wear it, when we will wear it 
and why. It relates to my question about where the development in Yanchep is next likely to come from. During 
the election, and probably for the first 12 months of the present government, some optimism was placed in the 
notion of value capture as a way of paying for the rollout of Metronet. Various figures were bandied around, but 
they were mainly within the vicinity of about $100 million. I was curious about why there was no mention of value 
capture in the most recent budget. That hot topic, that innovation, that connection between government and the 
private sector, just seemed to be quietly discarded, in the way that I think medihotels have been quietly discarded, 
but that is an issue for another day. Mr Kannis effectively admitted that value capture was a dud—that it was not 
going to bring in the $100 million within the time frame suggested, although it might do so over the course of 
30 or 40 years. That is a significant point. We are talking about massive legacy issues. We are looking at projects 
that will not justify the expense maybe for another 25 to 30 or 40 years. There are serious considerations we have 
to make as legislators, and when we have the pleasure of being in a ministerial role in an executive government. 
There are always interests that demand our attention and priorities that communities face. The government is faced 
with the challenge of effectively managing three horizons simultaneously—the short term, the medium term and 
the long term. 
Just to be clear, the opposition supports this bill. I support the provision of sensible and affordable infrastructure in 
the northern corridor up to Yanchep. I see it as a no-brainer. However, a bill such as this begs more questions than it 
answers. As much as we may be excited about the prospect of future building, I think we need to take a deep breath 
and appreciate at what cost we prioritise the rollout of Metronet as opposed to the delivery of other infrastructure 
priorities. Another disappearing election commitment I might mention is the expansion of Joondalup Health Campus. 
I have not heard anything from the state government on that for nearly two years. To me, that is an infrastructure 
priority that should be dealt with in the near term. This is a “good to have” in the medium to long term, but certainly 
does not demand the kind of urgency that is implicated by the bill in its very abbreviated form or by the timing in 
which it comes to this chamber. 
Not to sound like a broken record, but I implore the minister, who is also the Minister for Environment, to explain 
to me the difference in treatment. Why are we utilising such a blunt instrument to barrel this railway through 
Bush Forever in the next couple of years, but somehow the environmental value of Beeliar wetlands is sufficient 
to bring down forever the prospect of the extension of Roe 8? I will leave it there. 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Environment) [5.54 pm] — in reply: I say 
from the outset that we are grateful for members’ support for the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018. I thank 
Hon Simon O’Brien, Hon Colin Tincknell, Hon Tim Clifford, Hon Alison Xamon and Hon Tjorn Sibma for their 
contributions. It is certainly my intention to address those questions that have been raised during the second reading 
debate by members, although I am aware that certain members intend to go into Committee of the Whole. They 
will get a chance to prosecute further their questions at that stage. 
Hon Simon O’Brien asked why enabling legislation is required, considering that it is an existing freight corridor and 
the Thornlie–Cockburn Link was intended to be part of the original Mandurah railway line alignment. The member 
is correct that existing legislation governs the construction of railway infrastructure within the freight corridor—that 
is, the Railways (Standard Gauge) Construction Act 1961. The member is also correct that legislation was passed to 
facilitate the delivery of the Mandurah line along its originally planned alignment from Jandakot to Mandurah. This 
was incorporated into the Railway (Northern and Southern Urban Extensions) Act 1999. The route alignment defined 
in the Railway (Northern and Southern Urban Extensions) Act 1999 commences at the point at which the freight 
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line intersects with Kwinana Freeway and allows for the construction of the Jandakot–Rockingham–Mandurah 
railway in a generally southerly direction along the median strip of Kwinana Freeway and then via the alignments 
seen today. The previously envisaged route into Perth via the Armadale line, being the alignment of the planned 
Thornlie–Cockburn Link, is not defined in this act. 

Following confirmation of the alignment for the Mandurah line via Kwinana Freeway into Perth, a second act was 
passed to enable construction of these works, being the Railway (Jandakot to Perth) Act 2002. Neither act covers the 
alignment required for the Thornlie–Cockburn Link. It was previously considered that the Railways (Standard Gauge) 
Construction Act 1961 would cover the section of the Thornlie–Cockburn Link alignment that would be shared by 
the freight railway lines. This continued to be the position for the construction of the Thornlie line spur. However, 
the Public Transport Authority subsequently sought legal advice about whether this position was still appropriate 
when considering the extension of the Thornlie line to meet the Mandurah line. The PTA was advised that although 
the Railways (Standard Gauge) Construction Act 1961 covered this route alignment, the intent of this railway was 
originally for standard-gauge freight rail lines. Given the passenger rail network in WA uses narrow-gauge track, 
it was considered that although the powers within the existing enabling legislation already afford the PTA and 
government the legislative power to build and maintain a passenger railway in this location—including the existing 
Thornlie spur line, which also falls within the limits of deviation of the legislation authorising the Armadale line—
it would be appropriate to enact new dedicated legislation that is more transparent with its intent. As a result, this 
legislation enforces greater transparency for the community about the type of infrastructure that will be built and 
maintained in the corridor. Additionally, it was known that the timings of the Yanchep rail extension and the 
Thornlie–Cockburn Link were similar and, given the need for enabling legislation for Yanchep, it was considered 
prudent to include Thornlie without imposing significant additional legislative burden. 

A question was asked about why this is titled the Metronet bill and whether it is merely a branding exercise. No, 
it is not. As I understand it, the general guidance or convention is that the name that is chosen for a bill must clearly 
depict the intent of the proposed legislation. This bill is titled the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018. I do not think 
that the name leaves any doubt that the intent of the bill is to facilitate the delivery of railway projects in the 
government’s Metronet plan. Similar to previous rail enabling legislation, including the Railway (Northern and 
Southern Urban Extensions) Act 1999 that I previously mentioned, this is a packaged bill. In its current form, it 
includes both the Yanchep rail extension project and the Thornlie–Cockburn Link project. Over time, additional 
Metronet projects may be added, which will merely require amendments to this legislation, rather than entirely 
new or separate legislation. This bill is intended to be the legislative starting point to facilitate delivery of other 
Metronet rail projects. As these projects are defined with more certainty, amendments will be sought to amend 
what will become the Railway (METRONET) Act 2018. The member would be aware that amendments to an 
existing act generally deliver faster outcomes than the introduction of new legislation. It is also not appropriate to 
fragment legislation when there is an opportunity to consolidate it. This is not to say that there will not be adequate 
opportunity to debate the merits of future proposed amendments to the act. However, there is some merit in 
reducing the legislative and administrative burden associated with fragmented legislation with a common purpose. 
Given that this bill is ultimately intended to become an act that will be amended from time to time to facilitate the 
ongoing delivery of Metronet projects, it is appropriately titled the Railway (METRONET) Bill 2018, rather than 
being limited to a description of one isolated project—for example, the Railway (Forrestfield–Airport Link) Act 2015. 

The member sought clarity from the minister representing the Minister for Transport about whether Butler was the 
last new station built or opened. I can advise the honourable member that the last new station opened was 
Perth Stadium station, servicing Optus Stadium, which was in December 2017. Prior to this, Aubin Grove station 
opened on the Mandurah line in April 2017. Butler station opened in September 2014 and was the last new station 
associated with a line extension. 

The honourable member sought details of the station locations along the Yanchep railway extension and the 
timings for the opening of the stations. I encourage the honourable member to browse the publicly available 
“Yanchep Rail Extension: Project Definition Plan: June 2018”, which I have tabled in this place in the last couple 
of weeks—it can also be accessed on the Metronet website—for detailed information concerning the three planned 
stations at Alkimos, Eglinton and Yanchep, their intended locations and planned development outcomes in the 
precincts around each of them. The member is correct that unlike the Thornlie–Cockburn Link, which is positioned 
in an existing urbanised corridor, it is harder to picture the Yanchep railway extension station locations due to the 
lack of identifiable landmarks. The Yanchep railway extension PDP attempts to do this with both diagrams and 
a written description using the nearest road intersections and alignment with broader planning, including existing 
structure plans when available. For example, Yanchep station is described as being located between the future 
Toreopango Avenue to the north and Yanchep Beach Road to the south in the heart of the planned Yanchep city 
centre. Given the lack of a completed road network, this is difficult for people to visualise. However, the Metronet 
and PTA teams have worked and continue to work closely with adjacent land developers and other stakeholders 
to ensure maximum integration between the planned rail alignment and stations and surrounding urban 
development. All three stations, Alkimos, Eglinton and Yanchep, are planned to open at the same time when the 
railway line is completed. 
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A question was asked about why the government has prioritised the delivery of the Thornlie–Cockburn Link 
and the Yanchep rail extension over other lines, such as an extension of the Armadale line to Byford. Successive 
governments have considered that the delivery of the Thornlie–Cockburn Link and Yanchep rail extension 
projects are a priority or to be a priority. The initial business cases for both projects were funded and significant 
work was completed under the former Liberal–National government. Further, the transport plans produced 
under the previous government identified both the Yanchep rail extension and Thornlie–Cockburn Link projects 
as being a priority, and in the lead-up to the 2017 election, the Liberal Party committed to delivering the 
Thornlie–Cockburn Link project if it was successful in retaining government. The substantial progress in 
planning that was inherited by the McGowan government has enabled us to fast-track the delivery of these 
projects. That is not to say that any of the other Metronet projects are less important; it is just to say that we do 
not have the benefit of having the same degree of planning work completed, which is obviously required prior 
to any decision to commence the delivery of a project. When we took office in March 2017, there was almost 
nothing in hand for other projects, such as an extension of the Armadale line to Byford or a train line to 
Ellenbrook. Starting from scratch takes time, and while we are catching up with the planning processes for these 
new projects, significant work is now underway. 

The member mentioned that we should be comparing passenger catchment areas et cetera. This does not change the 
fact that even if the government wanted to advance the delivery of, for example, a train line to Byford, we would 
not be in a position to start that immediately, due to the lack of planning progress. Neither the community nor the 
government want to sit idly waiting for the completion of planning activities, so we are progressing projects as we 
can. The government has not been shy about announcing its intentions to deliver the full program of Metronet 
projects; however, practical limitations must be taken into consideration regardless of our desire to deliver everything 
at once. It also needs to be understood that different projects deliver different outcomes; for example, the Yanchep 
rail extension is focused on providing a new service to new catchment areas, whereas the Thornlie–Cockburn Link 
is servicing some new catchment areas. Admittedly, however, the main benefit comes from connecting the 
two train lines, thereby significantly reducing travel time for some commuters. I expect members would agree that 
the Yanchep rail extension will undoubtedly service more commuters than the Thornlie–Cockburn Link; however, 
even the Liberal Party prioritised the delivery of the Thornlie project in the lead-up to the election. It is not always 
as simple as comparing catchment areas for new commuters. The government takes all factors into consideration 
when prioritising investment decisions. 

A question was asked about the Joondalup line, which will ultimately be extended to Yanchep, and that services 
a significant catchment area that extends far to the east. The question was: why is the government not 
contemplating a new central train line as part of Metronet, as contemplated by the previous government? In 
response, the Metronet program was always intended to be a staged program of projects. The government has 
announced a commitment to stage 1 projects. These include completing the Forrestfield–Airport Link, extending 
the Joondalup line to Yanchep, linking Thornlie and Cockburn Central stations, planning and building the new 
Morley–Ellenbrook line, extending the Armadale line to Byford, relocating Midland station and extending the 
Midland line to Bellevue, building a new station at Karrinyup on the Mandurah line, starting a program to remove 
level crossings on the Armadale and Midland lines, designing and manufacturing the next C-series trains, planning 
for alternative transport options to better connect communities, and investigating increasing passenger parking at 
Mandurah station. The government is conscious of the potential pressure on the Joondalup line and it will consider 
appropriate public transport infrastructure treatments as part of later stages of Metronet to treat this pressure, should 
it eventuate. It should be noted that the government is committed to the introduction of an improved signalling 
system that I am told will substantially increase the capacity of the Joondalup line to support a higher frequency 
of trains on that line. This is not to say that an additional train line as mentioned by the honourable member is not 
warranted in the longer term; however, incremental infrastructure improvements should treat any concerns in the 
near term. 

A question was asked about what other projects are part of Metronet and what is the cost, cash flows and project 
timings. I would encourage the member to browse the state budget and visit the Metronet website, which contains 
up-to-date information as it comes to light for the full suite of Metronet projects, but I have certainly touched on 
some of those in my earlier comments. A comment was made about the bill seeking exemptions from WA Planning 
Commission approval for certain works. The question asked was: why is this the case? I take the opportunity to 
quote from the explanatory memorandum accompanying the bill. It states — 

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

To be clear, although exemptions from obtaining WAPC approval are being sought, largely for works associated 
with the rail corridor itself, this does not exempt necessary approvals being sought from key authorities, including 
all environmental approvals required under applicable state and federal legislation, as well as development 
approvals, particularly for train stations and associated facilities, including car parks and bus interchanges, from 
the appropriate planning authorities. These exemptions are being sought because the Department of Planning, 
Lands and Heritage, the WAPC and relevant local government authorities have been closely involved in the 
long-term planning and development of these project proposals, including the identified alignments and station 
locations. Given that for the most part these projects will be constructed on land that is already appropriately zoned 
for railways in the metropolitan region scheme, the exemptions sought in this bill are intended to streamline 
unnecessary project approvals and reduce administrative red tape, given that the frameworks and agreements are 
already in place. 
Hon Tim Clifford and Hon Alison Xamon asked a range of questions. Hon Tim Clifford asked whether there 
were any impacts on spider orchids—Caladenia huegelii, I think is the genus—and tawny possums from the 
Thornlie–Cockburn Link. I am advised that based on the surveys that have been undertaken, there would be no 
impact. No evidence of either species has been found following multiple surveys over a number of years. 
Regarding the question about whether all planned work is within existing rail corridors, the majority of works are 
confined within the existing rail corridor, other than at train stations where work outside the existing corridor will 
occur to build associated facilities, including parking, road access and bus interchanges. Obviously, I have made 
my comments on the role of the Environmental Protection Authority and other agencies with those facilities or 
types of things.  
A comment was made about the impact on Ken Hurst Park. Although the rail corridor travels through Ken Hurst Park, 
it is already cleared. This project is contained within the corridor, so there was no clearing of any vegetation within 
this Bush Forever site. 
I will confirm the extent of offsets. An offset strategy for each project is still being developed in consultation with 
the regulators. Options include purchasing offsets and identifying areas for potential rehabilitation. This work is 
ongoing and is estimated to take up to 12 months. That question was asked by Hon Alison Xamon. Any offsets 
could be as much as six to one, but that is subject to discussions with the regulators. 
Hon Alison Xamon interjected. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The conversations will happen, honourable member. I confirm that there has been 
ongoing engagement with community groups, and, yes, we are committed to ongoing engagement with key groups, 
including the Urban Bushland Council WA and the Friends of Ken Hurst Park. Broader community consultation 
and engagement will also be undertaken throughout the delivery of these projects, as well as part of the wider suite 
of Metronet projects as these continue to be planned and move into delivery. 
In relation to both projects, a great deal of conversations and consultation has happened with the Urban Bushland 
Council. Briefings have taken place with the Friends of Ken Hurst Park. Conversations have already happened 
about the Yanchep rail extension and, as the honourable member mentioned, there was a briefing with the 
Quinns Rocks Environmental Group. Certainly, as I said, there is a commitment as we move forward to continue 
to consult. I think it was Hon Tjorn Sibma who asked a question about the termination of a line in a Bush Forever 
site. The rail line does not terminate in a Bush Forever site at Yanchep; rather, it will terminate in the heart of the 
planned Yanchep city centre. We have worked, and continue to work, closely with the developers on this planning 



7918 [COUNCIL — Wednesday, 7 November 2018] 

 

to ensure the best land use and transport outcomes. The rail corridor traverses the Ningana bushland Bush Forever 
site south of Yanchep, which is a key focus of our ongoing consultation and environmental approvals process. 
I take this opportunity to draw members’ attention to the previously tabled project definition plan for that project. 
Page 21 of that document outlines further information. Hon Tjorn Sibma asked a question about the difference in 
treatment of these projects from Roe 8 and the Beeliar wetlands, which is a controversial issue. Obviously, Roe 8 
and the Beeliar wetlands are not covered by this bill. I take the opportunity to say that the government made 
a commitment about the Beeliar wetlands before the last election and we are moving on that commitment. Today 
in the other place, legislation about Beeliar wetlands was introduced, and I look forward to a debate in this place 
when that bill gets here. Obviously, that is not within the scope of the legislation before us this evening; therefore, 
I will not comment on it further. 

Hopefully, I have answered many, if not all, of the questions asked of me. Again, I thank honourable members for 
their indication of support for this bill. The Yanchep rail extension and the Thornlie–Cockburn Link will have 
a positive impact and certainly the people of the northern and southern suburbs will thank members in this place. 
These are projects for the future and projects that the Western Australian community will support. With that, 
I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

BEELIAR WETLANDS 

Statement 

HON SIMON O’BRIEN (South Metropolitan) [6.14 pm]: There has already been mention of this and I will not 
let today go without further mention of it. The saccharin, sickening media statement released jointly today in the 
names of the Ministers for Transport and Environment is an absolute disgrace. The sanctimonious tone of this 
particular media release about protecting wetlands and so on is grossly misconceived, as has been the Labor Party’s 
policy on this matter for years. I want to give notice of a couple things right now. The idea that the Roe 8 road 
reserve should be removed from the metropolitan region scheme is something that the Liberal Party, and probably 
others, will oppose. Let me be matter of fact about that so that everybody knows—no ifs, no buts. This is an act of 
administrative vandalism and this government deserves to be condemned for it and, ultimately, it will be 
condemned for it by the majority of the Western Australian community. 

Hon Sue Ellery: Who voted for it? 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I am not so sure that that is the truth. The government is behaving in a cavalier manner. 
It has a process in place to contemplate the location of future port facilities, and even if it favours closing the 
Fremantle inner harbour to container traffic, it will have to go somewhere else, and it has not worked out how it is 
going to do that. To take a key part of the Perth Freight Link project out of the equation for some arbitrary, bigoted, 
short-sighted and shallow reason, such as that advanced in the debate on Roe Highway in recent years, stands to 
the discredit of this government and the ministers who put out that ludicrous press release today. I am going to ask 
questions of the Minister for Environment in due course, and all of that will be going back and forward. But just 
understand this: the Liberal Party knows where it stands on this issue for very good reason, and we can argue it. 
Just now Hon Tjorn Sibma referred to the business case and the hard dollars and cents with which we can measure 
the value of the project that this government is proposing to scrap. There are plenty of arguments like that and they 
are real arguments, not nonsense campaigns funded by whatever feral group this government thinks it can curry 
favour with. I will tell members what is offensive. It is the government importing professional protestors to shin 
up trees and say that they are reflecting the will of the Western Australian people. We will have all of those debates 
in due course. But the government must understand where we stand on this, and we stand there for reasons that 
are supportable, such as the matter alluded to by Hon Tjorn Sibma, which is based on dollars and cents. But there 
is more to it than that—measurable things that are not only about the convenience and the future functionality of 
the road network. More than that, it is about reducing trauma on our roads. They are the sorts of penalties that our 
community will suffer because of this government’s policy in this respect if it is allowed to progress. Understand 
this: do members know what road trauma means? 

Hon Sue Ellery: More than you can ever imagine, thanks. Much more than you can ever imagine, my friend. 

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

Hon Sue Ellery: Think about what you are saying. 

Hon SIMON O’BRIEN: I have thought long and hard about what I am saying, and I will be saying it again. We 
will be opposing the government tooth and nail on this. It is a disgraceful policy being pursued by a morally 
bankrupt government that has no respect for due process, as we are seeing again and again. 
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PLANNING — COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

Statement 

HON ALISON XAMON (North Metropolitan) [6.21 pm]: I rise this evening because I would like to say some 
words following the rally that was held on the steps of Parliament House this morning. There was an eclectic range 
of groups from across the North Metropolitan Region there, along with speakers from the Melville area. I think it 
is significant to note that they all held one thing in common and that was a deep concern about the decisions that 
have been made by both local and state government bodies on their behalf and that they simply have not met their 
expectations when it comes to issues of community consultation or, worse, have been made entirely without 
community consultation. 

I have already spoken in this place about a number of the issues that they raised, and specifically the concerns 
about moving the International School of Western Australia to the Doubleview Primary School site. I have also 
raised concerns about the inexplicable decision to approve the 43 and 33-storey towers in Scarborough. I have 
raised concerns about the complete disregard of strategic environmental and planning concerns for the proposed 
Alfred Cove wave park. I have also raised concerns about the abrupt and unexpected education cuts, not all of 
which have been reversed as yet, and the ongoing wait for Design WA documents, which will provide more weight 
to local councils’ attempts to maintain tree canopy during private developments and create subdivisions and 
apartments that are appropriate and neighbourhood friendly. These are the sorts of issues we have raised. In all 
these cases, the decisions made by the relevant body have been directly counter to community expectations, which 
have been built up through an established consultation process or through years of developing and implementing 
strategic plans. In every case, as was said this morning, the community goes searching for a reason that subsequent 
decisions have been made that are counter to its expectations. The explanations that the community arrives at are 
not particularly flattering to those decision-making bodies. In the absence of any clear, logical or transparent 
decision-making, allegations of conflict of interest, corruption and self-aggrandisement, or even petty personal 
vendettas, are commonly offered by the community groups as potential rationale for how illogical decision-making 
has been arrived at. 

For example, I have been speaking about concerns about moving the International School of Western Australia 
since the beginning of this term. To remind members of the situation, moving ISWA to the Doubleview Primary 
School site was part of the former government’s plans for the western suburbs school strategy and was required to 
make the reopening of City Beach Senior High School as a public school possible. We know that the government 
has since decided to build the public school at Kitchener Park, and I assure members that there are also concerns 
about a number of elements of that decision, but, in any event, the Kitchener Park decision at that point killed any 
justification for spending more than $20 million moving ISWA out of the City Beach Senior High School site. 
Since then, there have been issues with poor quality information that was sent to the joint development assessment 
panel, which meant that the project was delayed long enough that both the original and renegotiated sunset dates 
on the agreement had passed. There was an opportunity, but instead of simply not spending any further money on 
what is now clearly not a necessary project, this government has instead continued down the path in the face of 
strong community concern about the impact on the existing community at Doubleview. We are talking about 
a community that has already lost a large chunk of valuable land that has been used as public open space, and it is 
going to be losing more, with restrictions on access to the remaining oval set to increase. We are talking about 
a community that is concerned that the impact of increasing infill in both the Doubleview and Scarborough areas 
on the primary school have not been answered in any depth. To update members about where the project is now, 
the removal of trees at that site has commenced, and, as was noted at the JDAP numerous times, the mapping of 
trees on the site is incorrect. A small tree has been saved that was supposed to have been a 13.5-metre tall tuart 
tree, and the community continues to be correct about the flaws in this project. There has been a complete inability 
by the government to provide any believable explanation for the decisions that have been made around this issue. 
Combined with poor decision-making and a lack of community consultation in the education portfolio, it has 
resulted in an ongoing lack of trust in both the education department and the JDAPs to do the right thing by their 
school communities. 

A similar pall has been cast over the Metropolitan Redevelopment Authority with the decision regarding the 
3 Oceans development. The consultation that the MRA went through to develop the scheme and the policies for 
the redevelopment originally were great; it was good. The community was really happy. It had been really happy 
with the way the MRA went about its business. The consultation resulted in a plan that the community genuinely 
believed in, which is why the decision to approve the 3 Oceans towers has come as such a great shock. The MRA 
had built up a store of goodwill and trust not only in the Scarborough area, but also across numerous developments 
across the city, and the decision to approve these towers more than challenges the scheme and the policies; it burns 
a huge amount of public trust, not only in the MRA, but, frankly, in the planning system generally. The 
“Scarborough Master Plan” was the furthest thing from a tick-and-flick exercise. It had been really good practice 
and it is very disappointing to see something so counter to the vision that had been agreed upon by that community 
subsequently being approved. 
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I know that a number of members in the North Metropolitan Region and also across Perth have been approached 
and asked to act on a number of these issues. The problems that people are highlighting with the planning process 
at the local and state level and within departments are genuine and they are serious. We all need to take a hard 
look at what is happening here and make sure that when community consultation occurs, it is genuine, and that 
decision-making bodies are living up to the higher expectations of fairness and impartiality that we expect of them. 
We need to ensure that our strategic planning in all areas is done well and it is easy to understand. People are 
unhappy, and not without good reason.  

SENTENCE ADMINISTRATION AMENDMENT (MULTIPLE MURDERERS) BILL 2018 

Receipt and First Reading 

Bill received from the Assembly; and, on motion by Hon Sue Ellery (Leader of the House), read a first time. 

Second Reading 

HON SUE ELLERY (South Metropolitan — Leader of the House) [6.29 pm]: I move — 

That the bill be now read a second time. 

This bill introduces very important reforms to the Sentence Administration Act 2003 so that an Attorney General, 
who is described as the “minister” in the bill, may direct that mass murderers and serial killers must not be considered 
for parole or a resocialisation program. Honourable members may recall that in 2007, Hon Jim McGinty, MLA, 
publicly declared that during his term as Attorney General, prisoner Catherine Birnie would never be released. 
This and subsequent public declarations have had no legal effect, with the Prisoners Review Board of 
Western Australia and the chief executive officer of the corrective services division of the Department of Justice 
still being required to comply with statutory reporting obligations under section 12A of the Sentence Administration 
Act 2003. Prisoner Birnie and other prisoners who are regarded as Australia’s worst mass murderers and serial 
killers have continued to have their parole reviewed on a periodic basis. 

The proposed reforms are intended to go some way to address the trauma and emotional toll experienced by the 
family and friends of murder victims—also referred to as “secondary victims”—and others impacted by the crimes, 
including surviving victims of serial killers and mass murderers. The parole planning process can be a source of 
significant stress. This is due to the anticipation that these offenders may return to the community, the 
re-traumatisation from being periodically asked to share one’s views about the potential release of the offender, 
and the heightened and often unwanted media and public attention associated with these cases. By allowing an 
Attorney General to direct that a mass murderer or serial killer must not be considered for parole or 
a resocialisation program for a period of up to six years, it is hoped that this bill will moderate one driver of stress 
for secondary victims and survivors. 

The bill introduces the concepts of “designated prisoner” and “relevant offence” for the purpose of prescribing the 
mass murderers and serial killers to whom a ministerial direction may apply. These definitions cover prisoners 
who are serving life or indefinite imprisonment or who are Governor’s pleasure detainees as listed under schedule 3 
of the Sentence Administration Act 2003. The prisoner must be serving a sentence for at least one conviction for 
a relevant offence, which is defined to include the Western Australian offence of murder, the former offence of 
wilful murder, as well as similar offences when committed elsewhere, including any place outside Australia. In 
addition, such a prisoner must have been convicted of two or more other relevant offences that were committed at 
any time, or have been convicted of another relevant offence, and that offence must have been committed on 
a different day from the first relevant offence. As such, ministerial directions can only be made regarding mass 
murderers, being someone who has killed three or more people on one day; and serial killers, being someone who 
has killed two or more people on different days. The issue of consideration for a resocialisation program and 
periodic parole review arises only in relation to schedule 3 prisoners. It is thus not necessary to extend the scheme 
to other classes of prisoners. 

The minister is empowered to make a direction following the receipt of a designated prisoner’s relevant report, 
which is defined to be the first statutory report for parole consideration. This has been necessary to avoid any 
potential interference with the minimum non-parole period set by a sentencing court and therefore minimises the 
risk of constitutional challenge to the making of a direction. Ministerial directions are not compulsory, nor are they 
automated. The minister has absolute discretion about whether to make a direction about a designated prisoner. 
Consistent with the current operation of the Sentence Administration Act 2003, the decision is not subject to natural 
justice or any requirements for procedural fairness. The amendments also provide that a direction cannot be 
challenged, appealed or reviewed in any court, except on the basis of jurisdictional error. A direction must be in 
writing and must specify start and end dates of no more than six years apart. Copies of the direction must be 
provided to the board, the chief executive officer of the Department of Corrective Services and the prisoner 
concerned. During the period that the direction is in effect, the board and the CEO of corrections will be prevented 
from undertaking any assessment, consideration or reporting functions of parole or a resocialisation program for 
the designated prisoner. A direction may be renewed three months prior to when it is due to expire. There is no 
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limit to the number of successive directions that can be made. The legislation will maintain the minister’s capacity 
to request a report about a designated prisoner or for the board to provide a report under section 12 of the 
Sentence Administration Act 2003. Although the intent is that the section 12 reporting mechanism will not be used 
during the period of a direction, the retention of this ability negates the need to include special provisions for the 
revocation of a direction. It allows for any exceptional cases in which parole may need to be considered or when 
a new minister comes in and has a different view about an already issued direction. 

If a further direction is not made at the expiry of a direction, the statutory reporting functions under section 12A 
resume and due dates for future reports are calculated as if all previous reports had been completed at the times 
prescribed by the legislation. The amendments include the capacity for a report to be deferred past the due date, 
provided it is given to the minister as soon as practicable; and, in any event, within seven months. This will ensure 
that the board has sufficient time to prepare and comply with the statutory reporting requirements. The suspension 
on the consideration for a resocialisation program is also lifted at the expiry of the direction. 

The amendments introduced by this bill are targeted at the very worst mass murderers and serial killers serving 
life and indefinite terms in Western Australian prisons. In these cases, there is no entitlement to parole or any early 
release and the prisoner is liable to remain in custody for the term of their natural life. The amendments introduced 
by this bill will elevate the interests of secondary victims, survivors and the community above that of offenders. 
Allowing for the suspension of parole consideration for mass murderers and serial killers is primarily intended to 
address the re-traumatisation experienced by the secondary victims and survivors of these notorious crimes. 

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

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

[See paper 2161.] 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 

COMMUNITY TITLES BILL 2018 
Assembly’s Message 

Message from the Assembly received and read notifying that it had agreed to the amendments made by the Council. 

House adjourned at 6.37 pm 

__________ 
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QUESTIONS ON NOTICE 

Questions and answers are as supplied to Hansard. 

PREMIER — BUSINESS CASE ACCESS 

1664. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Premier: 

I refer to parliamentary questions seeking access to business cases for projects that were approved by the former 
Liberal National Government, and I ask: 

(a) if these business cases cannot be released due to their status as ‘cabinet-in-confidence’ and ‘long standing 
convention’, how does the current Government maintain oversight of project delivery, budget and other 
related matters without access to such key information; 

(b) on what basis did the current Government maintain funding and commitment to these projects without 
access to such key information; and 

(c) on what basis did the special inquirer undertaking the ‘Inquiry into Government Programs and Projects’ 
access key documentation such as business cases given the Parliament cannot do so? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

(a)–(b) As part of the incoming government process, Ministers received briefings from agencies on key projects 
and priorities. These briefings could have included the key information the Member refers to. 

(c) I refer the Member to page 33 of Volume 1, Final Report of the Special Inquiry into Government 
Programs and Projects, where the Special Inquirer reports in relation to this issue. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORT — ADVERTISING 

1665. Hon Martin Aldridge to the minister representing the Minister for Transport: 

I refer to Legislative Council question on notice Nos 1181 and 1441, in relation to advertising material distributed 
by the Department of Transport, and I ask: 

(a) do the advertisers make arrangements directly with and pay the contractor that the Minister mentioned in 
both answers; 

(b) who is the contractor and what is the term of the contract; 

(c) will the Minister please provide a copy of the contract; and 

(d) if no to (a), will the Minister please provide the name of the individual advertisers and advertising costs 
charged to each in 2015–16, 2016–17 and 2017–18? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 

(a) Yes. 

(b) To The Point. The contract expires on 31 January 2019, however an extension to 30 June 2019 is 
currently being negotiated to maintain budget revenue for the remainder of the financial year. 

(c) [See tabled paper no 2160.] 

(d) Not applicable. 

MINISTER FOR LOCAL GOVERNMENT — TRAVEL 

1668. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Minister for Local Government; 
Heritage; Culture and the Arts: 

I refer to Legislative Council question on notice No. 1432, and I ask, will the Minister please table an unredacted 
copy of the Minister for Local Government; Heritage; Culture and the Arts diary including all appointments and 
travel arrangements for the period 23–25 August 2017? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 

Between 23 and 25 August the Minister drove to Busselton to attend Cinefest Oz opening events, flew to 
Kellerberrin to attend a WALGA Eastern Zone meeting, drove to Avondale to visit the National Trust’s Avondale 
Discovery Farm, drove to Beverley and York to meet with the Shire of Beverley and Shire of York, attended 
a Meet the Minister event in Northam hosted by the Hon Darren West MLC, met with the Shire of Northam, 
attended a WALGA Zone meeting in Northam, then returned to Perth by car. 
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PREMIER — MEETINGS — SOUTH METROPOLITAN REGION 

1670. Hon Nick Goiran to the Leader of the House representing the Premier; Minister for Public Sector 
Management; Federal–State Relations: 

I refer to the email from the Premier’s office, dated 3 October 2018 and received at 4:24pm from your 
Appointments Secretary, and I ask: 
(a) for what period of time was the Premier in the South Metropolitan Region; 

(b) further to (a): 

(i) how many meetings, events, functions or similar did the Premier attend; 
(ii) who attended each of the meetings, events, functions or similar with the Premier; and 

(iii) did the Premier receive or create any documents during or in preparation for the meetings, 
events, functions or similar; 

(c) if yes to (b)(iii), what were those documents; 

(d) further to (c), will the Premier table those documents; 

(e) if yes to (d), when; and 
(f) if no to (d), why not? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a)–(f) For the Member’s information, the Premier’s public engagement on the 4th of October in the 

South Metropolitan Regions was to view road upgrades in Huntingdale. The Premier was in attendance 
for approximately 40 minutes. Also in attendance was Terry Healy MLA, Member for Southern River. 

For the benefit of the honourable member, that email contained contact details if he required further detail. 

Emails of this nature are sent as a courtesy. If the member finds them a nuisance, he can reply asking to 
be removed from future correspondence. 

PREMIER — AGRICULTURAL REGION — VISIT 

1671. Hon Martin Aldridge to the Leader of the House representing the Premier; Minister for 
Public Sector Management; Federal–State Relations: 

I refer to the Premier’s visit to the Agricultural Region on Wednesday, 3 October 2018, and I ask: 

(a) on what date, at what time and by what means were the following local Members of Parliament notified 
of the Premier’s visit: 
(i) Hon Mia Davies MLA; 

(ii) Hon Martin Aldridge MLC; 

(iii) Hon Colin de Grussa MLC; 
(iv) Hon Darren West MLC; 

(v) Hon Laurie Graham MLC; and 

(vi) Hon Rick Mazza MLC; 
(b) please provide an unredacted copy of the Premier’s itinerary and travel arrangements for Wednesday, 

3 October 2018; 

(c) please provide all briefing notes and advice provided to the Premier in relation to meetings, functions and 
other commitments undertaken by him on 3 October 2018; 

(d) who accompanied the Premier during his visit and at each meeting, function or other commitment 
attended by him on Wednesday, 3 October 2018; and 

(e) has the Premier complied with his own ‘standard protocols’ as outlined by him in response to Legislative 
Council questions on notice Nos 1170 and 1433? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) The Hon Mia Davies MLA, Hon Rick Mazza MLC, Hon Martin Aldridge MLC and  

Hon Colin de Grussa MLC were notified via email at 9.37am on Wednesday 3 October of the  
Premier’s intent to visit to the Agricultural Region on Thursday 4 October. 
The Hon Darren West MLC and Hon Laurie Graham MLC were notified earlier via telephone in order to 
co-ordinate meeting with the Premier on his arrival. 
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(b)–(d) The Premier attended: 

8:45am: A photo opportunity and media doorstop with Darren West, Laurie Graham and the Shire of 
Northam at Bakers Hill for improvements to the Great Eastern Highway 

9:30am – Visted Aboriginal Cultural Centre, Bilya Koort Boodja with indigenous elders. 

10:15am: Meeting with the Shire of Northam with Darren West and Laurie Graham 

11:10am: Visit to Northam Cricket Camp with Darren West and Laurie Graham 

11:45am: Visit to Share and Care Community Services with Darren West and Laurie Graham 

12:30pm: Photo Opportunity with Darren West and Laurie Graham 

1:30pm: Visit to Northam Hospital to view construction upgrades with Darren West and Laurie Graham 

2:45pm Lotterywest grant presentation to Shire of York with Darren West and Laurie Graham 

3:15pm: Metting with the Shire of York with Darren West and Laurie Graham 

4:30pm: Meeting with Wundowie Men’s Shed and members of the Silver Wings Seniors. 

The Premier was staffed by Jamie MacDonald and Cale Black and was driven as per usual arrangements. 

For the benefit of the honourable member, the email he received contained contact information if he 
required further detail. 

(e) No. 

ENVIRONMENT — CONTAMINATED SITES — GOOSEBERRY HILL PRIMARY SCHOOL 

1675. Hon Alison Xamon to the Minister for Environment: 
I refer to the Gooseberry Hill Primary School entry on the Contaminated Sites Database, which states that the 
school is irrigated by waters pumped from the Ledger Road Dam and will continue to be, and I ask, will the 
Minister please explain the discrepancy between this information and the response provided to my question on 
notice No. 1326, answered on 21 August 2018? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
I am advised that the discrepancy was with the information shown in the Contaminated Sites Database that the 
Gooseberry Hill Primary School (at 24 Ledger Road in Gooseberry Hill) was supplied by water from the dam 
located at Crown Reserve 16922 (the Ledger Road Dam). This was based on information submitted to the 
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation in July 2018. 

Before responding to the Question on Notice No. 1326, further advice was sought from the Department of Water 
and Environmental Regulation and the Department of Education. The Department of Education subsequently 
confirmed that water from the Ledger Road Dam had not been used to irrigate the school grounds since 
around 2002. Scheme water, supplied by the Water Corporation, has been used to irrigate the school grounds since 
this time. 

While the site classification remains remediated for restricted use, due to the requirement for ongoing management 
of unexpected potential asbestos containing materials, on 29 October 2018 the reasons for classification in the 
Contaminate Site Database was updated to reflect the recent information from the Department of Education. 

The Department of Education will be updating and resubmitting the applicable contaminated site reports to the 
Department of Water and Environmental Regulation. 

LEGAL AFFAIRS — CUSTODY NOTIFICATION SERVICE 

1678. Hon Alison Xamon to the Leader of the House representing the Attorney General: 
I refer to the establishment of a custody notification service, and I ask: 

(a) has legislation to establish the service been drafted; 

(b) when is it anticipated this legislation will be introduced; 

(c) when is it anticipated the service will begin operating; and 

(d) what else needs to occur before the service begins operating? 

Hon Sue Ellery replied: 
(a) As with the CNS in New South Wales, WA’s will be mandated by regulations, which have been drafted 

and will be gazetted when the service in ready to begin operations. The Australian Legal Service (ALS), 
who will be the service provider, will also need to recruit and train lawyers and support staff to operate 
the service.  
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(b) It is intended that a new regulation to the Police Act 1892 (WA) will be laid upon the table of Parliament 
in the first half of 2019. Which will happen soon after the service provider, the ALS confirms that it has 
its staff recruited and trained.  

(c) In the first half of 2019.  

(d) The details of the service contract between the Commonwealth Government and the ALS, who will be 
the service provider, need to be finalised. The Commonwealth Government has agreed to annual funding 
of $750,000 and this will be supplemented by the WA Government providing $202,000 which will enable 
the ALS to employ five lawyers and two support staff to operate the service.  

POLICE — FAMILY VIOLENCE SPECIAL CASE TEAM 

1679. Hon Alison Xamon to the minister representing the Minister for Police: 
I refer to the Western Australia Police family violence special case team, and I ask: 

(a) do members of the team receive cultural competency training specific to addressing family and domestic 
violence issues in culturally and linguistically diverse families; 

(b) if yes to (a): 

(i) please provide information on the nature and extent of any cultural competency training; 

(ii) who provides this training; and 

(iii) what percentage of current staff in the team have undergone this training; and 

(c) if no to (a), why not? 

Hon Stephen Dawson replied: 
The Western Australian Police Force advise the following: 

(a) No. 

(b) (i)–(iii) Not applicable. 

(c) A package regarding cultural competency training specific to addressing family and domestic violence 
issues in culturally and linguistically diverse families does not currently exist. 

The Western Australia Police Force Community Engagement Division (CED) has carriage of addressing 
community diversity and substantive equality issues. In particular, issues around cultural violence against 
women and children and multicultural training to enhance service delivery. 

At present, CED provide an awareness session as part of a detective investigators course on new and 
emerging communities. 

CED are in the process of finalising a Culturally and Linguistically Diverse (CALD) awareness package, 
to be available to employees of the WA Police Force. 

The awareness package is near completion and will be made available to all WA Police Force employees, 
specifically staff in business units responsible for diverse community engagement and domestic and 
family violence issues. 

__________ 
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